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Abstract

Several years since the introduction of systematic review in management
research, our paper takes stock of how the methodology has been used thus far
to elicit potential areas for improvement and a future best practice agenda. It was
our focus to investigate how synthesis methods have been approached and how
implications are spelled out for future research, practice and, where relevant,
policy. To address this, we conducted a systematic review of systematic reviews
published in management research since the early 2000s (N = 391). We found
that whilst scholars adopted similar methodological steps, there was variability
in focus, with more attention paid to explaining the systematic review method-
ology protocol and search strategy utilized, than on detailed analysis and syn-
thesis of the included studies’ findings. These aspects should be addressed more
explicitly from the outset as an integral aspect of a systematic review protocol to
support more refined application of relevant synthesis methods to develop the
field. We conclude with a guide for ‘best practice’, including recommendations
and published examples where available and an agenda for future refinement.

Wilczynksi, 2010; Roshanov et al. 2011). SRs continue to
undergo extensive methodological developments in these
disciplines, which are promoted by evidence collections or

Systematic review methodology (SRm) articulates a repli-
cable approach for collecting, analysing and synthesizing
literature with clear audit trails about what is and what is
not known regarding a research question or set of ques-
tions (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009, p. 671). Well established
across medicine, healthcare, education and social policy, a
systematic review (SR) is a habitual first step before col-
lecting primary data due to a commitment to evidence-
based practice. The methodology is often carried out by
practitioners (Singh, 2017), such as medical consultants, or
by decision-maker-researcher partnerships (e.g. Haynes &

‘warehouses’. For instance, the Cochrane Library, which
publishes a wide range of SRs relevant to health, pro-
motes using the PICO approach (population, intervention,
comparison, outcomes; see Singh, 2017 for further discus-
sion, also Higgins et al. 2019). The Campbell Collaboration,
which encompasses a range of topics including crime and
justice and now produces a journal dedicated to SRs (Jour-
nal of Systematic Reviews), and the EPPI-Centre (Evidence
for Policy and Practice Information Centre) also promote
SRs for evidence-based policy-making and social interven-
tions, providing a range of resources including specialized
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software, as well as publications to guide practitioners and
researchers alike (e.g. Gough et al., 2017). There have also
been other pragmatic developments to further enhance
transparency and objectivity in research in general, such
as the pre-registration of protocols (e.g. Center for Open
Science), analogous to developments to pre-register exper-
imental studies to safeguard against researchers changing
research questions ‘post hoc’ to better fit with unexpected
findings and promote the value of replication.

In comparison, discipline-specific methodological
developments for SRs in management research appear
less well established, given that SRs were applied in this
domain from the early 2000s (e.g. Greenhalgh et al.,
2004; Levy & Williams, 2004), the first published by
Pittaway et al. (2004) in International Journal of Man-
agement Reviews. Since then, the use of SRm by scholars
has increased across diverse topics such as total quality
management (Aquilani et al.,, 2017), corporate social
responsibility (Dienes et al., 2016), the ‘always on cul-
ture’ (Schlachter et al., 2018) and workforce diversity
(Sourouklis & Tsagdis, 2013), amongst others.

SRs are a purported cornerstone of evidence-based man-
agement to ‘assemble, analyze and interpret’ (Rousseau
et al., 2008, p. 477) available knowledge to improve both
scholarly knowledge and management practice through
a comprehensive review of available, relevant academic
and practitioner knowledge (Sahoo et al., 2010; Vishanth
et al., 2009). SRm’s rigorous protocols address potential
researcher bias common in traditional literature reviews to
(a) justify the lenses through which the researcher is mak-
ing an argument (Adams et al., 2017; Briner & Rousseau,
2011) and (b) provide understanding of the existing body
of knowledge before deciding on future primary research
(see Adams et al., 2017; Rojon et al., 2011; Tranfield et al.,
2003).

Yet, not all management researchers have greeted SRm
with enthusiasm. Cassell (2011) argues that all evidence
is inherently subjective and impacted by politics, val-
ues and interests, and laments the inconclusiveness of
findings from SRs, calling for greater methodological
diversity. Burke (2011) criticizes SRm for potentially dis-
carding relevant data, although he agrees that ‘more
focused and tailored reviews of evidence’ will contribute
to evidence-based practice (p. 38). Despite the efforts of
the Centre for Evidence-Based Management (CEBMa) to
increase awareness and use of SRm, some management
researchers are deterred from SRm because of the time-
consuming, labour-intensive and process-driven process
(Bimrose et al., 2005; Nolan & Garavan, 2015). Yet, some
academic programmes, for instance UK-based MSc and
doctoral-level programmes, include the execution of SRs
as part of the educational process. Further, given that
management research is an applied field, we know little
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about the extent to which SRm guides relevant activities
by spelling out and providing a framework for implica-
tions for practice. The inclusion of ‘grey’ literature, that
is relevant works published in non-academic outlets and
thus typically not subjected to traditional academic peer-
review processes, may contribute to making SR findings
more readily applicable to practice. Adams et al. (2017) cat-
egorized grey literature into three tiers according to the
literature’s retrievability, with the first tier being signifi-
cantly retrievable and credible literature (e.g. books, book
chapters, government reports, think-tank publications),
the second tier including moderately retrievable material
(e.g. presentations, studies by nongovernmental organiza-
tions, news articles, company publications) and the third
tier of low retrievability encompassing blogs, emails, let-
ters and tweets. The tiers of retrievability also correspond
to the level of credibility of the materials. While this may
raise some questions about the quality and replicability of
studies, Adams et al. (2017) argue that the inclusion of grey
literature in SRs will contribute to the diversity and flexi-
bility of knowledge.

Distinct frameworks relevant to SRm within manage-
ment research exist, including CIMO (context, interven-
tion, mechanism, outcome), put forward by Denyer et al.
(2008), building on Pawson and Tilley (1997). CIMO is
associated firmly with critical realism (Houston, 2014)
and realist evaluation methodology (Pawson, 2013), which
is purportedly an approach strong on theory-building,
explanation (Hawkins, 2016; Salter & Kothari, 2014; Van
der Knaap et al. 2008) and contribution to knowledge
development (Julnes et al., 1998). Yet, little is known
about how such frameworks are utilized in published
research, their perceived value and the extent to which
they have been developed or refined. Thus, our review
set out to revisit the principles of SRm in management
research - to be transparent, inclusive, explanatory and
heuristic (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009) - and to investigate
the development of SRm in the management field.

We paid particular attention to any refinements for the
synthesis which aims to identify key scientific contribu-
tions and gaps in the literature (Dixon-Woods et al., 2004;
Tranfield et al., 2003), to articulate how knowledge may be
utilized and to highlight areas of rebalance and focus for
subsequent researchers (Denyer et al., 2008). Synthesis is
particularly useful in areas of contested findings, to present
evidence, consolidate knowledge and therefore progress an
area of inquiry (Pawson, 2002). Outside of academia, syn-
thesis is important for management practitioners who, due
to resource constraints, are typically unable to undertake
or fully review primary research, thus increasing interac-
tions between researchers, research groups and practition-
ers, and contributing to evidence-based practice (Denyer
& Tranfield, 2006). Thus, an effective synthesis is a crucial
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component of any SR to highlight key findings and their
applicability to research, practice and/or policy. That said,
it was our assumption that guidance for how an effective
synthesis might be achieved may be lacking.

The following review questions, derived through an ini-
tial scoping study, guided our SR:

» For what purposes has SRm been used by management
researchers?

* When, where, on what topics and by whom have SRs
been undertaken and published in the domain (system-
atic mapping)?

* What methodological approaches to conducting SRs
have researchers taken? How have researchers synthe-
sized primary studies and what, if any, developments in
methodology for synthesis are evident in SRs?

* What challenges and limitations for using SRm have
researchers encountered; how do they affect any poten-
tial conclusions and how can they be remediated?

* To what extent do SRs spell out implications for (a) the-
ory, (b) practice and (c) policy; are there any approaches
which could inform future best practice?

2 | METHODOLOGY

We carried out an SR of SRs in management research in
five successive steps (see e.g. Denyer & Tranfield, 2009;
Rojon et al., 2011), outlined in Figure 1. Firstly, we deter-
mined the scope and review questions of the SR (see pre-
vious section), based on an initial non-systematic litera-
ture review and expert consultation of eight management
scholars with expertise and experience in conducting SRs,
using a series of standardized questions pertaining to lit-
erature review methodology generally and SRm specifi-
cally. Findings of the consultation suggested that SRm is
perceived as a useful literature reviewing approach, but
that further guidance on how to address specific chal-
lenges associated with the method would be helpful. Next,
as recommended by Greenhalgh and Peackock (2005),
we conducted several independent literature searches to
locate as many potentially relevant papers as possible with-
out date parameters. The first and second author, as well
as a third, independent researcher, carried out database
searches multiple times over the course of 4 years to
minimize bias and maximize comprehensiveness. Follow-
ing elimination of duplicates, we subjected all remaining
papers (N = 1558) to an initial review to determine suitabil-
ity for inclusion through inspection of abstracts and meth-
ods sections. Three papers were excluded as they were writ-
ten in Portuguese. Most papers fell short on criteria (i)
and/or (iii), as shown in Step 3 below; in other words, they
did not present a recognizable SR in the field of manage-
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ment. Reviews that we did not recognize as SRs either did
not follow the methodological process for conducting SRs
and/or did not adhere to the four aforementioned prin-
ciples of SRm in management research — transparency,
inclusiveness, explanatory and heuristic (Denyer & Tran-
field, 2009). For instance, reviews that omitted important
steps in the SRm process, such as formulating review ques-
tion(s) to work towards, or the selection and evaluation of
references on the basis of specified criteria, were excluded,
as were reviews that failed to transparently explain their
methodology and findings.

