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Producing Significant Research  
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Ann Majchrzak, Senior Editor  

The purpose of this editorial is to provide background on the introduction of “significance statements” in MIS Quarterly’s 
(MISQ’s) review and publication process in 2023 and to situate them as part of ongoing efforts to encourage and enable authors 
to conduct the most significant research possible and to write up their research so that its significance is as compelling as possible.  

Background 

MISQ seeks to publish the finest information systems (IS) scholarship. As MISQ editors have always stressed, this involves a 
commitment to both rigor and relevance (Rai, 2019; Straub & Ang, 2011; Zmud, 1996), where relevance means applicability 
beyond academia. In this editorial, we treat rigor as given and focus on significance. We refer to “significance” rather than 
“relevance” because we seek to publish research that is not merely applicable but important beyond academia. Our field must 
produce such research because information systems are so deeply embedded in so many aspects of the world: in our personal and 
social lives, in the world of work, and in the dynamics of industries, markets, governments, and the environment. Our collective 
work has never been more vital.  

IS scholars have long called for research that is more significant for external stakeholders (Klein & Lyytinen, 1985; Davenport & 
Markus, 1999; Ram & Goes, 2021), as have colleagues in neighboring disciplines (e.g., Peters, 1980; Hambrick, 1994). Rather 
than diminishing, such calls have only intensified. Recently, there have been many calls for scholars to produce more significant 
research, in economics (Akerlof, 2020), operations (Netessine, 2022; Akmal et al., 2022), management (Hideg et al., 2020; Harley 
& Fleming, 2021), accounting (Fraser et al., 2020), marketing (Jaakkola & Vargo, 2021; Chandy et al., 2021), and social science 
as a whole (Alvesson et al., 2017). Whether such research is called “significant” (Kuehne & Olden, 2015), “useful” (Co-founders 
of RRBM, 2017), or “impactful” (Ravenscroft et al., 2017), policymakers are also calling for more of it.1  

Given all these prior discussions, there is a risk that we might simply just repeat existing calls in this editorial or reenter hackneyed 
debates. A critical reader may even ask if anything new can be said about the topic. While we recognize such concerns, we must 
still push for progress. Accordingly, the goal of this editorial is to both describe an initiative—the introduction of “significance 
statements” at MISQ, as committed to at the start of the current editor-in-chief’s term (Burton-Jones, 2021, p. vi)—and to offer 
guidance for authors and reviewers to help increase the production of significant IS research.  

A significance statement, sometimes called a public significance statement,2 is a concise articulation of why a paper is important 
for the world beyond academia. We give examples later, but for now, view them as encapsulations of a paper’s practical motivation 
and practical implications. Clearly, any single paper can only offer limited significance. Substantial impacts typically require long 
programs of work rather than single papers (Nunamaker et al., 2017; Lee, 2009). We do not expect all papers to have a major 
short-term impact beyond academia. Moreover, being precise and humble about a paper’s significance is a feature of good science 
(Tsui, 2022; McGrath, 1981). The new initiative to write significance statements at MISQ will oblige authors to articulate their 
paper’s significance beyond academia, but it does not require that this significance be immediate and strong. Having said this, we 

 
1 This emphasis can be seen in international granting policies, e.g., in the USA, https://beta.nsf.gov/funding/learn/broader-impacts; the U.K., 
https://www.ukri.org/about-us/research-england/research-excellence/ref-impact/; Australia, https://www.arc.gov.au/evaluating-research/ei-
assessment; and China, https://www.ugc.edu.hk/doc/eng/ugc/rae/2020/publication_on_im.pdf). 
2 https://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/resources/translational-messages  

https://beta.nsf.gov/funding/learn/broader-impacts
https://www.ukri.org/about-us/research-england/research-excellence/ref-impact/
https://www.arc.gov.au/evaluating-research/ei-assessment
https://www.arc.gov.au/evaluating-research/ei-assessment
https://www.ugc.edu.hk/doc/eng/ugc/rae/2020/publication_on_im.pdf
https://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/resources/translational-messages
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hope MISQ papers will increasingly have greater significance over time, and we offer advice in this editorial on how to get there. 

As an MISQ editorial board member said to us, writing a significance statement is easy if your research is significant. Accordingly, 
if our goal was just to introduce significance statements for their sake alone, we would not need to write this editorial. But that is 
not our goal; our goal is to increase the significance of IS research. Accordingly, while we dedicate space below to the new 
requirement for significance statements, we give just as much attention to what we mean by significant research, various 
dimensions of significance one can address, and how authors can write up a paper so that its significance is compelling. Our goal 
is to encourage and enable authors to produce (and encourage and enable reviewers and editors to assess and help shape) this entire 
package: conducting significant research, writing it up effectively, and having a strong significance statement.  

Long-time readers of MISQ may have a feeling of déjà vu when hearing about our introduction of significance statements. We 
therefore need to provide some history before we get into further details.  

Some History: Executive Overviews at MISQ  

MISQ was founded with the express goal of appealing to those both inside and outside academia (Dickson, 1977). In the late 1980s, 
MISQ editors became concerned that the journal was not accessible or relevant enough to practitioners and thus began publishing 
executive summaries. In Rai’s (2016, p. iv-v) editorial, F. Warren McFarlan described how this began:  

The major issue I addressed was making the Quarterly more accessible to practitioners. … The academics, in short, 
were satisfied with how the publication had emerged and my first job was not to mess this up and keep this as the 
primary outlet for high-quality MIS academic work. The publication at that time was cosponsored by the Society of 
Information Management (SIM). They were not as comfortable with the publication, feeling it did not really relate to 
the job of a practicing CIO. [To address this problem,] I personally prepared a short “Executive Summary” for 
practitioners of each paper. The summary aimed at helping the practitioner understand what the important managerial 
takeaways from the paper were. … This … quelled the anxiety on the practitioner side. 

