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Part 1 

 

Introduction 

 

In doctoral research projects, the LR creates the basis for academic 

investigation (Xia and Watson, 2019, p.93). It sets the broad context of the 

study, by recognising what is included and excluded from the research and 

validates those conclusions by placing existing literature in a wider scholarly 

and chronological context (Boote and Biele, 2005, p.4).  

 

To Easterby-Smith et al (2021), LR is an analytical summary of an existing body 

of research in light of a particular research question (p.25). It helps researchers 

to learn from previous research by providing a context for the research project 

(ibid). This context may be identifying flaws in previous research or gaps in 

knowledge about the proposed study - this provides justification and ensures 

that the inquiry fits into existing wider research within the subject area (ibid). 

 

Fink (2020, p.6) defines LR as a “systematic, explicit, and reproducible method 

for identifying, evaluating and synthesising the existing body of completed and 

recorded work produced by researchers, scholars, and practitioners”. Webster 

and Watson (2002, p.xiii) provide clarification on the essential attributes of LR 

as one which establishes a firm basis for advancing knowledge. It facilitates 

theory development, closes areas where a plethora of research exists, and 

uncovers areas where research is needed. 

 

Purpose and Content of a Critical Literature Review (LR) 

 

It is critical that the advancement of knowledge must be built on prior existing 

work. To push the knowledge frontier, a researcher must be aware of where the 
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frontier is. LR assists the researcher understand the breadth and depth of the 

existing body of work and identify gaps to explore. By summarizing, analysing, 

and synthesizing a group of related literature, a specific hypothesis can be 

tested, or new theories developed. Furthermore, the authority and value of 

existing work can be assessed against principles to reveal weaknesses, 

inconsistencies, and contradictions (Paré et al. 2015). 

 

Wallace and Wray (2021, p.117) assert that at the core of any text will be the 

author(s) claims to knowledge. According to the authors, the claims made in 

different types of texts are prone to certain typical limitations and identifying 

these characteristics is a foundational step to assist the researcher to evaluate 

whether the degrees of conviction and generalisation are suitably well 

guaranteed to be convincing (ibid). They differentiate theoretical, research, and 

practice knowledge as the three kinds of knowledge about the social world (ibid, 

p.118).  

 

Theoretical knowledge consists of theories that explain how the social world 

works and reliability is achieved if it is established from evidence otherwise it is 

just a hunch. Evidence of theoretical knowledge is shown by patterns observed 

through personal experience or as a result of investigations. Research 

knowledge describes what happens in the social world and may adopt a narrow 

or broad focus. It is developed through systematic empirical investigation to 

answer the research questions. Practice knowledge generates claims that are 

developed through practitioners’ actions in the social world and based on their 

personal reflections on their experience, or a more systematic evaluation 

conducted by informed professionals (ibid, p.119).  

 

Creswell (1994, p.37) advocates that the LR must meet three conditions: “to 

present results of similar studies, to relate the present study to the ongoing 
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dialogue in the literature, and to provide a framework for comparing the results 

of a study with other studies”. To achieve these conditions Creswell (2002, 

p.86) recommends a five-step process: “identifying terms to typically use in your 

literature search; locating literature; reading and checking the relevance of the 

literature; organizing the literature you have selected; and writing a literature 

review”. 

 

The purpose of LR has advanced significantly over the past quarter of a century 

(Simsek et al, 2023, p.292). LR is now being utilised to integrate, refine, and 

elaborate theory (Baumeister & Leary, 1997; Sandelowski & Barroso, 2003; 

Tranfield et al., 2003; Grant & Booth, 2009; Rowe, 2014; Leidner, 2018; 

Siddaway et al., 2019; Xiao & Watson, 2019; Post et al., 2020). 

 

LR can be a background for an empirical study which is generally used as 

justification for decisions made in research design, to provide theoretical 

context, or identify gaps in existing literature (Levy and Ellis, 2006; Templier 

and Paré, 2015); or LR can take the form of an independent work (Templier 

and Paré, 2015).  

 

LR can be traditional (narrative) or systematic. Traditional LR offers a precis of 

a bounded area of research and provides conclusions about the topic in 

question (Jesson et al, 2011). It is important to note that this type of review 

might exclude some considerations that the reviewer considers less relevant 

(Easterby-Smith et al, 2021, p.27). Green et al., 2006 consider a traditional LR 

to be an unsystematic approach because the selection of information from 

primary articles is subjective, lacks explicit criteria for inclusion, and can lead to 

biased interpretations and inferences. 