We synthesized the remaining 391 primary papers using
the research questions as a guiding framework in a bespoke
data extraction form, eliciting both quantitative and qual-
itative information. As a further analytical step, given our
particular interest in methodological approaches and types
of synthesis employed by researchers, we reviewed in more
detail 10% (n = 40) of all included SRs. These 40 papers
were randomly selected by firstly numbering the alpha-
betically ordered list of papers and secondly picking 40
numbers, blindly and at random. Our decision to review
a subset of exactly 40 papers is based on the idea of data
saturation: in line with Francis et al. (2010), we initially
reviewed a subset of 20 papers in more detail, finding many
themes and ideas repeated here. We then chose to review
in-depth 20 further papers to be sure no new ideas or
themes would emerge (stopping criterion; Francis et al.,
2010). Our number of 40 also corresponds to findings from
empirical research on data saturation within interviews
for both homogeneous and heterogeneous samples, which
concluded that this is likely to occur after 12 (Guest et al.,
2006) or after 15-60 interviews (Saunders & Townsend,
2016), respectively. The following data were extracted from
our subset of 40 SRs: (i) synthesis approach taken (clas-
sified according to Rousseau et al., 2008; see below for
more detail); (ii) quality appraisal of included papers
undertaken (yes/no); and (iii) inclusion of grey literature
(yes/no).

3 | FINDINGS

3.1 | Systematic mapping of primary
sources

Nearly half of the 391 included SRs (43.7%) were published
between 2015 and 2019 (Appendices 1 and 2) across differ-
ent journals (N = 188) from a variety of management sub-
jectareas (Appendix 3). There was an indication of regional
prevalence as 126 (32.2%) of SRs were written solely by
or jointly with UK academics. Many of the remaining
articles’ (co-)authors were affiliated with other European-
based institutions (48.3%), scholars from the USA (12.8%),
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FIGURE 1

Step 1: review scope &
questions

Step 2: literature searches

Step 3: initial review

Step 4: further review &
data extraction

Step 5: analysis &
synthesis

Overview of SRm process
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 Expert consultation (i.e., fellow researchers with expertise and experience conducting
SRs)
« Initial, non-systematic literature search

« Search in four management research databases (i.e., Business Source Complete,
PsycInfo, International Bibliography of Social Sciences, Web of Science) combining
the keywords ‘systematic review’, ‘management’ and ‘organisation’/‘organization’ to
search strings; additional search in Google Scholar (n = 1,189)

« Hand search of International Journal of Management Reviews (n =73) and Supply
Chain Management (n = 24)

« Search in the Centre for Evidence-Based Management's library of SRs (n = 60)

« Citation searches/tracking (Greenhalgh and Peacock, 2005) of Tranfield et al. (2003)
and Denyer and Tranfield (2009) in four databases (see above) (n = 150)

« Literature suggestions from fellow scholars (n = 86)

« Reading titles, abstracts and methodology sections of all publications (N = 1,558)

* Applying three exclusion criteria:

(i) Fails to describe a recognizable SRm (e.g., Aycan, 2005; Cheng et al., 2014)

(i) Is written in a language none of the authors understands (thus excluding papers
written in languages other than English, French, German or Spanish)

(iii) Is outside the realm of management research (e.g., Magor-Blatch ez al., 2014, on
the effectiveness of therapeutic communities)

« Full reading of remaining 391 publications
« Elicitation of quantitative (e.g., publication year) and qualitative (e.g.,
SR methods employed by researchers) information using a data extraction template

« Descriptive statistics: where, when and how have SRs in management research been
undertaken and published
« Narrative integration of qualitative content:
* Description and summary of papers; identification of relationships between papers
« Identification of key themes and approaches regarding each review question
« Use of a spreadsheet to record relevant information in summarized form
* In-depth review of subset (n = 40) of SRs to investigate methodological
approaches and types of synthesis more closely

Canada, Australia and other parts of the world (23.8%")
having (co-)published comparatively few SRs.

! Please note that the percentages add up to more than 100 as papers with
authors from more than one country (e.g. UK and Egypt) were counted

The number of primary studies included in SRs ranged
greatly, from 2 (Parmelli et al., 2011) to 1161 studies (Hiller

doubly; in six instances it was not possible to determine authors’ affilia-
tions.
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et al., 2011). Neither of these two extreme values was repre-
sentative of the typical number of papers examined, most
SRs featuring between 45 (25th percentile) and 148 (75th
percentile) papers with a median of 77.2 For some topics,
and for very specific questions, the primary literature was
sparse, whereas other authors had set limitations on inclu-
sion, often for pragmatic rather than theoretical or concep-
tual reasons. For instance, Wardhani et al. (2009) narrowed
an initial set of 533 papers to only 14 as their review focus
was very specific regarding determining factors influenc-
ing quality management systems as a total system in hos-
pitals. Other authors used outlets as a proxy for quality,
such as Matthews and Marzec (2012), who limited them-
selves to papers published in 3- and 4-star quality general
operations management journals from the Association of
Business School rankings on the one hand to ‘ensure suffi-
cient quality’ and on the other hand ‘for the sake of brevity
and to maintain the focus’ (p. 3) on their specific area of
investigation.

The publication date parameters set was very wide,
extending from 3 (Davies & Ryals, 2009) to 293 years
(Parmelli et al., 2011). That said, most authors reviewed
between 13 (25th percentile) and 27 (75th percentile) years
of literature, the median being 20 years.” Justifications
for dates ranges, though infrequently provided, were: (i)
ensuring a manageable number of primary sources; (ii)
research on the topic starting to emerge - or to gain traction
- from a particular year onwards; (iii) usage of all litera-
ture available in databases to date; (iv) newer research per-
ceived to be of higher quality and more up-to-date; (v) con-
sideration only of those papers that previous reviews had
disregarded or to ensure continuity from previously con-
ducted (systematic) reviews. Most authors had searched
for literature in three academic databases; that said, in
68 SRs literature drawn from only one database was pre-
sented, an extreme value (median = 3; min = 1; max = 21).

Our frequency and content analysis of papers’ keywords
(Appendix 1) provided insight into subject areas and topics,
demonstrating great variety; first and foremost the general
topic of ‘management’, but also ‘supply chain (manage-
ment)’, ‘performance’, ‘sustainable’/‘sustainability’, ‘inno-
vation’, ‘corporate’, ‘knowledge’, ‘measurement’, ‘market-
ing’, ‘development’ and ‘health’, amongst others. This list
was in part influenced by our hand-searching strategy,
which favoured certain topics, for instance through man-
ual search in Supply Chain Management. This shows that
the choice of keywords in the search strings can limit, and

2 Due to a highly positively skewed distribution of the data, obtaining the
median and interquartile range was perceived to be a more accurate rep-
resentation of these variables’ central tendency and dispersion than the
arithmetic mean and standard deviation.
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potentially bias, the range and content of primary sources
for inclusion in any review.

3.2 | Quality appraisal: Grey or not grey?
We now turn to findings of our supplementary analysis of
a subsample of included SRs. Of the 40 reviewed papers,
only nine had considered grey literature in addition to aca-
demic sources, such as reports, policy documents, maga-
zine articles or blogs, as well as informal channels of infor-
mation. Richards (2011) for instance expanded their SR of
employees’ Internet activities by including press reports
to account for important trends in how employees apply
new Internet communication technologies, which may
otherwise not have been apparent owing to the lengthy
lead times involved in the publication of scholarly out-
puts. Robertson et al. (2015), in their review of the effi-
cacy of resilience training on employee well-being and
performance, included reviews and published and non-
published trials to comprehensively map the evidence
given that primary studies would by default consist of
practice-focused field studies. We return to the impor-
tance of drawing not only on academic, but also on non-
academic literature, in our discussion.

We observed further that only in 9 out of 40 SRs, the
authors had undertaken some kind of quality appraisal of
their included papers. In assessing the quality of papers for
potential inclusion, it was not uncommon for researchers
to use ‘journal quality’ (e.g. derived through subject-
specific journal rankings) as the only proxy for primary
study quality.

3.3 | Motivation for/purpose of SRm

We coded authors’ motivations/motives for choosing SRm
over other literature reviewing methods into four broad
rationales, which map to Tranfield et al.’s (2003) and
Denyer and Tranfield’s (2009) definitions of SR/SRm in
management research:?

3 These are, respectively: ‘systematic reviews differ from traditional nar-
rative reviews by adopting a replicable, scientific and transparent process,
in other words a detailed technology, that aims to minimize bias through
exhaustive literature searches of published and unpublished studies and
by providing an audit trail of the reviewers’ decisions, procedures and
conclusions’ (Tranfield et al. 2003, p. 209); ‘a specific methodology that
locates existing studies, selects and evaluates contributions, analyses and
synthesizes data, and reports the evidence in such a way that allows rea-
sonably clear conclusions to be reached about what we do and do not
know’ (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009, p. 671).
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1. Process. Scholars selected SRm for representing a
rigorous, systematic, transparent and comprehensive
approach to analysing, evaluating and synthesizing lit-
erature (e.g. Alhejji et al., 2016).

2. Synthesis. Researchers used SRm to consolidate dis-
parate, fragmented, complex, large and possibly incon-
sistent bodies of literature to provide a more holis-
tic understanding of the reviewed topic (e.g. Scurry &
Blenkinsopp, 2011). Some authors developed an integra-
tive framework or conceptualization of the extant lit-
erature in their field based on the review findings (e.g.
Bakhshi et al., 2016).

3. Current evidence base. SRm was also used to derive sug-
gested directions for future research (e.g. by being able
to identify issues that are currently holding research
back; Chicksand et al., 2012) and practice/policy (e.g.
managerial implications; Gimenez & Tachizawa, 2012),
the latter particularly in regards to ‘what works’ and
‘what does not work’ (e.g. Robertson et al., 2015).

4. Quality. Scholars embarked on SRs cited the paucity of
good-quality reviews in their field as a reason for under-
taking their own (e.g. Snyder et al., 2016).