In the same editorial (Rai, 2016, p. vi), Blake Ives explained how he continued this process in the early 1990s:  

We quickly did several things to increase our relevance without diminishing our scholarship. Most notable was the 
inclusion of executive overviews, written by me, for each article and included in the first few pages of the journal.  

Like any new initiative, this practice of writing executive overviews was not problem-free. In Rai’s editorial, McFarlan 
acknowledged that he sometimes found it difficult to write them because some articles offered very few insights for managers. 
Ives also questioned their usefulness, noting that college promotion and tenure committees (whom many researchers felt were a 
more critical audience than practitioners at the time) were uninterested in them. Such difficulties and questions continued over the 
next decade, eventually resulting in MISQ ceasing the practice. Weber (2003, pp. vii-viii) summarized the decision:  

Over the last few years, a number of senior colleagues have questioned the wisdom of our continuing to publish 
Executive Overviews in the MIS Quarterly. For a start, they have pointed out that SIM members no longer receive the 
MIS Quarterly as part of their membership services. This outcome occurred because SIM members increasingly 
experienced difficulties in bridging the gap between the research focus of our authors and their needs as practitioners. 
Thus, the clientele for whom the Executive Overviews were first devised no longer existed. 

More salient, however, was the concern among some senior colleagues that the existence of Executive Overviews in the 
MIS Quarterly might send a wrong signal to important academic stakeholders about the nature of the journal. For 
instance, they surmised that some deans and members of promotion and tenure committees might mistakenly doubt the 
academic status of the MIS Quarterly when it contained content that was oriented primarily to practitioner readers. 

For me, the turning point came when I was examining [how I search for papers] … I do not want to have to access 
multiple files (e.g., the article file plus an executive overview file or the editor’s comments file) to obtain a copy of and 
information about an article. This is especially the case if each access requires a separate payment (either by myself or 
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my library). Moreover, some electronic databases (e.g., ABI-Informs) provide access to articles on the basis of a topic 
area (e.g., they have a pointer from a topical index to articles on enterprise resource planning systems). The likelihood of 
these indexes pointing to any kind of summary that is not part of the article itself is small (if not zero). … Thus, the 
usefulness of article summaries that are not part of the article itself will decline (perhaps rapidly) over time. 

In our view, these concerns are not as relevant anymore. While we appreciate the difficulties that McFarlan, Ives, and Weber 
discussed, our view is that MISQ was ahead of its time in pursuing such an initiative, and that it is timely to revisit it. For 
instance, it is hard to imagine now that scholars would downgrade their view of the Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Science because it includes significance statements (Kuehne & Olden, 2015), or lower their view of the Academy of 
Management because it offers AOM Insights (https://aom.org/research/insights/about-aom-insights). Communicating why 
research has value beyond academia is just part and parcel of responsible research (Co-founders of RRBM, 2017). Likewise, 
the difficulties of accessing executive overviews via online databases seem less relevant in current search environments. As 
digital platforms for engagement (Rai, 2017a), journals now offer diverse content that can be consumed, curated, and 
communicated in myriad ways. Having well-written content communicating the value of research beyond academia would 
help any journal.  

From Executive Overviews to Significance Statements: Similarities and Differences  

A smaller but still important difference between significance statements and executive overviews lies in the name. Executive 
overviews were written for executives such as CIOs, as shown in McFarlan’s quote earlier. This made sense given the centrality 
of organizational concerns in the IS field at that time. In the ensuing years, the IS field has broadened and organizational 
executives are now just one of many stakeholders of interest. This is especially the case when we think of issues of interest to 
the public and societal “grand challenges.” The general term “significance statements” is therefore more appropriate. 

Looking back at the history of executive overviews in MISQ, it is instructive to note that they were instituted as a method of 
communicating to practitioners. They were not written by authors but by editors, and they were written after the paper’s 
acceptance, not as part of the review process. In this light, they served a similar role to journalistic summaries.  

This goal of communicating and translating knowledge from academia to practice has long been discussed as something that 
journals do not do well (Akmal et al., 2022), including in the IS field (Moody, 2000). While this is a worthwhile goal and 
something we hope this initiative will assist, it is not the only goal or even main goal we see for significance statements.  

In the literature on the science-practice gap, researchers typically describe two reasons for a lack of significance in scientific 
papers (Spencer et al., 2022; Hamet & Maurer, 2017; Straub & Ang, 2011): limitations in the conduct of research: (i.e., the 
research itself is not significant), and limitations in the write-up of research (i.e., the significance is obscured because it is 
poorly articulated). Requesting significance statements can help with both elements. If authors write significance statements 
and include them in their submissions from the first round, and if reviewers and editors must consider them in their reviews 
and assessments—as requested by this new policy—then this should increase authors’ attention to significance when they 
conduct research they hope to submit to MISQ, and also increase their attention to how they write their papers so that the 
significance is clear and compelling.  

Significance statements are important for communicating our research to practice but there will always be other ways this 
communication can occur. As Straub and Ang (2011) note, researchers mainly write academic papers for other academics, not 
practitioners, for they have many other ways of communicating to practice, such as in practitioner journal papers, textbooks, 
classrooms, white papers, and advisory boards. While some argue that journals should find additional ways to communicate 
directly to practitioners, and that significance statements will assist that effort (Akmal et al., 2022), we hold a more relaxed 
view. We will be delighted if practitioners read and benefit from these significance statements, but we will be equally delighted 
if they are read by academics who then discuss the research with practitioners in classrooms or other avenues. Perhaps someday, 
all the significance statements from research on a particular topic can be collated and sent to policymakers as policy decisions 
are made, evaluated, and revised. All that matters to us is that we publish the most significant research possible and that we 
enable pathways for that significance to be communicated to stakeholders.  

https://aom.org/research/insights/about-aom-insights
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Authors who publish research that matters to the world should feel proud of their accomplishments; significance statements 
enable them to call attention to their success in doing something that is an important part of being a scholar. As small but 
repeated reminders that we as a field collectively value and encourage research that matters beyond academia, reading others’ 
significance statements might inspire some of us to devote even more energy toward increasing the significance of our own 
research. 

