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Introduction

In Orlando the EJIS Board decided to implement a policy change that I had
proposed in my last editorial addressing the IS community (Rowe, 2012),
asking authors (starting January 2013) to explicitly classify their papers as
belonging to one of the following categories:

e Literature review

e Theory development

e Research essay

e Ethnography and narrative

e Empirical research

e Issues and opinion (and Response)

Aiming at giving continuous feedback and thoughts on the evolution of
genres that we support and on related expectations for IS research, this
editorial focuses on literature reviews. This choice stems from our strong
belief in the need to stimulate genre diversity in order to continue to
produce new knowledge, rather than to replicate or marginally extend the
use of well-known empirical models. There is a healthy level of diversity in a
field (Benbasat & Weber, 1996), which, we think, should include at least all
these genres, and is at risk with the increase in the institutional pressures to
publish (Loos et al, 2010). In this spirit, I offer a few words on the need for
more theoretical work in IS research as well as a briefing on EJIS’s activity in
relation to its editorial policy change.

The diversification of recently submitted papers, of what currently appears
in Advanced Online Publishing (AOP), which represents about a year of
publications, and of papers being reviewed, is encouraging (cf. Table 1). First
EJIS has continued striving to publish among the best works on empirical
research and our change of editorial policy has not provoked a dramatic
change on the flow of this type of papers. The second good news is that we
do get submissions in all new categories. We need, however, to ensure that
they have approximately the same chance of getting published as do
empirical papers. It is far too early to tell, but we hope that this editorial
will help increase the quality of submissions in the interest of the authors
and of the IS community.

Before our policy change, a few literature reviews, theory development
papers, research essays, ethnographies, narratives and by extension the even
rarer ‘alternative genres’, appeared in either the ‘Issues and Opinion’ or in
the ‘Research Paper’ categories. However, these categories did not seem to
have enough traction for the journal stakeholders. As an example, a quick
search indicates that by the end of 2012, EJIS had only published eight
literature reviews (cf. Appendix) and even fewer theory development papers.
This looks like a rather meager recognition of the value of these contribu-
tions compared to the 700 papers (exact count excluding editorials) pub-
lished in EJIS from 1991 till the end of 2013!
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Table 1 Are we widening the genres spectrum? Recent submissions, publications and revisions per submission category
Literature review Theory Research Ethnographies & narratives Empirical ~ Issues and
development  essays research opinion
Submitted in 2013 22 32 74 27 280* 7
AOP or published in 2013 2 (both of which were 0 2 (but still labeled empirical research 60* 2
pre-2013 labeled as they were published online before
research articles) January 2013)
Currently being reviewed/ 3 6 2 51 0

revised

*Including formerly labeled corresponding research articles.

The need to publish more literature reviews and theory
development papers is crying for EJIS and beyond for the
IS community. Despite its recognition by JAIS, since its
inception in 2000, and by MISQ in 2001 and to some
extent by other journals such as Database and JITTA,
which occasionally publish literature reviews, the situa-
tion has not changed significantly on the IS community’s
scene. The CAIS call for a Special Issue on literature review
this year might send a strong signal and change the quality
if not the frequency of the genre in IS. But ironically
I cannot help paraphrasing Hambrick (2007, p.1350) who
tried to move management away from its theory polariza-
tion, ‘We are not proposing that our top journals should
lower their standards, only that they should shift them’.

In fact, if we believe in the need to build a cumulative
tradition (Webster & Watson, 2002; Shapira, 2011) we
should neither confine the set of journals in a community
at the empirical pole nor at the theoretical pole. In IS the
risk is that we become unable to produce theories with
broad impact within IS and beyond. Implicitly we put
ourselves in a position to depend on other disciplines to
develop theories on IS-related phenomena, albeit with a
limited view and understanding of the IS literature, or,
more surely, to produce empirical research in unchartered
territory where empirical objects self-organize themselves
or contribute to non-IS theories. To evolve more rapidly
towards a more comprehensive and effective research
genre’s spectrum we need literature reviews that offer the
most solid foundations for theory building and research
landscaping. Producing such theories is all the more
needed and legitimate since many of us work in Business
Schools and social science institutes where theory and
scholarly knowledge are greatly valued.

In my last editorial, I positioned the literature review
genre as one of the necessary ingredients we should
publish in top journals, but I did not have the space to
insist on the diversity within the genre itself and to get to
the level of precision, which should have been desirable as
corresponding guidelines. I hope to clarify these points in
the current editorial and to invite further comments on all
genres. I believe that the message that literature reviews
can be highly valuable needs to be also reinforced and
developed with more examples emphasizing different
types, along with some recommendations. First of all, a
literature review is the genre of paper that every researcher

looks for when starting a research study. In addition, all
Ph.D. students do one when developing their monograph,
and many of those who opt for the three essays genre,
more prevailing in North America and in Scandinavia than
in the rest of Europe, also perform one, albeit one, which is
publishable and generally more systematic. It thus can
provide tremendous value for the field. Not surprisingly
for instance DeLone & Mc Lean’s (1992) and Alavi &
Leidner’s (2001) reviews have had considerable impact if
judged by citations.