3.4 | Guiding methodological tenets for
SRs in management research

SR papers’ authors predominantly adhered to SRm guid-
ance adapted to management research (most notably Tran-
field et al., 2003), with a few exceptions of authors rely-
ing on health-related SRm guidance (e.g. Bamberger et al.,
2012; Willis-Shattuck et al., 2008) along the following
lines (see also Figure 1). Reviews commenced with deter-
mining the question(s), scope (including its boundaries)
and protocol to identify sources for the literature search
and the search strategy (e.g. search strings for electronic
database searches), including inclusion and exclusion cri-
teria. Having carried out searches and deleted any dupli-
cates, researchers extracted relevant information through
in-depth review relating to their SR’s question(s) to anal-
yse, synthesize and integrate such extracted data and to
report and disseminate the findings. That said, there was
great variability regarding the level of detail and trans-
parency of methodological explanation. Some outlined
their methods in one or two short paragraphs only (e.g.
Carpenter et al. 2012; Opengart & Bierema, 2015), and/or
failed to justify their methodological decisions (e.g. Uber-
bacher, 2014), whereas others explained the steps they fol-
lowed in great depth (e.g. Albliwi et al., 2014; Pittaway et al.,
2004), occasionally providing flowchart diagrams as visual
aids (e.g. Talib et al., 2011; Wardhani et al., 2009). Although
most scholars carried out ‘regular’ SRs, some researchers
adapted SRm or combined it with other review approaches.
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Bibliometric analysis/mapping, for example, was used in
combination with SRm (e.g. Coombes & Nicholson, 2013;
Saggese et al., 2016), as well as citation network analy-
sis (e.g. Colicchia & Strozzi, 2012; Hueske & Guenther,
2015) or text mining (Ghadge et al., 2012). We now turn to
the issue of synthesis in detail as central to our research
questions.

3.5 |
in SRs

Presentation, analysis and synthesis

Management researchers usually presented their findings
in two parts, firstly descriptive statistics (e.g. publication
year, research context) and secondly the actual content
of the papers reviewed, discussed typically in relation to
the review’s question(s) and/or by (emergent) themes, key
aspects or perspectives identified. Some authors limited
their discussion of findings to descriptive statistics (e.g.
Gonzilez et al., 2011; Yildiz & Demirors, 2014), which,
although useful, cannot substitute a more substantive nar-
rative discussion. In total, 17 authors (e.g. Bailey et al.,
2017) structured their discussion according to the CIMO
framework, according to propositions derived from their
findings (Pilbeam et al., 2012) or simply chronologically
(e.g. Salamin & Hanappi, 2014). We noted some exception-
ally short findings and discussion sections, for example the
quarter of a page provided by Albliwi et al. (2014) provides
scant detail to enable the reader to glean any insight based
on the SR conducted.

Most SRs contained potential directions for future
research, implications and/or recommendations for (man-
agerial) practice, as well as for policy, though the range
of their considerations varied greatly, where at one end
papers suggested a stepwise process for translating find-
ings to practice (e.g. Birnik & Bowma, 2007), actual prac-
tical tips for human resource practice (e.g. Sourouklis &
Tsagdis, 2013), to conceptual frameworks (e.g. Ellwood
et al., 2016) and the need for further testing and repli-
cation of propositions identified (e.g. Smart et al., 2007)
at the other end. Conceptual and methodological limi-
tations, including those that may relate to SRm specif-
ically (see below), were also typically included in SRs.
Yet, few authors provided a theoretical framework (e.g. Li
et al., 2012; Ordanini et al., 2008) to integrate their review’s
findings.

Overall, we found sparse references to overarching
frameworks and/or corresponding epistemology. As an
example, our synthesis elicited no references to opera-
tionalization of the PICO framework and only 17 references
to CIMO (including Christoffersen, 2013; Claus & Biscoe,
2009; Delgado Garcia et al., 2015; Ellwood et al., 2016; Rafi-
Ul-Shan et al., 2018). None of these papers offered critique,
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extensions or conceptual or methodological developments
of the frameworks.

In general, the reviews favoured detail on data gathering
and logging over detail regarding synthesis and critical
examination. Most authors carried out some form of
qualitative analysis and synthesis without adhering to
any particular method or approach (cf. Barnett-Page &
Thomas, 2009; Rousseau et al., 2008). For those who
did, thematic analysis following Miles and Hubermann
(1994) was a popular choice (e.g. Abidi et al., 2014; Claus
& Briscoe, 2009; Phillips et al., 2015); other examples
included content coding using data management software
(Pittaway et al., 2004), interpretative ‘meta-synthesis’
investigating the underlying structure of selected papers,
specifically their differences and similarities (Ashby
et al., 2012) and theory-led approaches to synthesizing
literature (e.g. Ellwood et al., 2016; Nielsen & Lassen, 2012;
Padilla-Meléndez et al., 2015). Few authors (e.g. Burgess
et al., 2006; Delbufalo, 2012; Turner et al., 2013) carried out
quantitative meta-analyses, although several suggested
that their reviews would have benefitted from quantitative
integration (e.g. MacEwen et al., 2015; Morello et al.,
2013; Pacheco & Garcia, 2012) had the diverse nature
of primary studies not precluded such an approach
(e.g. very diverse study designs and corresponding
measurements).

We also reviewed our subset of 40 primary studies
regarding the approach to synthesis taken by authors,
drawing on Rousseau et al.’s (2008, p. 491ff) classification,
which distinguishes four synthesis methods: (i) aggrega-
tion (i.e. quantitative combination of results of primary
studies in order to combine effects to increase sample size
and reduce bias in answering specific questions and to
predict intervention results via more exact estimate than
any single study achieves); (ii) integration (i.e. triangu-
lation across multiple studies and methods in order to
answer specific questions and explore when interventions
are more likely to be appropriate); (iii) interpretation (i.e.
compilation of descriptive data and exemplars as well as
identification of cross-study concepts and their translation
into new categories in order to build higher-order the-
oretical constructs and create tentative theories of phe-
nomena including patterns of social construction); and
(iv) explanation (i.e. discerning patterns behind explana-
tory claims in order to create explanations and gener-
ate theory). Since most authors had not explicitly stated
their synthesis approach or offered little detail, it was
a question of reading, re-reading and applying our own
judgement to determine which of the four categories had
been applied. This process led us to conclude that most
authors had chosen integration (n = 22) or an approach
between integration and interpretation (n = 11) as their
synthesis method. Very few authors had synthesized data
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through aggregation (n = 2). Equally few (n = 2) had
used interpretation; three papers had opted for a syn-
thesis approach between interpretation and explanation.
Therefore, our analysis signals that ‘higher-level’ synthe-
sis methods, namely interpretation and explanation, were
used infrequently by researchers.

The lack of in-depth synthesis was a consistent finding,
which we contend is linked to an absence of methodolog-
ical refinements which deserve increased future develop-
ment. Synthesis is vital to the SRm process as it provides
a chance to reflect on the evidence presented, interpret
the research findings and relate the patterns and themes
discovered during the literature review (Greenhalgh et al.,
2004; Popay et al., 2006) to how such may be applied (Boaz
et al., 2006; Pawson, 2002; Rousseau et al., 2008), either
for future research, policy-making or practice (Denyer &
Tranfield, 2006). We return to this observation in our
discussion.

3.6 | Challenges and limitations of SRs
We documented one key limitation through our own
search strategy — although hand searching elicited addi-
tional primary sources, this meant that certain top-
ics, particularly supply chain management, were over-
represented in our final sample. Further hand searches
may have elicited additional findings, and thus had an
impact on the overall topics. In other words, the method
for elicitation of primary studies may bias or influence SRs
in the same way that sampling in field or experimental
studies may influence the validity of any conclusions to
be drawn. Researchers also raised concerns that they were
not using ‘good’ search strings, or that different search
strings may have yielded different (and/or more) studies
(e.g. Choong, 2014; Williams et al., 2009). Some addressed
this, for instance, by cross-checking reference lists for fur-
ther potentially relevant papers (e.g. Kirchberger & Pohl,
2016).

In addition, researchers were concerned that their selec-
tion criteria had been too limiting or rigid, leading to the
potential exclusion of important studies (e.g. Neumann &
Dul, 2010). It was generally acknowledged that conduct-
ing searches in a greater number and wider variety of
databases and other sources of literature (including those
in non-English language and non-academic publishing
outlets) would have been useful in facilitating greater com-
prehensiveness (e.g. Ankrah & Al-Tabbaa, 2015), although
pressures on time and other resources did not always allow
for this. In other words, SRm per se does not address the
issue of selectivity in inclusion, as pragmatic considera-
tion may prevail; it is, however, important to reflect on
the role of researcher judgement when making search and

85UB01 7 SUOWIWOD dA1E81D 8 0eot[dde au Aq peusenob a1e sejoe YO ‘8sn JO S9N 1oy Afeiq18UIIUO /8|1 O (SUOTPUOD-PUR-SLLIBYWO A8 | 1M Afe.d1jBul{U0//SdNL) SUOIPUOD PuUe SWLB | 8U1 88S *[£202/S0/70] U0 AlqiTauluo AS|IM ‘spuejeyieN aueIyood Ag SyzzT W TTTT 0T/I0p/uoo A3 1M AeIqipuljuo//sdny woiy pepeojumod ‘Z ‘TZ0Z ‘0/£2897T



198

interpretation decisions, an aspect which we also return to
in our discussion.

Indeed, several researchers concurred on methodologi-
cal challenges. A commonly voiced criticism was the per-
ceived danger of subjectivity, including researcher judge-
ment and/or their background impacting on the paper
selection, coding and interpretation of findings (e.g. Kirch-
berger & Pohl, 2016). Scholars attempted to address this
issue for instance by fully describing and defending any
choices made in the SR process (e.g. McFadden, 2015) or
by involving stakeholders from other disciplines and/or
from outside academia (e.g. Furlan et al., 2011). A second
set of issues was concerned with the large volume and
diversity of papers uncovered through SRm’s comprehen-
sive search strategies, which researchers perceived as chal-
lenging both for paper selection, as well as for integrating
and synthesizing information (e.g. Bakker, 2010; Richards,
2011). To resolve the issue of managing volume, some
authors suggested focusing merely on abstracts (or even
titles) when deciding whether or not to include a paper
(e.g. Koopmans et al., 2011; Thorpe et al., 2005), although
it was acknowledged that this could lead to including only
papers with better-written titles/abstracts, whilst perhaps
disregarding other potentially relevant articles (e.g. Pitt-
away et al., 2004).