The Timeliness of Now: Some Examples from Public Policy 

A key reason to (re)introduce significance statements at MISQ lies in the wealth of significance that our field can produce. To 
reinforce this point, it may be helpful to offer examples. While not privileging one research domain over any other, we will use 
the world of public policy to illustrate some of the opportunities we see (Majchrzak & Markus, 2014; Niederman et al., 2017).  

For example, in the U.S., President Biden issued an executive order (EO) in 2022 for the responsible development of digital assets. 
The EO ordered the creation of a forum for academics, industry, and federal agencies to exchange knowledge to inform regulations 
and standards, and tasked the NSF to “back research in socio-technical disciplines to ensure that digital asset ecosystems are … 
usable, inclusive, equitable, and accessible.”3  

Similar opportunities have arisen in Europe where the EU is drafting an AI Act, touted as the world’s first national regulation on 
AI, which would offer a risk-oriented framework for assessing AI systems in the EU and ensuring they respect fundamental 
values.4 This act would complement the EU’s existing Digital Services Act that seeks to provide a legal framework to ensure the 
safety of online users and maintain an open and fair online environment. Elsewhere in the world, UNESCO, the OECD, and the 
World Bank are all developing policies to ensure greater digital inclusion for individual well-being and productivity.5  

Clearly, there is very high demand around the world right now for effective policy for digital environments, to both harness and 
control such environments. But our field’s opportunities do not stop there because policymaking is itself also being disrupted by 
digital environments (Lindquist, 2022; Gilardi, 2022), as is the relationship between science and policy (Beck et al., 2022). 
Research is needed on these topics to help policymakers and scientific institutions respond appropriately.  

In short, opportunities abound right now for IS researchers to inform both policy and policymaking. The process by which research 
can help policy and policymaking can be long and contentious (Majchrzak & Markus, 2014), but that should not deter us. For 
example, Duina (2021) found that 75% of European Commission staff regularly drew on academic research for at least some 
elements of policy work, with 71% accessing the research directly from journals. The timing is right, therefore, to continue to 
focus on the significance of IS research and how to best convey it to external stakeholders. And our discussion here has just 
focused on public policy. When we look more broadly, the opportunities and need for significant IS research are immense.  

Advice for Conducting and Writing Up Significant Research  

A significance statement is not just an add-on to a paper. It is part of a package of conducting and writing up significant research. 
The goal is to produce significant research, not just well-crafted significance statements. To help, we provide advice on how to 
conduct and write up more significant research and we then link this advice to the production of significance statements.  

Conducting significant research  

Earlier, we defined significance in terms of importance for the world outside academia, but we can flesh this out further by 

 
3 https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2022/09/16/fact-sheet-white-house-releases-first-ever-comprehensive-
framework-for-responsible-development-of-digital-assets/  
4 https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2022/12/06/artificial-intelligence-act-council-calls-for-promoting-safe-ai-that-
respects-fundamental-rights/ 
5 https://www.unesco.org/en/digital-policy-capacities-inclusion; https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0488; 
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/digitaldevelopment  

https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2022/09/16/fact-sheet-white-house-releases-first-ever-comprehensive-framework-for-responsible-development-of-digital-assets/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2022/09/16/fact-sheet-white-house-releases-first-ever-comprehensive-framework-for-responsible-development-of-digital-assets/
https://www.unesco.org/en/digital-policy-capacities-inclusion
https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0488
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/digitaldevelopment
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considering for whom the research is significant, how the research is significant, and the temporal dimension of significance.  

For whom is the research significant? The literature identifies many stakeholders who might find research significant. Wickert 
et al. (2021) differentiate between scholarly impact, practical impact, societal impact, policy impact, and educational impact. Tsui 
(2022) discusses multiple stakeholders such as society, consumers, employees, patients, firms, entrepreneurs, NGOs, 
governments, society, and/or marginalized peoples. Clarke and Davison (2020) distinguish between economic, environmental, 
and social impacts, and list stakeholders such as system sponsors, other organizations, employees, customers, economic regions, 
value chains, and the environment. They urge researchers to consider multiple perspectives, given that significance can vary across 
perspectives. Simsek et al. (2022) advise researchers to be precise when identifying stakeholders, for example, not just stating 
“managers” or “policymakers” but identifying the types of managers or policymakers. At the outset of their projects, researchers 
should therefore consider who can benefit from their work and try to broaden both the collection of such stakeholders and the 
benefits they might obtain.  

Why/how is the research significant? At a high level, a paper’s significance depends on its topic, as some topics are naturally 
more significant than others (Colquitt & George, 2011). This view has a long history in IS research, underpinning the annual SIM 
surveys that identify topics of interest to IS managers (Kappelman et al., 2022). Straub and Ang (2011, p. iv-v) argue that there 
may be a good overlap between the topics of interest to practice and those studied in IS research. However, we must ask why/how 
a study on a topic is significant. After all, a topic like “cybersecurity” may be relevant, but not all studies on it will be. Researchers 
should therefore be precise about why/how a paper is significant. For instance, researchers can seek to offer instrumental benefits 
(enabling stakeholders to change something for the better), conceptual benefits (providing new concepts to improve practitioners’ 
understanding of an issue and so enable action more indirectly), and/or symbolic benefits (helping practitioners to legitimate 
something they are doing that lacked evidence by providing new evidence-based backing) (Simsek et al., 2022). They can also 
provide prevention-focused insights (helping practitioners to reduce risks) and/or gain-focused insights (helping practitioners to 
increase benefits) (Simsek et al., 2022). Researchers can also seek to improve the “change potential” of their work (in terms of 
relevance, magnitude, and breadth) and its accessibility (in terms of simplicity, clarity, and actionability) (Jaakkola & Vargo, 
2021). Whatever approach researchers take, they should seek to maximize the significance of their work wherever possible.  