This calls first for a definition of what is common across
all these types. In order to make some recommendations,
we need to define what is a literature review, delineate the
genre with respect to other genres, including theory devel-
opment papers, and what kind of purposes the different
types of reviews may serve.

What is a literature review? Defining and
delineating the genre

On the basis of a literature review in IS and in the social
sciences confirmed by a survey in the IS community
concerning statements regarding literature reviews and
conceptual frameworks, Schwarz and colleagues (2006)
classified literature review goals as follows:

(1) to summarize prior research,

(2) to critically examine contributions of past research,

(3) to explain the results of prior research found within
research streams,

(4) to clarify alternative views of past research (not neces-
sarily integrated together).

While these goals focus on the past, they are consistent
with definitions given in well cited research methods
textbooks: «a critical summary and assessment of the range
of existing materials dealing with knowledge and under-
standing in a given field» (Blaxter et al, 2006, p. 123); «an
appropriate summary of previous work. But it needs an added
dimension - your interpretation» (Blumberg et al, 2005,
p- 11). The laconism of the first part of this last definition
contrasts with the imperative need to interpret the discourse.
In other words, a literature review is not an unsurprising
overview of the literature. It has to critically consolidate the
existing literature on a given topic (Schwaiz et al., 2006) and
be aligned with the research goals of the study.
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Hence, a number of literature review’s subtitles indicate
that the effort should not stop at summarizing: ‘a literature
review, synthesis and research agenda’ (Ahuja, 2002);
‘What we already know, what we still need to know, and
how we can get there’ (Schryen, 2013). Like Webster &
Watson (2002) I emphasize that a good literature review
also identifies critical knowledge gaps. This may be impli-
cit in the ‘critical’ aspect of the review. But there are
various ways to be critical; one of them is indicating what
was not done in a rigorous or relevant way. A good
literature review could, for example, identify systematic
theoretical and methodological biases in a field and sug-
gest fundamental reorientation for understanding the
problem or central construct (Alvesson & Sandberg,
2011). Such problematization should help identifying
alternative theoretical underpinnings in the existing lit-
erature. Identifying missing or neglected themes in what
has been researched, what Alvesson & Sandberg (2011) call
gap-spotting, is another matter. Our first recommendation
is that literature reviews strive to identify theoretical biases
and thematic gaps and propose some corresponding sti-
mulating research directions, and not just stop at the
summarizing/synthesizing stage. In other words, the iden-
tification of new research directions is not an option. The
same paper does not have to explain how we can get there
literally. If it does so to some extent, like in Schryen'’s
review (2013), this becomes an excellent value added. But
this is not the essence of a literature review. Future research
directions as part of a literature review should be proposed
and justified but can be presented as suggestions without
an accompanying detailed deployment plan.

Consistently with our comments, we propose the fol-
lowing definition: a literature review synthesizes past
knowledge on a topic or domain of interest, identifies
important biases and knowledge gaps in the literature and
proposes corresponding future research directions.

An important point to retain also from Schwarz and
colleagues’ explanation is that, unlike a conceptual frame-
work, a literature review does not have to integrate all the
knowledge elements provided by the literature into an
overall logic. However, in reality comparing the two is
difficult because often, as we will see, literature reviews
incorporate one or several conceptual frameworks,
whereas conceptual frameworks, like theory development
papers, are always developed based on a literature review.
Our guidelines will address this delineation issue.

A typology of literature reviews based on research
goals

To shed some light on the diversity of literature reviews we
propose a typology based on four dimensions (cf. Table 2).
Regarding the first dimension, the goal with respect to
theory, we mainly distinguish three main types: reviews
for describing, for understanding and for explaining. We
will use this typology for our concluding recommenda-
tions. However, in this section, we will also present an
alternative way of addressing the theoretical goal of the

Table 2 A four dimensions typology for literature reviews

Goal with respect  Describing (a-theoretically), understanding or

to theory explaining

Breadth Problem, stream or theme, discipline

Systematicity Inclusion criteria (search process, type of source,
period, discipline), coverage, quality assessment,
sources description

Argumentative ‘Logical structures in the argumentation enacted

strategy in the paper’..."the order of the components of

the author’s argument’ (de Vaujany et al, 2011,
p. 401)

review, which has some implications on the dimension of
systematicity.

The second dimension, breadth or scope, is completely
orthogonal to the first one; this allows us to present it
together with the first dimension in the same section.
Breadth cannot be subsumed in the contribution to theory
and must always be specified to delineate the domain of
the review.