4 | DISCUSSION

Our ‘SR of SRs’ set out to investigate where, when, on
what and by whom SRs have been published in manage-
ment research. Our data showed that SRs have been most
keenly embraced by UK academics and are not as preva-
lent in other countries. Possible reasons for this regional
prevalence may lie in the UK’s International Journal of
Management Reviews explicitly welcoming SRs, as well as
SRm training being provided and the execution of this
type of literature review being encouraged in certain doc-
toral and MSc programmes in the UK. In terms of the pur-
poses and motivations for undertaking SRs, we concluded
that SRm has been used to aggregate existing knowledge
and to inform and confirm assumptions towards providing
new linkages of understanding existing knowledge (Gough
et al., 2012). Further, SRm is seen as an effective approach
for providing a holistic overview of often complex liter-
ature spanning disciplinary boundaries (e.g. Crossan &
Apaydin, 2010; Scurry & Blenkinsopp, 2011).

Most researchers followed SR methodology as put for-
ward by Denyer and Tranfield (2009), who were amongst
the first to advocate the method and provided a help-
ful step-by-step guide. That said, as ascertained by our
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analysis of a subset of reviewed SRs (n = 40), nearly a
third of researchers (32.5%) adapted the ‘standard’ SRm
process to a greater or lesser extent to fit their own needs.
They did so for instance by subjecting extracted data to
specific additional qualitative or quantitative analyses (e.g.
Cheng, 2016; Finnegan et al., 2016) or by using concep-
tual frameworks, derived a priori, to guide and organize
their SR (e.g. Kokkonen & Alin, 2015; Wong et al., 2013).
In all cases, adaptations to SR methodology were justi-
fied by authors in relation to their specific SR’s purpose
and aims, as in the case of Mariano and Awazu (2016) for
example, who carried out longitudinal and other statisti-
cal analyses by way of understanding the development of
their field of study. Such adaptations to the process are, in
our opinion, an assertive, pragmatist and welcome move
towards utilizing and modifying existing methodology in
a way that is most suitable for specific research require-
ments, rather than rigidly holding on to prescribed pro-
tocols. Yet, such adaptation of the SRm process requires
researcher judgement which situates the researcher as an
important source of knowledge given the overarching pur-
pose of SRs to take existing knowledge into new direc-
tions (Briner & Rousseau, 2011) by creating opportunities
for management scholars to engage, extend and interpret
such knowledge in a meaningful way (Denyer & Tranfield,
2009; Jones, 2004). We also contend that pragmatic con-
siderations should be explicitly considered in any synthe-
sis and/or limitations section where they affect the con-
clusions to be drawn. Quality appraisal is clearly an issue
where practice widely diverges and the use of proxies is
common, as previously observed. ‘Quality’ within SRm is
usually equated with methodological quality or rigour that
is ‘the internal validity and the degree to which [the SR’s]
design, conduct and analysis have minimized biases or
errors’ (Tranfield et al., 2003, p. 15). Whilst SRs conducted
on health-related topics within the Cochrane framework
often specify inclusion only of randomized controlled tri-
als (RCTs) or similar types of studies, these assumed to be
the ‘gold standard’ of methodological rigour (Reay et al.,
2009), in management research ‘quality’ relating to SRs
tends to be understood somewhat more loosely. There is,
to date, no definitive approach to assessing the quality of
SRs within management research, though several scholars
have assembled lists of quality criteria that can be applied
to judge the quality of studies considered for inclusion in
an SR (e.g. Abalos et al., 2001; Briner et al., 2009; Gargetal.,
2008; Tranfield et al., 2003). Given that limited primary
literature will in turn limit the conclusions which can be
drawn within an SR, more consideration should be given
to the aspect of quality appraisal. We discuss this further
below.
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4.1 | The central role of synthesis

Having previously established the importance of synthesis,
the question arises of how it should be carried out. We con-
sidered the CIMO logic advocated by Denyer et al. (2008) as
adesign-oriented research synthesis focusing on providing
solutions and answering research questions (Denyer et al.,
2008; Jones & Gattrell, 2014; Van Aken, 2004). Our analy-
sis elicited 17 primary sources which referred to the CIMO
framework. Yet, none of these offered substantial critique
or extension. It is a central observation arising from our
data analysis that there is an inextricable link between a
lack of use of relevant frameworks and a lack of advance-
ment regarding the application, refinement and develop-
ment to further the sophistication and applicability of syn-
thesis methods.

Different types of primary studies will suit different
types of synthesis (cf. Barnett-Page & Thomas, 2009), such
as quantitative primary studies facilitating aggregation.
Much greater attention should be given to this aspect in
the planning phase of any review. Our detailed coding of a
subset of included SRs established that most papers drew
on an integrative synthesis approach, which is suited to
the collection and comparison of evidence involving two
or more data-gathering methods. This type of synthesis
typically seeks to provide answers to predetermined ques-
tions and thus lends itself to addressing both academic and
practice- or policy-oriented issues. Methods of synthesis
that provide deeper theoretical interpretation to further
knowledge in management research, that is interpretation
and explanation (Rousseau et al., 2008), were rarely used.
With regard to the few instances where authors had drawn
on interpretation and/or explanation approaches (i.e.
Baldacchino et al., 2015; Glover et al., 2014; Hansen &
Schaltegger, 2016), we noted that researchers had set a
dedicated focus on providing theoretical constructs and
creating explanations right from the outset of their SR, for
instance by phrasing their review questions in such a way
that literature suitable to their aim would be located in
the first instance and synthesized in the second instance.
Owing to their focus on theory and conceptualization,
these two types of synthesis seem to be more easily
applicable to academic endeavours rather than seeking to
answer practitioner or policy questions.

4.2 | Presentation of results and findings
Thorpe et al.’s (2005) paper, one of the first SRs pub-
lished within management research, suggests that ‘the
aim [of a systematic review] is to bring together as many
already existing evidence-based studies as possible that
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are relevant to the research being undertaken, irrespec-
tive of their published location, or even disciplinary back-
ground’ (p. 258). They postulate eight basic principles
behind SRm, namely transparency, clarity, focus, unifi-
cation of research and practitioner communities, equal-
ity, accessibility, broad coverage and finally, and impor-
tantly, synthesis. In some of the SRs we reviewed, whilst
study findings were presented for instance by providing
facts (e.g. Delbufalo, 2012), these findings were not syn-
thesized towards an interpretation of what the retrieved
knowledge contributed to. Yet, synthesis is a crucial phase
of SRm for illuminating knowledge and providing sugges-
tions for future research (Rousseau et al., 2008). Though
a clear presentation of facts is important to understand
existing knowledge in the subject area, critical analysis,
together with a discussion of what the findings mean and
how they can be interpreted and applied to knowledge
in the subject area, will further contribute to the quality
of a paper (e.g. Scurry & Blenkinsopp, 2011; Uberbacher,
2014). SRs will benefit from a higher level of abstraction
that expounds on the concepts and themes in the critically
reviewed materials towards identifying where the bound-
aries from which knowledge can be expanded lie. This, we
argue, requires a more germane way of seeing how various
strands of research focus interact with one another and will
contribute to the comprehensiveness and quality of SRs in
management research.

Discussions from SRs or any other studies should be
robust enough and link how the findings met the research
objectives, together with any other unexpected findings.
This will enable the systematic reviewer to make sense
of the diverse findings related to a research context and
communicate in a powerful manner, including their reflec-
tions. We advocate that SRm in the field of management
research should always consider including a form of con-
ceptual synthesis. This will encourage the development of
theoretical contributions and the consideration of eventual
implications for practice. To do so, SR researchers need
to articulate a clear synthesis framework and their epis-
temology from the outset, and either offer a conceptual
framework a priori to guide their review or deduct such
a framework from the synthesis. Such an approach will
enable clear articulation not only about ‘what worked’, but
which theories and frameworks can explain relevant obser-
vations and what the implications for future research, prac-
tice and potentially policy are. It is our observation that SRs
are under-theorized. As Gatrell and Breslin (2017) wrote in
their editorial, authors should not only aim to make a con-
ceptual contribution, but also not be shy to challenge the
field. SRs have the capacity to do both, as unlike conceptual
reviews articulating propositions, they are based on arange
of empirical data to draw from. Therefore, one of the most
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fundamental and necessary questions to ask is ‘how can
the findings best be theorized?. Stutton and Staw (1995)
noted in their seminal paper that neither data, hypothe-
ses, results, variables, illustrations nor lengthy references
make theory; in other words, researchers must not fall into
the trap that thorough documentation in and of itself is suf-
ficient. SR researchers in the field of management have a
unique opportunity to utilize data to question and poten-
tially refine knowledge and understanding by considering
not only confirmation but also disconfirming of theoret-
ical propositions (see Leavitt et al., 2010 on theory prun-
ing). Such an approach may lead to a more theoretically
founded explication of what we know, as well as what we
do not know.

4.3 | Linking systematic reviews to
practice

In education, public policy and healthcare, SRs are con-
ducted to inform policy-makers and practitioners. How-
ever, our review suggests that in management, study find-
ings were generally aimed at academic audiences with the
exception of a handful of papers (e.g. Murta et al., 2007;
Phillips et al., 2015). SRs, like other types of research con-
ducted in management, should move towards linking the-
ory with practice (Scurry & Blenkinsopp, 2011). To do this,
we recommend an integral section on how the research
question(s) and findings can inform and influence prac-
tice in organizations and/or in policy-making. This will
increase the relevance of the findings, and stimulate con-
versations between academia and practice, which will con-
tribute to the creation of a dynamic and more vibrant
applied research atmosphere in management research.
We expect that such focus on opening up our conversa-
tions to practitioners in the field may create opportuni-
ties for future collaboration. An example of an SR that
explicitly sought to inform practice is Marcos and Denyer’s
(2012) collaboration between an academic institution and a
consultancy company. Despite having experienced various
challenges in their collaborative research, the authors con-
cluded, on a positive note, that ‘the findings of the system-
atic review became a means to an end rather than an end in
itself’ (p. 454). The SR process facilitated discussions of key
constructs within the project team and, in the absence of
(strong) evidence, practitioners and academics were able
to ‘share, appreciate and challenge their distinct views of
managerial and organizational problems’ (p. 454).