 



- 4 - 

 

Regardless of the shortcomings of traditional LR pointed out by Green et al 

(ibid), the advantage of traditional LR per Cronin et al., (2008) is found in its 

effectiveness in providing the reader with a comprehensive background for 

understanding current knowledge and highlighting the significance of new 

research.   

 

It is expedient to point out that the focal point of this paper is a systematic LR. 

A Systematic LR (SLR) “attempts to accumulate, evaluate and combine in a 

single source all empirical data that meet a set of previously defined eligibility 

criteria in order to answer a clearly formulated and often narrow research 

question on a particular topic of interest to support evidence-based practice” 

(Liberati et al., 2009). Cook et al., (1997) stated that SLR uses precise 

techniques to aggregate a sizable body of research evidence, by evaluating 

whether conclusions are along the same path and of the same scale, justifying 

probable variations among findings, and determining the extent of the overall 

evidence for every outcome of interest based on the value of included studies 

and the general reliability among them.   

 

Format of SLR 

 

The main procedures of SLR require formulating the research questions and 

objective(s), searching the existing literature, screening for inclusion, assessing 

the quality of primary studies, extracting data; and analysing data (Khan et al., 

2003, p.118; Templier and Paré, 2015). Fink (2020, p.7) includes an additional 

procedure which is “choosing search terms”. 

 

a. Formulating the research questions and objectives: The need for the 

research must be justified (Petticrew and Roberts, 2006), research 

questions accurately formulated (Jesson et al, 2011) and objectives that 
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guide the LR identified (Okoli and Schabram, 2010; Fink 2020, p.6). 

Concurring with Jesson et al (2011), Paré and Kitsiou (2017, p. 159) 

opine that research questions that are clearly formulated are essential 

elements that direct the entire review methodology; accentuate the type 

of data required and inform the choice of relevant literature and guide 

the subsequent analysis.  

b. Searching the existing literature: This is accomplished by the search of 

physical books, databases, websites, original studies, conceptual 

papers, and other sources (Fink 2020, pp 6-7). The search is not 

complete without making decisions on the appropriateness of the 

information to be considered in the review (Cooper, 1988). 

c. Choosing search terms: These are keywords and phrases that assist in 

securing suitable articles (Fink, 2020, p.7). These words and phrases 

are based on concepts that frame the research questions. (ibid.) 

d. Screening for inclusion: An initial search yields a lot of articles most of 

which are irrelevant. Screening is essential to determine the relevance 

of initial material sourced (Petticrew and Roberts, 2006). This screening 

determines what will be included or excluded from the research (Fink, 

2020, p.7). 

e. Assessing the quality of primary studies: This requires evaluating the 

rigour of the research design and method(s) (Paré and Kitsiou, 2017, p. 

160) 

f. Extracting data: Data that is relevant to the research is extracted from 

every primary study included in the sample (Cooper and Hedges, 2009; 

Fink, 2020).  

g. Analysing and synthesising data: Booth et al (2016, p.11) hold the view 

that a good research synthesis provides a reliable answer to a specific 

research question and aids the identification of gaps in knowledge that 

require further research. The information extracted must be organized in 
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a meaningful way that suggests a new contribution to existing literature 

(Jesson et al, 2011). The results may be produced descriptively based 

on the reviewer’s experience and the quality of the available literature 

(Fink, 2020).  

 

Conclusion 

 

The methodological rigour of a LR should be of vital importance to a researcher 

(Paré and Kitsiou, 2017, p. 173). This is because the rigour of a research is 

reflected in the clarity of its methods and the reliability of the approach used 

(ibid). The concept of rigour refers to the reliability and validity of the six steps 

in conducting a LR espoused by Templier and Paré (2015).  

 

Wisker (2015, p.73) wraps up the real intent of a LR as a critical part of the 

development of conceptual, critical, and creative work through its engagement 

with theoretical perspectives, theory, and a range of current work in the field. 

LR simply put, involves the researcher joining the discussion, having the right 

to speak, knowing their own research, distinguishing the unique integration of 

theories and previous work, upon which their work derives authority, from which 

it grows and to which it contributes. 
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Part 2 
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Part 3 

Overview 

Since its foundation, the term “corporate governance” (CG) has attracted 

mainstream attention, continuing to generate discussion among academics, 

practitioners, and policy-makers (Oruh and Dibia, 2022). This increased interest 

generally revolves around clarifying the principles of CG, both in theory and 

practice. This is particularly important in the context of emerging economies, 

where the sociocultural ethos and values often differ from those of most 

developed economies. 