The last two dimensions, systematicity and argumenta-
tive strategies, are partly related to the first dimension.
Therefore positioning a literature review depends first and
foremost on research goals: their expected contribution to
theory and the breadth of the knowledge domain they
attempt to cover.

First we can distinguish literature reviews according
to their main theoretical goal or type of contribution to
theory. In fact, Gregor (2006) distinguishes four main
types of theoretical goals: ‘analysis and description’,
‘explanation’, ‘prediction’, ‘prescription’. The latter is a
special case of prediction. Not only is it well-known that
prediction is very difficult in the social world, because it is
an open system, but literature reviews rarely espouse this
goal. Therefore, we will retain only three types of goals
with respect to theory. First, we must recognize that many
literature reviews do not strive to contribute to theory;
their main goals are to describe, to classify what has been
produced by the literature. Strictly speaking, they just map
the territory and do not theorize. Second, the review may
want to explain why, how and when things happen in a
phenomenon, and thus focus on causal relationships with
certain outcomes. Explanation relies on deductive logic
and is focused on specific outcomes. Third and more often,
the review may aim at understanding the phenomenon as
a whole, its overall meaning and its relationships from the
parts to the whole and reciprocally, as in the hermeneutic
circle. Not only are these reviews focusing more on inter-
pretation than on deductive logic but they also adopt
generally a broader perspective. This opposition bet-
ween explanation and understanding parallels that of
interpretation and deductive logic (Von Wright, 1971;
Hovorka & Lee, 2010). For Weber (1949) explanation
(erkldren) takes place within a larger understanding
(verstehen), which is of overarching interest and relates
fundamentally to meaning, and the two should be
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fundamentally distinguished, although, as pointed out by
Hovorka and Lee they are often used as synonyms in IS.
Habermas (1988, p. 13) structured his book ‘on the logic of
social sciences based on this Weberian distinction, while
recognizing that “In this schema for the progress of social-
scientific knowledge causal-analytic and interpretive
methods alternate” ’.

Thus, some reviews aim at describing a phenomenon with
little or no contribution to theory. Those summarize, under
very general categories such as organizational, technical
and environmental, the often very empirical literature that
has been produced on the topic under investigation. Some-
times such reviews also detail the broader categories to
emphasize more conceptual relationships (e.g. Wiener et al,
2010), but without discussing categorical assumptions
and underlying assumptions. The descriptive review
type is often used to classify what we know about a recent
technology, service or practice, which becomes a trend in
the industry such as IS offshoring (Wiener et al, 2010),
cloud computing (Yang & Tate, 2012) or outsourcing
(Lacity et al, 2009). It may also be used to assess our own
methodology practices. For instance, Polites et al (2012; for
the coding of their complete set of examined papers (72),
see http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ejis/journal/v23/n3/
suppinfo/ejis20147s1.html) performed a systematic review
of research using multidimensional constructs according to
the types of constructs (superordinate vs aggregate) with
formative or reflective dimensions as well as using profiles
and multiplicative and mixed models. In addition they offer
a stimulating critique through dimension sets and precise
guidelines for conceptualizing multidimensional models.
In this issue, Keutel et al (2014; for the coding of their
complete set of examined papers (327), see http://csr.uni-
koeln.de) classified research case studies according to their
philosophical foundations, theorizing, study design, case
selection and data sources. They moreover have identified a
number of unexpected results such as very little theory
testing even with a positivist epistemology.

Other literature reviews aim at understanding a new
phenomenon or problem through related concept(s) that
have been proposed in former research. Those generally
adopt a narrative style to make sense of the content of the
literature. We find here the traditional monograph done
by European Ph.D. students, which always encompasses a
critical review, and is still often paper-centered (Webster &
Watson, 2002). Such monographs analyze the results and
methodologies of articles, books and other relevant
sources with high level of details before drawing more
synthetic conclusions. Such reviews are generally centered
on the identification of research findings contributing to
formulating and/or solving a specific problem. In a more
elaborate form of reviews partly sharing this goal we find
those that aim at conceptualizing the issue. An excellent
recent example is the interdisciplinary review on privacy
done by Smith et al (2011) where they show the fragmen-
ted picture of the privacy concept and point to what is not
privacy. Clearly, conceptualizing the problem of the pro-
blem before even thinking of ‘solving’ it is what is