When will the research be significant? Researchers should also consider the temporal dimensions of significance. For instance, 
they can consider how frequently an issue being studied occurs in practice, and whether advice for stakeholders should include 
sequencing issues (e.g., do x first/last, or before y) (Simsek et al., 2022). Researchers can also consider whether it is more 
significant to give stakeholders insights based on present or past evidence, or instead to imagine possible futures and help 
stakeholders prepare for or avoid them (Hovorka & Peter, 2021; Kane et al., 2021). Another temporal issue stems from 
generalization. For instance, a case/field study may have fairly immediate benefits for the case/field organizations examined in a 
study, but steps might need to occur over time to learn how those ideas can generalize to other organizations and be reapplied in 
their contexts. Sometimes, the greatest benefits will be immediate ones; other times, greater benefits may emerge over time.  

A growing movement: Recently, many researchers have discussed the who, why, how, and when of research significance (Tsui, 
2022; Netessine, 2022; Clarke & Davison, 2020; Harley and Fleming, 2021; Chandy et al., 2021; Tihanyi, 2020; Davison et al., 
2022). The strong theme in this literature is the value of moving toward more problem-inspired rather than just literature-inspired 
research, more societal impact rather than just organizational impact, more actionable implications (instrumental benefits) rather 
than just improved understanding (conceptual benefits), and more alternative views rather than just one view on an issue. 

We support this growing movement, despite the risks. One risk is underestimating the value of knowledge for its sake alone. 
History is full of examples of science that proceeded without concerns about usefulness only for it later to become very useful. 
Varadarajan (2020, p. 202) gives the example of Godfrey Hardy, who felt his own work on number theory was interesting despite 
being “useless,” only for it to be found very useful 60 years later. Clearly, the same could occur in IS research. A theorist might 
find a more elegant way of modeling a concept, or an empiricist might discern a more reliable estimation of a relationship or spot 
an unexpected pattern in a dataset. MISQ has a proud history of supporting fundamental IS research and that will always continue. 
Placing immediate significance for external stakeholders as the sole criterion for acceptance would immediately and 
inappropriately exclude (even alienate) important genres of research (Agrawal et al., 2020). 

A related risk is losing sight of IS-specific concepts. After all, significant real-world problems (e.g., human rights, global warming, 
and pandemics) tend to be interdisciplinary in nature. As a result, when studying these problems, it is natural to foreground the 
interdisciplinary problem and background the IS issues. However, if none of us foreground IS issues, we will fail to advance our 
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own field’s intellectual platform. This would then reduce the practical value of IS research because most IS theories are ultimately 
developed to enable progress on practical issues (Burton-Jones et al., 2021a). To give just one of many examples, Jeff Parsons 
and colleagues have devised design principles that significantly improve data quality in domains such as tracking biodiversity 
(Parsons et al., 2011; Lukyanenko et al., 2019). While this work has great significance beyond academia, its significance only 
emerged after many years of highly theoretical work, focusing on IS-specific concepts (Parsons, 1996; Parsons & Wand, 2000).  

The common theme with both risks is that a well-intentioned desire to “do good in the world” (here, MISQ’s renewed focus on 
significance) can unintentionally backfire. A well-known contemporary example is the U.K.’s Research Excellence Framework, 
and similar programs in other countries like Australia, which incentivize high-quality, impact-oriented research. While such 
initiatives often seem laudable at first glance, they have led to a range of unintended negative consequences, such as marginalizing 
certain genres of research and increasing managerialism in the university sector (O’Connell et al., 2020; Arnold et al., 2021). One 
of the reasons for such unintended negative consequences is that policies are inevitably implemented by people who have 
preferences that lead to biases, even if unintended. For instance, a corporation or government entity that offered funding for 
research on a societal grand challenge may not support research that goes against that corporation’s or government’s own position. 
The funding, while seemingly well-intentioned, may therefore bias the resulting research. Likewise, if editors on an editorial board 
are generally skewed in a particular direction on certain questions of applied research, this could bias the types of research we 
encourage and accept, even if unintended.  

Despite these risks, we still support this growing movement. Most IS researchers join academia to make a positive difference in 
the world, and we are all regularly urged not to forget this goal (Hirschheim & Klein, 2012; Lucas et al., 2013; Ram & Goes, 
2021; Zhang et al., 2021). A recent survey of social science researchers found that almost all wanted to help the world beyond 
academia, but only a third felt their institutions shared that goal, with most believing their institutions merely sought top-journal 
publications (Haley & Jack, 2023). A recent study found that less than 3% of top journal papers focus on society’s grand challenges 
(Harley & Fleming, 2021). Considering the grand challenges the world faces, the large investment that research requires—a top 
journal paper reflects a ~$400K investment (Netessine, 2022), often from public sources—and scholars’ desires to make a positive 
difference, it is incumbent upon a journal like MISQ to do its best to enhance the significance of the work it receives and publishes. 