 

CG is the system of controls, procedures, and methods by which companies 

are managed and regulated (Raut 2003). Clark (2004) describes CG as the 

procedures utilized to hold companies and their principal officers responsible 

for their actions or inactions. In identifying the philosophy of CG, the role of the 

Board of Directors (BOD) and Executive Management (EM) is deemed 

essential, as their skills, experience, and level of independence affect the 

nature and operations of the company (ibid). CG directs how companies set 

and pursue strategic goals, monitor risks, optimise performance (Du Plessis et 

al., 2018), and fosters transparency and stakeholder accountability (Solomon, 

2007). 
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The past two decades have seen massive progress in CG research across the 

globe. However, in comparison with more frequently studied developed 

countries, the literature remains inadequate about CG developments in sub-

Saharan Africa (Adegbite and Nakajima, 2011). In Nigeria, one of Africa’s most 

important financial markets, bad CG, including fraudulent commercial practices 

as exemplified by major scandals such as those of Cadbury Nigeria, Oceanic 

Bank and Halliburton Nigeria, has, brought the CG dialogue to the apex of 

academic, practice and policy debates (ibid; Ozili, 2021). 

 

The starting point of CG discussions in Nigeria is common amidst the problem 

of widespread corruption (Okike, 2007); the primary understanding of this 

challenge is important because Nigeria has failed to deal with governance 

problems that are specific to her socio-cultural and political environment (Okike, 

2007). Corruption which is at the core of CG issues in Nigeria, develop into a 

way of life, during the military regimes after the country’s independence 

(Adegbite, 2015). The early 1990s saw uncertainty in Nigeria’s financial sector 

leading to the failure of several banks and the resultant erosion of investors’ 

confidence (ROSC, 2004). Corruption is still widespread in Nigeria today as 

disclosed by Transparency International’s (2022) which ranks Nigeria at 150 

out of 180 countries, with a Corruption Perception Index score of 24 out of 100 

(Ezeokwelume, 2023). 

 

There are seven themes that dominate CG research and one of the focal points 

are the role of executive management (Bebchuk and Weisbach, 2010). To 

understand how CG practice develops in Nigeria, the researcher’s interest is 

“an analysis of the influence of executive management on corporate 

governance practice in Nigeria”. 
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Key Theories  

 

1. Agency and Stakeholder Theories 

An agency relationship results from a contract under which shareholders 

engage managers (agents) to perform some service on the former’s behalf, 

involving the delegation of decision-making authority to the latter (Jensen 

and Meckling, 1976). Agency theory provides a framework for examining 

the relationship and contentions between shareholders and management 

(Fama, 1980). 

The stakeholder theory, traced to Freeman (1994), defines stakeholders as 

“any group or individual who can affect, or is affected by, the achievement 

of a corporation’s purpose”. Freeman (1992) argued that stakeholder 

interest has legitimacy because the stakeholders can affect the direction of 

the company and hence it is legitimate for management to devote time and 

attention on stakeholders.  

The stakeholder theory developed, as a result of the realization that a 

company was not just a production system but comprised of several 

interrelated, systems, all of which required equal attention and strategic 

thinking. A company creates value through its interaction with diverse 

interest groups, who have a stake in its growth and well-being; to that end, 

companies do not exist to fulfil the interest of only the shareholders (Porter, 

1980; Kaplan and Norton, 1992). 

These theories are two pivotal theories in CG discourse but are not the focus 

of this paper. A discussion on CG cannot commence without first 

acknowledging the existence of the theories on CG that have elevated 

current discussions to where they currently are today.  
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2. Practice Theory 

An under-researched but important area of the corporate governance 

regulation literature relates to the appetite of EM towards promoting good 

CG (Nakpodia et al., 2023). Extant literature on CG suggests that 

indigenous laws, capital market requirements, and decisions of EM at the 

company level are essential to CG structures (Filatotchev et al., 2013). 

Governance mechanisms across countries are therefore rooted in the 

respective business systems and are influenced by political, social, and 

legal macro-institutions (Armitage et al., 2017). It is on this premise that 

some scholars hold the review that weak institutional arrangements in 

developing economies frustrate the effectiveness of the CG structure 

(Nakpodia et al., 2023; Nakpodia et al., 2018; Kumar and Zattoni, 2016; 

Adekoya, 2011; Adegbite, 2010).  