Aside from such collaborative research, practice can
also be better informed by including grey literature in
management SRs (Adams et al., 2017). Although peer-
reviewed academic sources may provide strong evidence
of quality, the exclusion of grey literature may result in
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conclusions drawn that do not capture the full spectrum
of available knowledge, which for management research
can contribute to a richer understanding of the link-
ages between academia and practice, and gaps for future
(applied) research. Adams et al. (2017) recommend that
researchers present the findings from grey literature sep-
arately from those of white literature.

In their analysis of grey literature usage within pub-
lished academic SRs, Adams et al. (2017) found that only
about 23% had incorporated this type of literature. Our own
figure (23%) of the usage of grey literature within a sub-
set of the SRs we reviewed (n = 40) tallies precisely with
that of Adams et al. (2017), suggesting that consideration
of this type of literature within academic SRs remains at a
relatively low level. Far from embracing the different per-
spectives offered by grey literature, some authors explic-
itly chose to exclude such sources (e.g. Finnegan et al.,
2016; Keupp & Gassmann, 2009; Mariano & Awazu, 2016),
usually arguing that academic papers provide a more suit-
able and high-quality coverage of the subject under review.
Frequently they cited Podsakoff et al. (2005), who sug-
gested that journal articles can be considered validated
knowledge and are likely to have the highest impact on
the field. The few authors who did consider grey litera-
ture mostly used sources such as books and book chap-
ters, reports published by professional organizations and
governmental agencies or conference symposia, these all
falling within the first, most easily retrievable and most
credible tier of grey literature according to Adams et al.
(2017). The inclusion of grey literature was at times explic-
itly referred to by authors, explaining, for instance, that
they sought a ‘more inclusionary approach’ to reviewing
the literature (Glover et al., 2014, p. 41), or aimed at further
informing and increasing their pool of papers in this way
(e.g. Johns & Torres, 2005; Lightfoot et al., 2013). Others
argued that the consideration of grey literature had facil-
itated a more ‘balanced and comprehensive review’ (Bal-
dacchino et al., 2015, p. 214). This poses a need to consider
the epistemological question of what knowledge is, where
it is located and where it can come from for an identifi-
cation and assessment of possible sources of knowledge
that can contribute to management research and practice.
This then requires stronger inter-relationships between
researchers, policy-makers and practitioners, and remain-
ing up-to-date on all relevant publications as relates to
a subject matter. This development, to include grey lit-
erature in management SRs, has implications as to how
future management research questions are phrased, the
depth of the research design and the sources considered
in answering the research questions. We encourage fellow
researchers to continue to engage with the epistemological
question posed by including grey literature, particularly as
relates to linking academia with practice.
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In summary, we propose, along with Thorpe et al. (2005),
that SRs in management research expand their searches to
incorporate the breadth of studies available in academic
and non-academic sources of knowledge so long as the
principles of SRm - to be transparent, inclusive, explana-
tory and heuristic (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009) - are adhered
to. Given that any studies located for potential inclusion
ought to be subject to a quality assessment, the rigour of
the SR is maintained.

4.4 | Areas of improvement of SRm for
management research

We now suggest refinements to the methodology. SRm is
perceived to foster interdisciplinary research, as demon-
strated, amongst others, by Greenhalgh et al. (2004) and De
Jong et al. (2015). Yet, some authors noted that SRm is less
useful at producing in-depth insight into issues (Lightfoot
et al., 2013). Indeed, not all SRs yielded new insights over
and above existing literature reviews (e.g. Albliwi et al.,
2014), and neither was it always sufficiently evident how
SRm would have addressed authors’ research questions
better than other review methodologies (e.g. Deligkaris
et al., 2014; Kamal & Irani, 2014).

It appeared that scholars focused on the quantity of
literature reviewed for SRs, where, at times, a ‘more is
better’ mentality was evident, with only a few papers
reporting on some type of quality appraisal. Yet, the
important aspect in a review is not necessarily the sheer
amount of literature reviewed, but the quality of the lit-
erature included, as higher-quality primary papers enable
more confident conclusions. It is important for researchers
to critically assess the quality of existing studies to go
beyond the cherry-picking of traditional literature reviews
(Uberbacher, 2014). We suspect that a reason for many
researchers not undertaking a quality appraisal of papers
found lies in the time-consuming nature of doing thus - as
noted, for instance, by Rojon et al. (2011). That said, in our
coding of a subset of included SRs, we found a handful of
articles where authors did assess the quality of potentially
relevant papers; we discuss some examples of these here.

As a relatively straightforward step to quality assess-
ment, some authors (e.g. Flint & Webster, 2014; Morello
et al.,, 2013; Parmelli et al.,, 2011; Zwarenstein et al.,
2009) applied methodological quality and selection crite-
ria, namely to include only RCTs, controlled clinical tri-
als, controlled before-after studies or interrupted time-
series studies. Whilst such an approach may be useful
for selecting high-quality studies for SRs about health-
related topics, and may be looked upon favourably by the
Cochrane Library, it is impossible for most SRs in man-
agement research to only consider certain study designs
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such as RCTs, given their paucity in this subject area. It
should also be pointed out that such an approach to qual-
ity assessment can be very restrictive and not particularly
informative - as for instance in the case of Parmelli et al.
(2011), who, on the basis of their quality criteria, included
only two studies in their SR. A different approach to qual-
ity appraisal was taken by Parris and Peachey (2013) who,
distinguishing between quantitative and qualitative stud-
ies, used a series of critical appraisal tools and criteria to
classify papers into low, medium and high quality. A quan-
titative study judged to be of high quality was understood
as being clearly focused and well planned, providing suffi-
cient background, using validated measures and rigorous
data-analysis procedures, amongst other criteria. A qual-
itative study judged to be of high quality had to comply
with aspects such as clearly stating a purpose, identify-
ing the researcher’s theoretical or philosophical perspec-
tive, describing the selection of participants, as well as the
results well and comprehensively. Such an approach to
quality appraisal, where different criteria are applied to dif-
ferent types of studies, appears useful, particularly given
the diversity of study designs employed in management
research.

A similar, though more generic approach to quality
appraisal, since no distinction was made between quan-
titative and qualitative studies, was adopted by Sweeney
et al. (2019). Each article deemed relevant by these authors
was inspected in terms of the clarity of the research ques-
tion, the appropriateness of the methodology and the
rigour with which it was employed, the size of the sample
selected, the specification of theoretical frameworks and
measurement approaches, and the validity of the research
findings.

A somewhat different take on quality appraisal was
offered by Reay et al. (2009), who developed a classifi-
cation of evaluation standards consisting of six ‘levels’ of
evidence to evaluate the strength of evidence in manage-
ment research. Level 1 encompasses meta-analyses and
RCTs and represents the strongest level of evidence, whilst
papers falling into level 6 state the opinion of respected
authorities or expert committees without additional data,
this representing the weakest and, in the case of Reay
et al.’s (2009) SR, most frequently located type of evidence.
Of the various different ways to appraise paper quality that
we have outlined here, we believe that researchers need
to consider carefully which may be most suited to their
own endeavour, since, for instance, a rigorous approach
suitable for health-related SRs might be too restrictive
for many management topics. A more generic approach
to assessing quality, such as used by Parris and Peachy
(2013) or Sweeney et al. (2019) might, in many cases, be
more feasible and appropriate, not unduly excluding most
studies on the grounds of very strict study design-related
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criteria whilst still ensuring the inclusion of high-quality
papers.

Furthermore, we saw little evidence that methods and
frameworks for synthesis — as suggested by various guide-
lines and researchers — have fully penetrated the SR lit-
erature. It would be a fruitful avenue for future research
to critically examine the potential impact of using such
frameworks (or their absence) on the clarity and robust-
ness of any synthesis offered. It is notable that the
papers that did provide a clear framework for analysis,
for instance through content coding, appeared to offer
more theoretically grounded integration (e.g. Nielsen &
Lassen, 2012; Pittaway et al., 2004). Regarding implica-
tions for research, policy and practice, we identified less
than a handful of papers that addressed all three aspects,
most authors considering predominantly academic impli-
cations, with some focusing only on practical implications.
Policy implications were, on the whole, less often consid-
ered, partly because this may be less pertinent to the sub-
stantive topic, or partly because the researchers had not
deemed this sufficiently relevant. We therefore suggest the
intended audience should be given greater consideration
by SRm scholars in the field of management. We also note
that papers ranged greatly in quality and depth as to how
implications for research, policy and practice had been
addressed. If implications were spelled out more clearly,
the relevance of SRs may spread more swiftly beyond the
academic community in management research.

4.5 | A guide for future execution

Informed by our findings and building on researchers’
actual SR/SRm experiences (Mallet et al., 2012), as well
as earlier work by colleagues (e.g. Tranfield et al., 2003),
we propose a guide for undertaking SRs in management
research, which is the major contribution of our paper.
This we offer in Table 1 as a checklist mapping our con-
tributions against Tranfield et al.’s (2003) original frame-
work; we largely omit Stage O as we take it as a given
that the need to review has been established. We re-
emphasize the need to embed and articulate theoretical
frameworks, propositions and implications. Yet, we also
stress that regardless of any guidelines, researcher judge-
ment remains important in adapting and focusing the SR
to suit the researcher’s objectives and resources (Briner &
Rousseau, 2011). SRm should not be so rigid as to become
protocol for protocol’s sake, but retain clear audit trails
and justifications for all stages of the process, not merely
the data elicitation and logging. What we seek to add is
that some focus be applied to how results are presented,
with consideration for the various applicability by other
researchers, policy-makers and practitioners. As not all
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aspects mentioned in Table 1 are necessarily relevant to all
SRs, we ask researchers to use their judgement, particu-
larly with regard to the recommendations provided.