Another more mundane reason for agreeing with this general movement stems from our reflection on why we see research 
produced with little significance beyond academia. Most of the time, the instances of such research that we see across the field do 
not fall into the risk categories we mentioned above. Painstaking studies to produce credible knowledge for its own sake are 
undertaken, and fundamental theoretical analyses are also undertaken, and such research can be highly valuable. However, much 
research across the social sciences is more run-of-the-mill, produced because the engines and institutions of academia pressure 
academics to produce it (Alvesson et al., 2017). We need less of such research and more significant research in its place.6  

Summing up, we urge readers of this editorial, in your roles as authors, reviewers, and/or editors, to consider how you can conduct 
more significant research and improve the significance of the research you have a chance to assess or help shape. You can enhance 
significance by thinking more deeply through the preceding who, why, how, and when questions, by seeking out important real-
world problems, by striving for greater societal impact, not just organizational impact, by devising more actionable implications, 
and by seeking multiple alternative views of a situation rather than just one.  

Writing Papers to Communicate Clear and Compelling Significance  

Conducting significant research is half the battle; the other half is writing it up. Great writing is the difference between significant 
research and a significant paper.7 In our experience, a paper’s significance will be clearer and more compelling if the writing is 
accessible, credible, and arresting.  

 
6 This issue can be viewed in methodological terms too. For instance, we receive very few action research studies at MISQ, despite their great 
value in facilitating significant research. This is just one example of many where we believe there are opportunities for IS researchers to 
further their engagement in significant research. We know many researchers are committed to that effort, but even more could be. Innovations 
in processes of theorizing offer a related opportunity for improvement (e.g., Tremblay et al. 2021).    
7 When we circulated a draft of this editorial, a colleague reminded us that communication in scientific articles goes beyond writing, e.g., it 
may include figures and infographics, and over time it could include interactive elements too (Weissgerber et al. 2016). We focus on writing 
alone for reasons of space, but we expect the three concepts discussed here to still be important in other forms of communication.  
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Accessible: A paper’s significance is a function of the number of readers who will read it and be moved by its implications. Both 
are facilitated by simple, clear, direct writing. Overly dense, complex writing obscures significance. Too often, authors try to make 
their work appear novel or sophisticated by using new and complicated terms or the language of an in-group (Ragins, 2012). 
Rather than increasing a reader’s perception of the authors’ knowledge, this strategy typically just leads readers to doubt whether 
the authors know what they are trying to say (Gunning, 1968). Rather than increasing a paper’s accessibility, this strategy also 
limits the audience to only those who know or care about that language. For instance, as prior EIC Arun Rai used to say, a paper 
that starts with its “identification strategy” may attract readers who care deeply about causality but may turn off many other readers.  

Clear writing is particularly critical in a paper’s discussion section. Many authors feel tempted in this section to write broad-
sweeping statements (Bartunek & Rynes, 2010), such as when offering insights for “managers” or “policymakers.” Disciplining 
yourself with precise language can help you to pinpoint more significant and realistic implications. For example, which managers 
or policymakers can benefit, how, why, when? Other authors fall into the opposite trap and talk only about the immediate problem 
without seeing the archetypal problem of which it is part and the larger community of interest (Kemerer, 2002). Rai (2017c) gives 
excellent advice on how to scale levels of abstraction so that larger groups of readers can see the relevance of a paper’s work. 
Getting feedback from peers (including practitioners) can help identify many such problems, but the main solution is to write, 
rewrite, and rewrite, to make your points as simple and clear as possible (Zinsser, 2006; Leidner & Birth, 2023). 

Credible: As you gain more grounding in a domain, you naturally gain a deeper sense of the underlying forces, the links between 
the phenomenon and its context, and the stakeholders and perspectives involved. While gaining credible knowledge and experience 
in a domain is vital to producing significant research, you also need to convey this credibility through your writing. As an author, 
you are an authority. You convey your credibility not by claiming it directly, but indirectly through the examples you give, papers 
you cite, practical references such as policies or white papers you refer to, implications you discuss, and the boundaries and 
stakeholders you acknowledge (Beyer, 1997; Wickert et al., 2020). Readers will sense it. Papers that go beyond abstract conjectures 
to discuss how things actually work in context are not only more credible but also more interesting and compelling (Johns, 2001). 
You need to draw readers into the phenomenon and help them understand it. This will enhance your paper’s significance because 
readers will better appreciate the problem space framed in the paper and have greater confidence in your approach to it.   

Arresting: Ask yourself: “Can a reader address the problem this paper studies just as well by relying on prior knowledge, such as 
common sense, current best-practice, or prior research, rather than using the insight from this study?” If yes, the research is not 
very significant. Significant research is arresting, in that it is impossible to ignore. Writing it up requires at least three steps.  

First, articulate the problem precisely (Weber, 2003; Rai, 2017b). Rather than merely highlighting a gap in the literature, explain how 
this is a real-world issue that must urgently be addressed (Kilduff, 2006; Davis, 2015; von Krogh et al., 2012; Tihanyi, 2020). If the 
problem is complex, you may need to break it into parts, distinguish between the problem and its solutions, and carefully structure 
the evidence that describes it and justifies its importance (Webster & Watson, 2002; Buckley et al., 2017; Majchrzak et al., 2016).  

Second, explain the limits of current knowledge of the problem (or its solutions) and why scholars and external stakeholders would 
therefore be disadvantaged if they relied on it. While good advice on problematization already exists (Hollenbeck, 2008; Alvesson 
& Sandberg, 2011; Locke & Golden-Biddle, 1997), and we encourage you to consider it, one weakness with that advice is that it 
tends to problematize academic knowledge rather than practitioners’ knowledge. The academic literature may sometimes provide 
a good description of practitioners’ knowledge but not always. Significant research emerges from immersion in the phenomenon 
being studied (Johnson et al., 2019); you may therefore sometimes need to collect evidence directly from practice to substantiate 
the limits of practitioners’ knowledge (e.g., from white papers, executive presentations, and/or interviews/surveys) and include 
this in your paper. It may take time to pinpoint these limits. For instance, researchers may be told that practitioners’ approaches 
are reasonable, only to find after some time that different practitioners actually follow mutually incompatible approaches or that 
they are unaware of how their approaches vary in success across contexts (Pfeffer, 2005; McFowland et al., 2021).  