 

Nakpodia et al (2023) relying on Bourdieu’s practice theory, identified 

situational and cultural influences (field factors) on decision making which 

inform the attitude of EM toward CG regulation. Bourdieu’s practice theory 

consists of three concepts – habitus, capital, and field – that cumulate as 

“practice” (Bourdieu, 1984). It is indicated in the formula: “[(habitus) (capital)] 

+ field = practice” (Bourdieu, 1984, p. 101). 

 

Using Nigeria as a case study, nine situational and cultural influences 

(outdated regulations, benchmarked penalties, political interference, 

political, godfatherism, corruption, passive whistleblowing, firm performance 

measurement framework, consequentialist thinking, and cost reduction 

focus) were identified as having an influence on the appetite of EM towards 

regulatory compliance (Nakpodia et al., 2023). For a better appreciation of 

these situational and cultural influences, the nine field factors have been 
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recategorized into three pillars: the severity of punishment, certainty of 

punishment, and cost–benefit considerations (ibid).  

 

EM are usually indifferent to regulation (Adegbite & Nakajima, 2011), 

with an inclination to resist control mechanisms and evade rules of 

economic behaviour (Ahunwan, 2002). The disregard for regulation and 

control is visible in the lack of transparency and accountability, and 

disrespect for the law (Adekoya, 2011). 

 

Analysing the Situational and Cultural Influences 

 

a. Severity of Punishment: The justification for punishment under legal 

systems assume that punishment deters crimes (Dolling et al., 2009). A 

critical consequence in CG regulation is the severity of punishment 

because this accentuates the scale, dimension, or magnitude of the 

punishment. 

 

Nakpodia et al (2023) present empirical evidence to demonstrate that 

EM in weak institutional settings possesses the capacity to manipulate 

the State and corporate machinery in desired directions. Nakpodia and 

Adegbite (2018) expose how CG practices in Nigeria mirror the 

preferences of the elites. In Nigeria, the deterrence prospects of the 

severity of punishment depends on what it is thought to be, rather than 

what it ought to be (Waldo and Chiricos, 1972). 

 

b. Certainty of Punishment: The certainty of punishment signals the 

likelihood or probability of a penalty (Walters, 2018). Unlike the severity 

of punishment, Walters and Morgan (2019) note that there is 

considerable literature in support of the certainty of punishment as a 
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deterrent to a breach. Doob and Webster (2003) support this view by 

stating that the certainty of punishment is considered more important 

than its severity in deterring misbehaviour. 

 

Sections 11c and 15c of the Financial Reporting Council of Nigeria 

(FRCN) Act 2011 conferred upon the Council the power to ensure good 

CG practices in Nigeria and to issue the Code of CG. This led to a shift 

in CG regulation in Nigeria in 2018 from “comply or explain” to “apply 

and explain”. Although the NCCG 2018 is a principle-based and 

aspirational Code, there are mandatory provisions that brook no excuse 

and this observable from the language of the Code - where the words 

"Should" and "Shall" are used, it indicates a compliance requirement with 

the Recommended Practice (Anumuka, 2020). 

 

It has been argued by Nakpodia et al (2023) that exterior circumstances 

influence the probability of punishment for corporate violations. In this 

regard, the public interest theory implies that regulation emerges on the 

basis of a public demand for the improvement of market failures to 

maximise social welfare (Johnston et al., 2021; Scott, 2015). This has 

been described as superficial and naïve from a practical perspective 

(Scott, 2015), especially when the ability to force the regulatory bodies 

to act in the public interest is unsuccessful (Babayanju et al., 2017). 

Regulatory capture is evident in Nigeria, as most regulatory agencies 

appear to be controlled by corporate agents (ibid). 

 

c. Cost-Benefit Considerations 

CG literature abounds with studies that reinforce cost–benefit 

rationalisation in regulation-based decision-making (Coates, 2015). 

Nakpodia et al., based on their research identified firm performance 
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measurement framework, consequentialist thinking, and cost reduction 

focus as situational and cultural field factors that reinforce the cost–

benefit thinking of EM.  

i. Firm performance measurement framework: Practice theory 

stresses the significance of performance and success in the 

workplace and all aspects of social life (Nicolini, 2012). The narrow 

focus on financial performance indicators among Nigerian 

companies means that non-financial performance metrics such as 

regulatory compliance are relegated. The narrow focus of the 

performance framework shapes the pursuit of cost–benefit 

validations by EM in their decision-making (Becker, 1968). 

ii. Consequentialist thinking: Consequentialist thinking among EM 

fosters the drive to achieve corporate outcomes at all costs 

regardless of the cost or implication of such decisions. 