4.6 | Study limitations and suggestions
for future research

We acknowledge several shortcomings as firstly, the pri-
mary reviews we included had predominantly been pub-
lished in academic journals and may thus have missed out
important papers available in grey sources. Consequently,
researchers wishing to further our study might focus their
research on reviews published within grey sources, avail-
able, for instance, from CEBMa, the Campbell Collabo-
ration or the EPPI-Centre. Secondly, in our locating of
papers, we focused initially on their titles, abstracts and
methodology sections (rather than on their full texts) and,
by doing so, may have unintentionally excluded poten-
tially relevant SRs in management research. Thirdly, our
review was limited by the search strings we used and by our
iterative journal-specific searches. We also acknowledge
that studies may exist within the management research lit-
erature, which have used SRm without referring to spe-
cific SR-related terms. We therefore suggest that manage-
ment researchers undertaking SRs explicitly include the
term ‘systematic review’ in the keywords and abstracts for
their articles. Moreover, some of our analyses pertained to
a subset of SRs and, whilst we have provided a rationale
for focusing on exactly 40 papers rather than reviewing
in great detail all 391 papers, we acknowledge that claims
made on the basis of findings from a subset of SRs may be
less valid compared to claims based on findings from the
whole sample. Future methodological research into SRs
might thus seek to generalize the validity of our findings
by undertaking similar analyses with different and larger
samples of SRs.

A key area for future research is a comparison of litera-
ture databases generally used by management researchers,
and the rationale given for choosing one database over
another. This can assist in integrating literature from
different databases and improve on their cataloguing to
enable future SRs to be more comprehensive. Further-
more, given that SRs can be conducted for various rea-
sons - for instance with the aim of focusing on policy and
practical implications, rather than on contributions to the
scholarly debate — it would be useful to explore potential
methodological differences associated with different ratio-
nales for carrying out SRs.

Further research can create interactive ‘evidence maps’
to identify what is known and not known, which
researchers seeking to undertake an SR can review as a
first point of call prior to commencing primary research.

85UB01 7 SUOWIWOD dA1E81D 8 0eot[dde au Aq peusenob a1e sejoe YO ‘8sn JO S9N 1oy Afeiq18UIIUO /8|1 O (SUOTPUOD-PUR-SLLIBYWO A8 | 1M Afe.d1jBul{U0//SdNL) SUOIPUOD PuUe SWLB | 8U1 88S *[£202/S0/70] U0 AlqiTauluo AS|IM ‘spuejeyieN aueIyood Ag SyzzT W TTTT 0T/I0p/uoo A3 1M AeIqipuljuo//sdny woiy pepeojumod ‘Z ‘TZ0Z ‘0/£2897T



14682370, 2021, 2, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ijmr.12245 by Cochrane Netherlands, Wiley Online Library on [04/05/2023]. See the Terms and Conditions (https:/onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

203

SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS IN MANAGEMENT RESEARCH

/ BRITISH ACADEMY

z
a
=
=
e
z

OF MANAGEMENT

(senunuo))

"U9sOYD POYIOW SISIYIUAS
1)) SwLIOUT STy} Moy urefdxa
PUB UOT}03S SPOYISU JUBAS[I )
ur A11e9[0 A3ojoura)sids Inok ayenonty

{duaIpne 1ok o) snongiquieun
pue 1e3[o suonsanb maraax ok ary (q)

{UOTBUIqUIODd

® 10 ‘Ko170d J10/pUe donoerd
‘YOIBISAI 0} JUBAS[AI S 3} ST (B)
:[oued 119dxs Ue Jo asn
1]} IOPISUOD PUE ‘IUSIPNE PIPUUT Y}
Jnoqe AJ1re[d SUIpnoul 4asyno aY) Woij
{S INOA 10J JI0MIWEIJ TBI[D B INO J3S

JUMEIP 9q UBD SUOISN[OUOD YITYM
woy 93pa[Mouy| 0} UONQIIFUO0D
[€9139109Y} a3 ST JBUA (,POZII0Y]}
Apuamogns usaq sSurpuyy ay) aaeH (9)
:19PISUOD UOISSNISIP 1) 10,

‘sisA[eue onjeWAY) ‘SUIPOd
JU)U02 S yons Juawdoaadp
0139109y} S98BIN0JUD
YOTyM POYIoU SISOYIUAS ¥ (q)
:JOPISUOD SISA[BUE ) 10

{MOT ‘0S JT pue ‘9In)eIdli|

9Y) WoIJ SIY} SALISP 0 2AT}O3[q0

3y} SI J0U J] {YI0MIUWRI] [BI1}AI0])
10 Ten3doouod JunsIxa ue a1ay) S (B)
:19pIsuod ‘a3e)s Suruuerd ay) ug

SUOIJePUIWIMIO0IY

‘SISOUIUAS
JsiTeal se yoeoidde umo Iy
Suiqriosap ‘wrys urgm £3orowdysida
Sur1apIsuo jo soueyrodur

ay1 1yS1Y3IY (#102) e 12 [e0qV

“Korjod

pue donjoe1d ‘YoIeasal o) paje[suen

99 PINod YS Iy} woly sSurpury skem

9y} Juorydn 93e3s os[e pue uonsanb

MITAJI B PUB SIAT}OS[qO [oI18ISI 18D
ap1aoxd (T107) ISYI[[OY PUL SIZOUSIN 9

'(S661) MeIS pUE UOYINS pUB

(0T0Z) ‘T 19 NIABYT 39S ‘A109Y) JO asn

o) uo dduepIng 104 o3e)s ojeredass

® SB PIsSaIppe 9q Uk} JOYJel ‘MIIAL
a1mus 9y} 9yeawrad prnoys 30adse sIy L,

IN)RINT]
9} wioxy dd10e1d pooS yo sojdwrexy

2onoe1d poo3 apms 0) SUOIBPUSWIWIOIAI JO 39S PUE ISINOYD V [YdIeasal jusuredeuewt Ul SYS Sunonpuo)

‘sayoeoidde

SISOUJUAS JSI[BAI IO UONIBN[BAD

1SI[BaI “SITeal [eond Onewdeld

Surpnpour ‘serdojowaysids saneuIs)[E

Jo Apoq SuImoiS3 ® SI 2191} JOAMOY
9s1anisod a1e urys Jo suidLio ay,

‘(s)eouarpne aandadsal
0) SOAIIO2[qO MITASI JO SOUBAS[I
pue suonsanb Mma1A91 Jo L1Ie[D

"uoISN[OU0d

pue UOISSNISIp ojul pajerodroour

9Te SUOT}RIIPISUOD [EITIAI0)

amsuy -ornjerdn] Arewrid ay)

WI01J PIALISP pue Pado[aadp 1o rond

D JOYIIS JI0MIWEIJ [BO1}AI0Y) pUE

Tenydaouod e ssaIppy “payerodioout

9 [[IM JIOMIUIBI] [BI11I0Y)

® MOY PUB 219YM A[IB3] d)e[NOTIIR
‘ssa001d Suruuerd maraa1 oy jo 1red sy

SSaJppe 0) Sanss|

(pareurdrio urys a1oym
swidipered aanisod
03 pasoddo se) yoreasal
juowageurw Ul
9OUSZISAIP ) SSUI[INO
yorym 1aded TeurSiio
1193 Ul T 9[qeL os[e

99s ‘g pue 1 aseyd ‘T a3e1s

1020301d pue esodoid
1A Jo uoryeredarg
:7 pue 1 aseyd ‘I a3e1s

V/N

(viz "d ‘c007)
‘Te 32 ployueL],

wiSipered pue
ASojowraystda
IapIsuo)

suonsanb/saan
-33[qo
MITAJI Jo SUINRS

uonenonIe
s ERGELIN ]
agers ¥s

I HT4dVL



14682370, 2021, 2, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ijmr.12245 by Cochrane Netherlands, Wiley Online Library on [04/05/2023]. See the Terms and Conditions (https:/onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

ROJON ET AL.

(senunuo))

‘sjoadse onjewiderd

JI9pISu09 03 s1939wrered 1930 10

9)ep Aq 93ue1 uolsnjout o) Junrwiy
‘ueasral pue [qissod a1y (9)

‘[oued 119dx9 1ok ur s1oyew-Lorjod
10/pue s1ouonnoerd Surpnpour (q)
“ejep do1nos-uado Juryoresspuey (e)

's1ouonoeld AQq USYEBIISPUN SMIIASI
papunjun 10} Ajre[nonaed ‘Opim jou
oy3 Sumnses jo saguareyod onewdeld

9y} 93pa[mous[de oM dINJeIdN]

K213 Jo worsnpour ay) uo 2onoerd 1s9q

-oonoead 10/pue
Aorod 0) payuI] 91e SWIe MIIAI
oy} a19yMm Afrernonged ‘@Injerdn A213

juawdo[aaap j0d0301d AIN)RINIL

:£q STY} SSAIPPY 10J saut[apIng 19130 (L107) ‘Te 10 swepy JO 90UBAS[31 Y} 0} UOIIBIIPISUOD JATD Jo1xeq :z aseyd ‘1 a8e1S £318 yo uorsnpoug
s[oa03oad
*SI9UOIBISAT IO prepue)s
103 Ay1q1qeoridar 103 [rex) Jipne ue "Apm3s Jo p[oy 19y} Jo juswdoaasp -a1nje1a)] Arewtid pue (s)uonsanb Sunsxa Jo
9AB9[ pue saurepIng uonejuawardurr a3 Surpuejsiopun jo Kem Aq sasATeue MIIASI INOA S11J9q Se S[020301d suoneIde/SIuduI
|S SunsIxa pazIurojsno [e21IS)B)S J9Y)0 pue [euIpnIISuo] LQonoeid 3s9q, Sunsixs 03 ppe -ourjax
noA moy pue Aym A[res[o Ansnf INO PaLIIed (9107) NZBMY PUR OUBLIBIA 10 WOIJ 9)BIASP O} PajuBLIEM dq ABUI I V/N Tedo13010pOYIdIN
uawadpnl
JI9YDIBISII JO SN ) JFNIS
zt Jo ‘Inog11 [edr3ojopoylowt UAISUAIS
m : SOATIET)TUT UONS [[IA ‘S[od0301d
mm gs Jo uonexnsidar uoneorqnd-axd
mm 10J syuawaIrnbai reurnol Sursearour
i -a[qrssod 1aad1T M 510U 9M “OPISE UE SY SIS0
‘[0d0j01d oK 133s1321-01d  (P) js3uowre ‘S90UIDJAI JO SOOUIIAT
‘pasn urnyoen) pue S}I0MIaU A[TR[OYOS UMO
S9sEqeIEp pue SpIoMARY urpnioul UTYIIM SAYOIBIS SE [[9M SB ‘SaYOILs
‘A397e1s 1o183S INOA ISPISU0I puey pue sseqeep Surpnpour
pue [050301d pa[reldp €0 13§ (9) ‘£807e1)S oI9S PRISIBJ-NN
‘(saduer ajep ‘3-9) © pado[aAdp ‘9oUudpIA? Jo Apoq
srejeurered Sunul Aue pusyed (q) xo1dwod e yym Sunjiom ‘(+007) Te 12
‘paulyep US[eYUI9ID) "PAZISOYIUAS BIep Y} JO
aTe BLIS)LID UOISN[OXS pUE UoISn[ou] () SISATeUR [BOTIIIO A3 S9JBII[I0B] YOIYM A3ayens
ey uono3s A3o1opoyiawr doys-£q-dors -9[qeordar pue juaredsuern) a1e [020301d jo uoneredaig YoIaeas ¥
9INSUD UOTIIAS SPOYJIUI JUBAS[AI 3} UL ® 19JJ0 (STOZ) Te 39 ouTyddepreg 1000301d pue A3a1e1S YOIEdS TR} AINSUY 1z aseyd ‘1 98eIs 10%0301d urys ayy,
SUOI)EPUIWITI0IIY IN)eIANI] SSaIppE 0) SANSS] 1z "d ‘€0072) aSeis ¥s
3y} wroay donoerd pooS Jo sajdurexy ‘I& 39 p[oyJueL],
(penunuod) 1 ATAVL