Third, outline how external stakeholders should change their beliefs or practices based on the study’s insights. Do not leave it 
up to the reader to draw this connection (Bartunek & Rynes, 2010). Instead, articulate the implications of your findings and 
how they address the limits of prior knowledge that you established earlier. This may involve providing real-world examples 
of how practitioners should alter their practice or how policymakers should develop new policies (Wickert et al., 2000). To 
convince readers that your recommendations apply broadly (Benbasat & Zmud, 1999; McGahan, 2007) and offer tangible 
improvements (Vermeulen, 2007), you can include the results from applicability checks (Rosemann & Vessey, 2008) or 
competitive benchmarking (Ketter et al., 2016). Even if your work merely gives practitioners a new way to think about an issue 
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(i.e., conceptual benefits), you can describe how that new thinking may enable them to act in new/better ways. Likewise, if 
your research merely justifies existing practices (i.e., offering symbolic benefits), you can explain how this helps to resolve 
ongoing conflict or doubt about that practice. 

Encapsulating the Conduct and Write-Up of Significant Research: The Role of Significance Statements  

While the requirement to submit significance statements at MISQ is new, authors are likely to have written such statements many 
times, even before writing the paper. The first version might be an elevator pitch for a study. Later versions may appear in funding 
applications.8 Whether written early in the research process or not, the incoming policy will request authors to submit a significance 
statement in their first submission and revise it in subsequent rounds. Guidance for writing such statements is widely available.9 
The main theme in such advice is to just to state, simply, how a study matters for relevant stakeholders and issues beyond academia.  

In Table 1, we provide example significance statements from the three most recent winners of the MISQ Paper of the Year. As 
you can see, they are short (required to be ≤90 words), much shorter than the traditional abstract. The policy to submit significance 
statements did not exist when these papers were submitted; we provide them here for illustrative purposes.  

Using these examples, we can examine whether they address the points raised earlier. Regarding the conduct of research, do these 
statements address the who, why, how, and when of significance? Do they address major real-world problems, strive for societal 
impact, devise actionable implications, and investigate multiple alternative perspectives on a situation? Regarding the write-up of 
research, are the statements accessible, credible, and arresting? We would say “yes but mixed” for all three papers.10 For instance, 
all three papers address major real-world problems, but not all of them emphasize societal concerns or alternative perspectives.  

 

Table 1. Examples of Significance Statements  

Study Academic abstract  Significance statement 

Lukyanenko 
et al., 2019 

As crowdsourced user-generated content becomes an important source 
of data for organizations, a pressing question is how to ensure that data 
contributed by ordinary people outside of traditional organizational 
boundaries is of suitable quality to be useful for both known and 
unanticipated purposes. This research examines the impact of different 
information quality management strategies, and corresponding data 
collection design choices, on key dimensions of information quality in 
crowdsourced user-generated content. We conceptualize a contributor-
centric information quality management approach focusing on instance-
based data collection. We contrast it with the traditional consumer-centric 
fitness-for-use conceptualization of information quality that emphasizes 
class-based data collection. We present laboratory and field experiments 
conducted in a citizen science domain that demonstrate trade-offs 
between the quality dimensions of accuracy, completeness (including 
discoveries), and precision between the two information management 
approaches and their corresponding data collection designs. Specifically, 
we show that instance-based data collection results in higher accuracy, 
dataset completeness, and number of discoveries, but this comes at the 
expense of lower precision. We further validate the practical value of the 

Organizations increasingly enlist 
the public (or, crowd) to collect 
data, but such data often lacks 
quality. The standard solution is 
to constrain crowd data collection 
processes, but these constraints 
limit the data that can be 
collected, thereby creating other 
quality problems, reducing the 
chance for unanticipated insights. 
This paper shows how crowd 
data can be collected more 
effectively, so that unanticipated 
insights are captured while 
maintaining data quality. We 
demonstrate the effectiveness of 
the approach in a citizen science 
context. (80 words) 

 
8 For example, https://beta.nsf.gov/science-matters/nsf-101-five-tips-your-broader-impacts-statement.  
9 For example, Kuehne & Olden (2015); https://www.ametsoc.org/index.cfm/ams/publications/author-information/significance-statements/; 
https://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/resources/translational-messages   
10 This is clearly not a criticism. These papers are all award-winning papers, submitted and accepted long before this policy was developed, 
and the authors wrote the significance statements at our request without reading the guidance in this editorial. Our goal here is not to showcase 
“perfect’ significance statements (if such perfection was even possible), but just to provide examples for discussion. We thank the authors 
for helping us to do so.  

https://beta.nsf.gov/science-matters/nsf-101-five-tips-your-broader-impacts-statement
https://www.ametsoc.org/index.cfm/ams/publications/author-information/significance-statements/
https://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/resources/translational-messages
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instance-based approach by conducting an applicability check with 
potential data consumers (scientists, in our context of citizen science). In 
a follow-up study, we show, using human experts and supervised 
machine learning techniques, that substantial precision gains on 
instance-based data can be achieved with post-processing. We conclude 
by discussing the benefits and limitations of different information quality 
and data collection design choices for information quality in crowdsourced 
user-generated content. (241 words) 