Consequentialism as a component of the cost–benefit evaluation 

is rife even when the benefit is marginal and short-term (Nakpodia 

et al, 2023). 

iii. Cost reduction focus: The emphasis on cost reduction in Nigeria 

encourages companies to leverage loopholes in regulations that 

emphasise “minimum” standards rather than “global best practices”. 

CG regulation in Nigeria has laws and guidelines to encourage 

ethical business practices, however, there are many gaps in the 

regulations that provide businesses with opportunities to undermine 

the system (ibid). 

 

3. Institutional Theory 

Davies (2005) holds the view that institutionalism-based CG deepens 

the conversation beyond the BOD by extending it to the enabling legal 

structure, financial market, and cultural understanding of the role of a 
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company in the enabling environment. Davies’ view led to scholars 

recognising the institutional effects of CG in developed countries 

(Lubatkin et al, 2007; Aguilera and Jackson, 2003). This has not been 

the case with developing countries which are plagued with weak 

institutions, and this led Adegbite (2015) to raise the inquiry – can 

companies on their own promote good CG in weak institutional 

settings?”  The Nigerian weak institutional context makes corporate law 

enforcement and self-regulatory initiatives remain in idealism (Ahunwan, 

2002). 

 

Key Concepts 

 

In their visualisation of EM regulatory practice, the strands under Nakpodia et 

al.’s (2023) theory fail to account for some stopgaps built in by regulation to 

check the excesses of EM. A material stopgap is the Board of Directors and 

Principles 1 through 3 of the NCCG Code 2018 and the recommended practices 

indicates who is responsible for oversight functions over EM. To that end, the 

internal structure must be structurally sound and workable so as not to unduly 

burden the regulators who are unable to engage in day-to-day operations of 

companies. To that end, the authors’ figurative representation of executives’ 

regulatory practice has been adapted below to include some additional field 

factors. 
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Figure 1: Adapted from Nakpodia et al.’s Practice Theory 

 

Under severity of punishment, the contract of EM has been included. EM are 

bound by contract to act in the best interests of the company. This contract is 

approved by the Board of Directors. Furthermore, the board conducts 

performance review of these executives. These contracts contain punitive 

measures for breach of fiduciary duties. 

 

Under certainty of punishment, the NCCG 2018, Companies and Allied Matters 

Act 2020 and Business Facilitation Act 2023 all grant enabling powers to the 

Board of Directors to discharge their duties. These powers will also be 

contained in the board charter and will provide the necessary powers to 

guarantee the certainty of punishment in the event of a breach by EM. 
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Under cost-benefit considerations, with the introduction of loss of executive 

remuneration and internal clawback policies, that is sufficient to ensure EM 

weigh the outcome of their decisions given that the cost may far outweigh the 

perceived benefit from the given endeavour. 

   

Identified Gaps 

 

Based on the practice theory espoused by Nakpodia et al. (2023), their findings 

uncovered nine situational and cultural field factors that were considered under 

three broad categories, and which have been outlined as being responsible for 

the attitude of EM regulatory habitus and practice. These findings are instructive 

and pave the way for future research on this theory however, the following gaps 

have been identified. 

 

1. The findings relate to a single stakeholder group – executive directors. 

A wider stakeholder group should be explored which would include 

NEDs, INEDs, Board Chairmen (especially of publicly listed companies), 

regulators, and minority shareholders through their shareholder 

associations.  

2. The study under review did not apply a critical field – the endemic culture 

of corruption in Nigeria, and how that influences the observance or 

otherwise of CG by EM. 

3. The study does not provide adequate detail on how whistleblowing is to 

work. Furthermore, it does not take into cognisance the cultural 

framework in Nigeria where poverty is an ever-present reality and where 

the fear of losing jobs is enough to gag the most diligent of individuals 

from whistleblowing. 

4. The findings appear to have generalised that all EM in Nigeria are cut 

from the same cloth and would act in the same manner if these same 
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fields are used as a guide for future research. Given that the sample size 

is a small one (31 respondents) and half of these respondents have 

board experience of fewer than 10 years, it is necessary to recruit a 

larger group for purposes of generalisability. 

 

Research Questions 

The questions which the researcher will attempt to address are: 

1. What is the current state of CG in Nigeria? 

2. What challenges are perceived by stakeholders towards entrenching 

good CG in Nigeria? 

3. What is required to make disclosures more robust and transparent? 
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