<
(=]
N



14682370, 2021, 2, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ijmr.12245 by Cochrane Netherlands, Wiley Online Library on [04/05/2023]. See the Terms and Conditions (https:/onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

205

>k
=z
frofr]
=}

e
co
=<
Iz
ug
Ex
ow
@mo

SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS IN MANAGEMENT RESEARCH

(senunuo))

‘(€107 “Koydeag

29 sLed ‘3-9) A[oreredass pajenyesd
9q 0} paau saIpn3s dAneIRUENb pue
aAneTenb 19yloyMm SULISPISUOD
"(SLOY

Surpnpour AJuo ‘3-9) npySIsur

SS9 S 93 e [[Im yoeoxdde
9ATIOIIISAI AJI9A0 UE I9JOYM
K[9S19AU0D pUE ‘19139q SI dI0U,
I93yM SULISPISU0D A[TednII)
‘(xipuadde ue se “3-9) YS oy

Jo 1xed se sty Surysiqnd pue piayy
pue poyjaw 1noA o3 djerrdoidde se
18I 99yd Aipenb umo 1noA unjerd

©)

@

(®

:£q STY3 SS2IPPY

‘'suoneNuWI[ ¥

JO SULIS) UT UOISN[OUT SINJeISI] JO
suonedrduwr oY) ssa1ppe Aprordxg
-9yerzdordde axoym [oued j1adxo ue
JO UOTIBI[NSU0D PUE UIBS) [OIBISAI
oY)} UIYIIM UOISSNISIP Y3noIy)y
UOISN[OUL JO dNSST ) SSAIPPY

@

®

101 15933ns om ‘9INIeINI]
a3 woiy douepms Jo dUIsqe ) U[

SUOEPUIWWIOIY

'ssao01d st} 03 [eI393UT 9q PINOYSs
(suonsanb aA1309dsa1 9y} paromsue
aInjexd) Arewrid ay3 MOy Se [[om Se)
(s)uonsanb yoI1€ISAI ) 0 OUBAJ[AI
JeY) ppe oM SIY) OF, [TeIdp Jeaid

ur 1enb 1oded jo juswussasse umo
I19y) paure[dxs pue fesrexdde Kenb
Sunyelzepun Jo soueyrodur oy}
Pa1ySIySy ‘[000301d 1eoIS0[0pOY IS

Ie3]0 A13A © SULISHO ‘(+107) Te 32 I9A0[D

“UMEIP SUOISN[OU0D
Aue uo pajoeduwur aaey Aew syesrerdde
0ueAS[aI pue Aenb ‘e
uoIsN[oUl ‘s3139)eI)S YoIeas ‘s[od0j01d
[oI8as MOY U0 20130eId 9A10d[Jor

ur 93e3U9 0) SIOYITBISII PUSUWIWIOIT
M ‘A[oaIsuayardurod 30adse s1y)

passaippe odures 1no ur 1aded suo oN

IN)eINI]
3y} woy donoead pooS Jo sojdurexyg

‘suorsanb maraa1 9y} 03 Joeq

PAUI ST YOTYM $S9001d JUSWISSISSE
J1IsIjoY © Insus 03 Ayifenb 10

£xo01d o70s ®© se s1030€] Joedwr [eurnof
SE [Jons SONSLINAY, WeY) I9YJel ‘SISI|
39ay0 L11enb Jo asn oy} JopIsuo)
*93®)S MITASI IBD Je $59001d SULINI}

InoK pue juawIssasse Ajifenb ay suImpnO

“(sa1pmys Arewrid

Jo Apoq [Teus & A[oI9UI SI 919U}

9SBO UT J9PIM J3U J1} ISeD, 0} J0U 10
I9IyMm “5°9) JoU 10 2INJeIN] dP1oads
apn[our Jo s313dxa JoBIU0D ‘DINJeIAN]
JI9Y}INJ I0J SOYIILIS pUEY JONpuod 0}
I9YJOYM SE [OnS ‘SI9YIIeIsa1 Jo Jred

3y} uo [1ed Juowadpn( € skempe SI 219y L,

SSAJIppe 03 Sonss|

ssadoxd

Suray

JUIUWISSOsSe pue juduwssasse
L1rend 1 oseyd ‘TI 93eis Lyrend

seiq,

pue yuswaSpnf

sa1pnis jo JI9YOIeISII
uonodI[as ¥ aseyd ‘11 a8e1s JI9pISUo)
1z *d ‘€007) agess ¥s

"Te 39 peyueIy,
(ponunuo)) T ATAVL



14682370, 2021, 2, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ijmr.12245 by Cochrane Netherlands, Wiley Online Library on [04/05/2023]. See the Terms and Conditions (https:/onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

ROJON ET AL.

/ BRITISH ACADEMY
OF MANAGEMENT

o
(=]
N

(senunuo))

Juondensqe Jo [oA] Y31y

® pue SISAIUAS [en3daouod sp1emo)
9AL1}S 03 J[osinok paysnd, nok aaeHq (p)

{papasu

Wed) YOIeasal 3y} Jo uorsuedxa

10 Judwrdoraaap/Surures) I9y3Ing

SI )0U J] (SISOYJUAS JUBAJ[I 9}
ayel1opun 03 Jusjedwod nok ary (9)

(suornsanb yoI1easar oA romsue
159q [[IM SISOUIUAS Jo pury yorym (q)

(erep

InoA 10§ 91qIses) pue ajeridoidde
aq [ SISAYIUAS Jo pury 1eym (&)
:9UTULISIAP 0}
93eys Surdoos ay) w1y eyEp 9Y) IOPISU0D
‘MITASI 9} 9OUSWUIOD NOA 910J9g

"UOT}093S SPOYIaU

InoK jo 1xed se s1iy) apn[our ‘sak J

'sarpnys Arewitid oy Jo Surpuelsiopun

InoA soueyud prnom gurddewr
OTJBUIS)ISAS JI 19S)NO A} WOIJ IPISUOD

SUOHEPUIUIUIOINY

(SSUIpULJ 93 PIZLIOAY) oM dABY [[om

moy, Suryse Aq ssa001d ma1Ad1 9y}

Jo 11ed se padofoasp 9q pue djeaurrad

PINOYS UOT}BISPISUOD [BIT)AI0}
‘a3e)s JoUnSIp © Se uel]) IoyIey

*2INJRISNI] oY}

JO SISOUJUAS 3SI[Ea1 PAIUSLIO-UIISAP ©

I3J0 0} Iomawely QINID 3 asodoxd

(8002) 'Te 30 JoAud(J “Iopeal Y}

9pm3 03 a1qe} © SUIpN[OUI ‘SISOYIUAS

1)) J0 SISA[EeUE JUUOD JO JUNOIJE
j1o11dxe ue apraoad (8107) 'Te 19 BIX

1depe 10

jdope pInod SI9YIILISAT ITI0 YITYM

sdass 1yS1e ur Surpeai [eonAfeue

107 opIng, orduurs e 1070 (6107)

‘[e 39 A9usams ‘sisreue I1ay) 31oddns

03 a[qe) (ydiay e azImn (6002) T 19

Kedy ‘SISOYIUAS 11913 0] 9INJONI)S
juaredsuen e 1950 (z107) ‘Te 39 sdjoyd

‘Surddew onjewo)sAs

Jo Surpue)siopun 0} NQLIIUOD

Joyng (/swo/yn-oe-voridds//:sdiy)

anud)-1ddHd 9Y) WoIj

d1qereAe (ST0Z “Te 19 pIig ueonyds

*3-9) sdew onewa)sAs Surpnjout

SYS Jo sajdurexa snorownu ‘(uSisep

Apnis ‘snooj uonrerndod ‘orep ‘Apnys

a3 Jo Sum)as pue 1xa)u09 "3'9) o1doy

umo s,auo uo Jurddewr oryewIa)sAS

® 10 JUBASJ[AI 9q JySTux sjoadse jeym

Surproap 103 (ydjay oq ued Yorym

‘(€007 ‘anua]-14dd 8'9) papnioul

s1aded jo dew onjewa)sAs e Suronpoid

UT JSISSE UBD JBY) SJUSWNI0P douepIng
Jo K)oLTeA ® SI9JJ0 91U -IddH UL
IN)RINI]
93 wioxy 9om9eixd poos yo sojdwrexy

‘Suruuerd ma1aax

a1y} Jo 11ed se SISSYIUAS JO 910D

9} 03 USAIS 9q P[NOYS UONIBISPISUOD

SI0WI 1BY) aNJIE M\ TOPEAI A}

apin3 0 sa[qe} IO SUOBNSNI[I JO SN

oY) ISPISUO)) "PAJeN[BAD PUE PIsA[eur

U99q SBY INIBINI] MOT] JOBI)OBq

ued SI9peal Jey) os yoeoidde
SISOUIUAS INOA PUSJop pue dUIINQ

‘paysiiqnd usaq sey| 2INJeINI]