Kitchens et 
al., 2020 

Echo chambers and filter bubbles are potent metaphors that encapsulate 
widespread public fear that the use of social media may limit the information 
that users encounter or consume online. Specifically, the concern is that 
social media algorithms combined with tendencies to interact with like-
minded others both limits users’ exposure to diverse viewpoints and 
encourages the adoption of more extreme ideological positions. Yet 
empirical evidence about how social media shapes information 
consumption is inconclusive. We articulate how characteristics of platform 
algorithms and users’ online social networks may combine to shape user 
behavior. We bring greater conceptual clarity to this phenomenon by 
expanding beyond discussion of a binary presence or absence of echo 
chambers and filter bubbles to a richer set of outcomes incorporating 
changes in both diversity and slant of users’ information sources. Using a 
data set with over four years of web browsing history for a representative 
panel of nearly 200,000 U.S. adults, we analyzed how individuals’ social 
media usage was associated with changes in the information sources they 
chose to consume. We find differentiated impacts on news consumption by 
platform. Increased use of Facebook was associated with increased 
information source diversity and a shift toward more partisan sites in news 
consumption; increased use of Reddit with increased diversity and a shift 
toward more moderate sites; and increased use of Twitter with little to no 
change in either. Our results demonstrate the value of adopting a nuanced 
multidimensional view of how social media use may shape information 
consumption. (248 words) 

Despite widespread societal 
concerns that online platforms 
bias the news and information 
that users read, evidence is 
lacking. Our analysis of the 
browsing behaviors of over 
200,000 users shows that 
platforms vary greatly in how they 
impact news consumption. We 
provide a framework to explain 
how platforms’ approaches to 
prioritizing content affect the 
diversity and polarization of users’ 
news consumption. Our work 
improves public understanding of 
echo chambers and filter bubbles 
and reveals the power of platform 
design choices in shaping what 
users read. (84 words) 

Lebovitz et 
al., 2021 

Organizational decision-makers need to evaluate AI tools in light of 
increasing claims that such tools outperform human experts. Yet, 
measuring the quality of knowledge work is challenging, raising the 
question of how to evaluate AI performance in such contexts. We 
investigate this question through a field study of a major U.S. hospital, 
observing how managers evaluated five different machine-learning (ML) 
based AI tools. Each tool reported high performance according to standard 
AI accuracy measures, which were based on ground truth labels provided 
by qualified experts. Trying these tools out in practice, however, revealed 
that none of them met expectations. Searching for explanations, managers 
began confronting the high uncertainty of experts’ know-what knowledge 
captured in ground truth labels used to train and validate ML models. In 
practice, experts address this uncertainty by drawing on rich know-how 
practices, which were not incorporated into these ML-based tools. 
Discovering the disconnect between AI’s know-what and experts’ know-
how enabled managers to better understand the risks and benefits of each 
tool. This study shows dangers of treating ground truth labels used in ML 
models objectively when the underlying knowledge is uncertain. We outline 
implications of our study for developing, training, and evaluating AI for 
knowledge work. (200 words) 

AI solutions are promoted as 
producing greater accuracy and 
efficiency than experts, even for 
knowledge-intensive decisions. 
Yet, organizations are often 
disappointed with their 
performance. To learn why, we 
studied how managers evaluated 
AI tools for medical diagnoses at 
a major hospital. We uncovered 
the importance of the data used 
to train and validate the tool, its 
ground truth, which may not 
always be “true.” We provide a 
diligent AI evaluation process 
that organizations and regulators 
can use to assess the quality of 
AI tools and decrease their risk. 
(88 words) 
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Such results should be expected. It would be rare for a paper to satisfy all the points fully. They are markers of significance, not 
conditions for acceptance (or with these papers, conditions for an award).11 While we do not expect all papers to meet all the points 
fully, we do desire more of such work, and we hope this new policy will be one more nudge in that direction. Requesting 
significance statements when a paper is first submitted signals to researchers that we want such work, which we hope motivates 
them to consider if/how they might improve their paper’s significance before submission. Likewise, requesting that reviewers and 
editors review the significance statement from the first round signals that they should consider the study’s significance in their 
assessments. We expect good reviewers and editors to help identify how a study’s significance can reasonably be improved during 
the review process—leading to more significant papers and better significance statements. MISQ can also account for their 
attention to significance when assigning reviewing and editing awards and making editorial board appointments.  

While we recommend that authors, reviewers, and editors consider all the points we outlined regarding the conduct and write-up 
of research, a risk is that we provided too many points to consider. A short list of key points is sometimes more helpful than a long 
list. While it is hard to distill everything down, we offer three summary questions that can help with the search for significance12:  

1. How does this paper address an unsolved challenge in a contemporary phenomenon? 
2. How does the paper consider multiple perspectives on this challenge?  
3. How do the paper’s insights benefit society, broadly speaking? 

For authors, we recommend that you consider such questions when you are planning research that you would like to submit to 
MISQ, when you write your papers, and when you write your significance statements. For reviewers and editors, we recommend 
that you consider such questions when you review papers, judge their significance, and recommend improvements. 

Once again, we do not require every study to offer strong answers to all, or even any, of these questions. A paper may study a 
highly theoretical issue that, at first, has no clear link to a contemporary challenge, but may still make a strong theoretical 
contribution. In such a case, an author would just describe how the study’s significance should be viewed, given its aims.  

These three questions do not replace other traditional criteria, such as whether a paper contributes to an academic discourse. 
Rather, we see the answers to these questions as additive. Answering Question 1 (regarding unsolved challenges) offers a baseline 
for significance beyond academia. As each subsequent question is addressed, the paper’s significance is likely to grow. Question 
2 (regarding alternative perspectives) is helpful because different conclusions could be drawn about a finding by looking at it from 
the perspective of different stakeholders (especially marginalized ones). Question 3 (regarding societal benefits) is helpful because 
it orients us to consider whether/how a paper has implications for any of the large questions facing society, especially given the 
role of information systems in such issues (e.g., climate change, chronic disease, social justice, etc.). 

If your research aligns poorly with these questions, we encourage you to consider adjusting your work to account for them; once 
again, bearing in mind our repeated caveats regarding the risks of pursuing significance alone.  

Motivated by Question 1 (regarding unsolved challenges), if you have been using the academic literature alone to motivate your 
research, we encourage you to review the practitioner literature too, and spend time in practice to learn if and how the challenge 
you are studying might be reframed to address real issues experienced in practice. For instance, if you have been studying how 
electronic medical records can be used to improve healthcare outcomes (Kohli & Tan, 2016), we encourage you not only to draw 

 
11 While contributions beyond academia are not an explicit criterion of the MISQ Paper of the Year Award, they are explicitly mentioned in 
the terms of the MISQ Impact Award, which began in 2021 and celebrates long-term impact.  
12 While we believe that an open-ended (unstructured) significance statement is the best way to start this initiative, an alternative is to use a 
structured approach, using explicit questions like these, perhaps even with predefined answers from which authors select, e.g., to indicate 
that a study that can inform policymakers, or managers, or some other prespecified stakeholder. This could be implemented using checkboxes 
that authors complete. Another alternative could be a mixed model, in which an unstructured statement is accompanied by structured tags to 
facilitate searching/reporting (e.g., Which MISQ papers offer findings of use to policymakers?). We see the discussion of such alternatives 
as a natural next step for this initiative. The current format is just a first step, and we hope the initiative will be taken further as the journal 
and its digital platform evolve. A similar opportunity exists with MISQ’s transparency initiative; see the discussion of tags in Burton-Jones 
et al. (2021b, p. xii). Such initiatives fall into a larger class of initiatives that scientific journals need to consider (Larsen et al. 2020).  
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on the academic literature, but also spend time with health executives, clinicians, and patient representatives, to understand the 
real problems they face and the questions they are asking.  

Motivated by Question 2 (regarding alternative perspectives), if you have been focusing on just one stakeholder’s perspective in 
your research, consider alternative views. Try to learn which stakeholder groups are most relevant for your study and the outcomes 
that different groups find most meaningful (Aguinis et al., 2010; Rai, 2019). This may even require you to invest time to live in 
their worlds and grasp the logic of their practices (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2011). Understanding a situation from the perspective of 
different stakeholders and constructively confronting alternative perspectives will help you to appreciate the situation more fully. 
You can use this strategy in many ways, including but not limited to understanding a relationship from both sides (as in studies of 
service quality; Jiang et al., 2002), revealing unintended consequences of one party’s actions on another (as in studies of the effects 
of electronic medical records on providers vs. clinicians; Colicchio et al., 2019), learning the value of combining perspectives (as 
in studies of hybrid governance; Venkatesh et al., 2019), demonstrating how perspectives vary in appropriateness across contexts 
(as in studies that test insights from commercial platforms in non-profit platform contexts, Schreieck et al., 2017), and uncovering 
the marginalization of the powerless by the powerful (as in studies of ICT4D rollouts; Lin et al., 2015).  

Motivated by Question 3 (regarding societal issues), if you have been taking an organizational perspective alone in your work, 
consider broadening your view toward larger societal issues. For instance, if you have been studying how hospitals can improve 
their efficiency through better use of electronic medical records, consider whether this work is ironically reinforcing the status quo 
of the industry (i.e., the power of hospitals in the healthcare sector) and whether such systems can be used to change the status 
quo by supporting healthcare beyond hospitals in the community, in line with societal needs (Canfell et al., 2021). In a classic 
description of how researchers choose problems to study, Webb (1961) refers to the importance of dissatisfaction with the state 
of knowledge in an area as a motivator for research. When we view the many grand challenges facing society (whether social, 
environmental, health, or economic), it is natural to feel very dissatisfied, and therefore very motivated to address them. In some 
cases, this will involve offering solutions, while in other cases it may involve offering a deeper understanding of the problem; both 
approaches offer benefits (Majchrzak et al., 2016). We are not suggesting that all researchers take all these steps in all their studies. 
Nevertheless, if more researchers take more of these steps over time, the significance of IS research beyond academia will increase.  

Before we conclude, we need to acknowledge the issue of authors’ time. Any request that a journal places on an author, such as 
writing a significance statement, takes time, and time is the one thing that academics lack the most. There seems to be no end to 
the pressures on researchers’ time nowadays. While we acknowledge this issue, we believe the time cost of adding a significance 
statement is low. One way to reduce the cost even further would be to defer the request for the statement to the final stages of the 
review process, when the paper’s acceptance is more assured. We have chosen to request it at initial submission, however, because 
of the importance we place on the issue. Our goal is to help authors to highlight the significance of their work and to give reviewers 
and editors the chance to grasp it and help authors improve it, from the start of the review process.  

Conclusion  

MISQ will always be committed to publishing the most significant research. This is reflected in MISQ’s continued push to encourage 
and enable researchers to conduct more significant research and to write it up more effectively. It is also reflected in the additional 
initiatives that MISQ is pursuing over time, such as our author- and reviewer-development workshops, which help our authors and 
reviewers assess and improve the significance of research, our social media strategy, which helps us spread the significance of our 
research, our special issues on significant topics such as digital resilience and social justice, new awards such as the MISQ Impact 
Award, which celebrate significant publications, and our partnerships with relevant interdisciplinary groups such as RRBM.13  

This new initiative to include significance statements is just another step in that effort. Though it is a small initiative, we hope it 
will serve as a helpful (and hopefully inspiring) nudge for authors, reviewers, and editors, thereby boosting ongoing efforts to 
attract more significant papers, assess and improve their significance in the review process, and celebrate and convey their 
significance effectively post-publication. We will be updating MISQ author instructions and templates over the coming months to 
support their introduction. We look forward to receiving your significant research and your significance statements!  

 
13 https://www.rrbm.network/supporters/partners/  

https://www.rrbm.network/supporters/partners/
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