JUBAJ[SI MOY PUE UIYM ‘DIdYM

auipno o3 yoeoidde 1oL o) JueAd(al
st s1y3 J1 Surddewr onyewa)sAS I19pIsuo)

SSAIppe 03 SIaNSS|

SISOUJUAS :/, aseyd ‘II o8e1s SISOYIUAS
UOTIOBIIXD Surddewx
BR( 19 9seyd ‘II a8e1S J1eMdISAS
(v12 *d ‘c007) agels ¥s
‘Te 39 peyuelL],
(penunuo)) T HT1IV.L


https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/

14682370, 2021, 2, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ijmr.12245 by Cochrane Netherlands, Wiley Online Library on [04/05/2023]. See the Terms and Conditions (https:/onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

207

-9onoead pue

/. BRITISH ACADEMY
OF MANAGEMENT

SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS IN MANAGEMENT RESEARCH

z
a
=
=
e
z

Kot10d 03 90UBASI[AI JO POOYIANI]

asearour 0} 039 ‘sdoysyrom ySnoIyy
UOT}RUTUISSSIP 1973InJ Suriapisuo) (p)

‘uonesIaAuod dn

uado 0} (Z107 ‘IeAUR(T 29 SOOIBIA ‘S0

995) SISP[OYaYBIS JUIIPIP UdaMIaq

$59001d 9AT}BIOQRI[0D © Sem YS
UOTYM 0 JUIXA Y} U0 Junodfjay (9)

“UOISSNOSIP

9} ur Jno payads are suoryesrjdur
Aorod pue sonpoeid jey) Sutnsug (q)

"INy eIy A213

10 SUOTIEPUSUITIIONAI OS[. 39S £(*919

TOIJ SOWIOD JT IYM ‘JX)UO0D ST}

uf st 98paymouy] 1eym) A3o1ouraiside
o) SULISPISUO0D ‘ToAd[ YSIy B 1Y (®)

‘suonyezIuesio uryjm srogeuet pue
s1oyew-Ad1[0d 10] S3urpul I19Y) JO
suoneddur os[e JOpISuod A3} YoIym
ur ‘9[qeure)sns A[[BJUSWUOIIAUD
sureyd Ajddns Suryew

uo 1aded (z107) S,UOSS[IN pue Iseqqy
st uodn pajoayjal Afrenbs are yoressar
pue A1091]) S9PISaq SUIPUT} YS S,9U0
Jo suoryesrjdur a19ym Jo oydurexs uy
‘JoI183saI pue A109Y} 10] suonedrdurr

*Ko110d 10/pUe
donoeid ‘yoreasar K109y} 10y sdurpuly

:Aq S1U} SSIPPY A1o10s ssaxppe s1oded Auey S.4S InoA jo suonesrdur ssnosiq suonyesridu]

"UOISSNOSIP I19Y) JO UOTIORS

PaIBIIPaP ® Ul (JIqery IO YOUAI] Ul 3q

JySrux o1do} I19Y3 UO YOIBISAT Yonut

Jey) areme gureq 9idsap ‘ysiSug
‘UOT)0dS SUOIIBIIWI] ) UL SSAIPPY ur uapm sxaded uo snooj 119y ‘3-9) ‘sisA[eue pue Surtoyiesd yoroadde
"POPISU AIYM JATIBIUS) aseyd uonos[[0o BIEp Y} Uo siseyduro e1ep 0) yoeordde 1noA Jo suonejru] Teo1Sojopoyyawx
suonyeorjdur dosy pue 9jeridordde Tenonied yiim ‘A3ojopoyiow Iy} [enuajod Aue (Jo soousnbasuoo) umo

919U UOISSNOSIP Y3 JBIARD

"UON09s SUOTIBITWI] INOA Ul

JO SUOIBITWI] SISPISUOD (8T07) IoSUI[[eH

‘syeaned yerrdordde Jurmyes

SSnosIp pue agpajmouoe Auado

"SIx9ju0d pue sajdures

Jo suonyerwry

Aprordxa 30adse s1y) ssaIppe ‘(aaoqe SNy} ‘UoISSNOSIp 119y} Ul A[1ed[0 19710 0} ATIqezijerauad o) predar dINjeIdNI|
99s) stesrerdde Aienb o) pue SoIpNIS )IS-9[3UIS JO SUONBIIWI] 31M dDUB)ISUL J0J ‘A[1BI[O 2INJRIN] Arewrrad
Jurddew onyewv)sAs 1ok Aq pawriojuy 9y} a3pajmouoe (£107) ‘Te 39 O[[2I0N Arewrad 93 Jo suorjeIIWI] AUB SSAIPPY Jo suonerwary
SUOTIEPUIWW0IIY IN)RINT] SS3IppE 0) SaNSS| W1z 'd ‘c00?2) agers ¥s
3y} woy donoead pooS jo sojdurexyg ‘Te 33 p[oyyue],
(ponupuo)) T ATAVL



208

Such evidence maps as used in development studies (Snil-
stveit et al., 2013) are a mapping of where there is paucity
of knowledge, and serve to consolidate what has already
been done, to inform theory-building. Evidence maps can
be updated following every SR, which is then submitted to
the database. In this way, researchers can understand what
knowledge exists already, this reducing the costs of dupli-
cated research efforts. Such evidence maps also enable
researchers to directly identify the need for, and therefore
the contributions of their work to, knowledge, policy and
practice (Phillips et al., 2015). Thus, evidence maps may be
useful additions to management research given the high
costs of SRs and the fragmented nature of the field.

4.7 | The way forward

We now turn to further considerations concerning ‘the
way forward’ for SRm in management research. Along the
same lines as Briner et al. (2009; see also Briner & Denyer,
2012), we recommend that SRs be conducted in such a way
as to critically evaluate the quality of available knowledge,
in particular, the quality of papers included in the review.
Whilst we realize that doing a thorough quality appraisal is
time-consuming, consistently using predefined quality cri-
teria or critical appraisal tools (e.g. Parris & Peachy, 2013;
Rojon et al., 2011; Sweeney et al., 2019) could contribute to
making the evaluation process faster and easier — and will
ultimately result in SRs reporting higher-quality evidence.
It will be useful for researchers to present their inclusion
and exclusion criteria for the sources of knowledge used in
their SRs with reference to the quality of available papers in
the subject area. Evaluation within SRm can, amongst oth-
ers, include the extent to which: (i) the methods used were
defined and specified; (ii) the methodology enabled the
research question(s) to be answered; (iii) the findings from
the study were appropriately interpreted; and (iv) the find-
ings were analysed and categorized, to reveal insights and
contribute to knowledge as well as provide recommenda-
tions for future research, practice and policy (Abalos et al.,
2001).

Synthesis is a very important component of SRm. Cru-
cially, we see it as imperative to offer critical and concep-
tual synthesis, and in Table 1 we have provided a check-
list and recommendations to guide good practice. As part
of researchers’ methodological considerations, a synthesis
approach should be decided upon and this will require a
review of existing synthesis approaches. At its core, the
synthesis is a way to critically draw together the evidence
from the primary research undertaken, and to assess the
extent to which the SR has addressed its research questions
and the insights gained from the literature. Importantly,
especially considering the time constraints of management
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practitioners and policy-makers, the synthesis should be
able to function as a standalone document that presents
in a succinct manner: (i) the research question(s); (ii)
the rationale for the area(s) of focus; (iii) evidence found,
insights gleaned and how they have addressed the research
question(s); together with (iv) applicability for academia,
practice and policy. It should also clearly identify areas
where knowledge gaps exist. This will lead on to the sec-
tion on limitations of the SR and suggestions of areas for
future research. In this way, the synthesis will also provide
arich avenue for future refinement of the methodology, in
particular regarding the use and refinement of theoretical
considerations.

SRs are not an end in themselves (Schlosser, 2007),
but are conducted for a purpose, to provide more under-
standing and develop knowledge about a research area.
Therefore, SRs in management research should be aimed
at discovering and expanding the boundaries of where
knowledge lies in a specified subject area (Humphrey,
2011). This includes a widening of the scope for research,
as well as a deeper interrogation of research questions
and gaps in knowledge, to investigate how these gaps can
be addressed. We encourage SR researchers to be bolder
in articulating potential evidence for, but also challenges
against, relevant explanatory theoretical frameworks.

Evidence is important in policy development and guid-
ing managers (Waddington et al., 2018). Yet, primary stud-
ies are not usually in a format accessible by the decision-
makers who need the knowledge provided in the research
pieces. Syntheses of SRs go beyond literature review and
can also reveal the evidence gaps that exist in an area of
inquiry. Such reviews will need to be kept up-to-date to
increase relevance in terms of scope, and frequency, to fur-
ther ensure that management knowledge is consolidated.
We further recommend that SRs put more focus on rele-
vant methods for, and articulations from, a clearly artic-
ulated synthesis, which includes implications of research
for theory, policy and practice (Waddington et al., 2018).

5 | CONCLUSION

Our paper has provided a review of SRs in management
research, together with suggestions of how future SRs can
be conducted to increase the quality and quantity of SRs
and ultimately contribute to the quality and comprehen-
siveness of management research more widely. With the
exception of Adams et al. (2017), who considered the use
of grey literature within SRm, our paper is the only empir-
ically based study to have analysed previous and current
usage of SRs within management research. Our paper is
also the first to synthesize a body of SRs in management
research with particular reference to how SRm per se does
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not necessarily preclude any bias and subjectivity, but also
the central importance of synthesis. We found relatively lit-
tle evidence on careful consideration of the latter and sug-
gest this as an avenue for future development and enquiry.

We note that little mention was made by researchers
of studies included in our review on how SRm can be
changed or developed. We propose that a constant critical
evaluation of how SRm can be improved upon, as we have
offered here, will be beneficial to management research, to
encourage a focus on continuous improvement of research
work. On the basis of existing quality reviews in their
fields, researchers can integrate and coalesce knowledge,
and by so doing form building blocks of knowledge that
can be assembled, combined and reconfigured with one
another. This, we suggest, is where future SRs in manage-
ment research should be positioned.
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