expected in such type of reviews. Interestingly, this last
example is also descriptive and in fact is considered as a
mixed type of literature review since it builds on the
double distinction between levels of analysis and whether
the literature is normative, purely descriptive or empiri-
cally descriptive (i.e. based on some theory or framework).
In our internet era IT causal agency on power offers
another example of a typical provocative IS question that
begs for a better understanding addressed by a literature
review. Jasperson et al (2002) were focused on understand-
ing; this goal was achieved by assessing the assumptions
and underlying paradigms prevalent in the literature. They
approach their review through a metatriangulation, a
particular method that uses multiple lenses or paradigms
(their review included the Markus & Robey (1988) on
causal agency) and offers, in the last phase, a theoretical
development. Reviews for understanding can alternatively
put emphasis on the development of a conceptual frame-
work but will combine it with a systematic literature
review to the detriment of the analysis of the relationships
within the framework in the collected papers and theory
building. This deficiency may simply reflect the lack of
such analysis in the studied literature. For instance
Besson & Rowe’s (2012) conceptual framework allows
highlighting particularly neglected dimensions of inertia,
governing agency and risk failure for understanding infor-
mation systems-enabled organizational transformation.
The knowledge gaps appear then so wide and deep that
recommendations can only be broad and there is still
much work to be done to develop a theory.

Another literature review for understanding type tries to
synthesize and make sense of a whole stream of research
(see for instance Schryen (2013) on the business value of
IT). This literature review type aims at identifying key
findings, problems, and research thrusts and paths to solve
them. Given the breadth of the review, the analysis moves
away from paper contributions and becomes fully problem-
centered, with a major role of distinguishing among the
different problems with a necessary grouping of different
sources addressing the same type of problem. The group-
ing can use well-known concepts to integrate the knowl-
edge such as in Schryen’s example, but in such a case the
value added lies in the correspondence between findings,
problems or gaps, and research thrusts. In that sense the
review is integrated but without providing new conceptual
lenses. Another very different and original way to con-
struct a review on a whole stream offers an epistemological
framework where the conceptual aspect is multifaceted
because concepts are closer to general notions but are also
dependent on the adoption of a philosophical pers-
pective. In their highly cited paper, Alavi & Leidner (2001)
presented a set of six knowledge perspectives and their
implications, before adopting one of these perspectives: a
view of organizations as knowledge systems consisting in
four mutually interdependent knowledge processes — crea-
tion, storage/retrieval, transfer and application of knowl-
edge. They offered a research agenda through a set of
questions for each of these knowledge processes. With the
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identification of the different perspective such frameworks
show both an epistemological orientation and a systemic one
in the way fundamental knowledge processes depend on
each other.

An even broader literature review type synthesizes and
makes sense of the literature in a discipline as a whole, albeit
from a selective angle (e.g. by region or by type of publica-
tion). For instance in their review of IS research published
in Management Science, Banker & Kauffman (2004) ana-
lyzed in a narrative manner the evolution of five major
streams of research, including the business value of IT.
Building on MISQ, ISR and JMIS publications since 1985
and using Latent Semantic Analysis, a technique very
similar to factor analysis, Sidorova et al (2008) identified
five cores or research areas that constitute the identity of
the IS discipline: (1) information technology and organiza-
tions; (2) IS development; (3) IT and individuals; (4) IT and
markets; and (S) IT and groups. Galliers & Whitley (2007)
made sense of what has been presented at the European
Conference of Information Systems and extended to 10
themes the Banker and Kauffman'’s classification. Such
contributions generally are theme-centered, which when
grouped and interpreted become research domains (also
called research streams) and offer a useful retrospective
viewing of the literature. Some characterize the evolution
of the literature through the identification of author-
centered or paper-centered networks when using, respectively,
citation or co-citation analysis. For instance comparing IS
published in MISQ and EJIS and its evolution, Cordoba
et al (2012) found a certain convergence towards an
adoption of IT core, while the same team characterized IS
by its fluid yet stable relationship to other disciplines
(Bernroider et al, 2013). While in my former editorial I
had given the first as an example of a research essay, and
more precisely a philology of IS, it could as well have been
presented as a special case of a literature review, since it
synthesizes the evolution of the IS discourse throughout
these networks and related major themes. The second
publication of the team is also a discourse on the inter-
disciplinary character of the literature. Yet, it does not
identify, analyze or synthesize the content of the literature
and thus cannot be considered as a literature review.

All the above types of literature reviews aim at a better
understanding of a knowledge domain for which breadth
can vary considerably from a specific problem to a stream
of research and ultimately to what a discipline has pro-
duced. They have a strong interpretative stance as they
critique papers or as they group various contents and have
to make sense of what they globally mean when aggre-
gated in a cluster.

When the review aims at explaining it is fundamentally
concept-centric (Webster & Watson, 2002), moving away
from paper-centric or author-centric approaches, which do
not allow to compare very systematically which concepts
and underlying dimensions or categories are part of which
paper in a given set of concepts belonging to a framework.
Among variations or sub-types of the explaining pur-
pose found in the IS literature, we find explanatory

literature reviews based on (a) conceptual frameworks,
(b) descriptive models, and (c) theories.

When based on a conceptual framework, this type
emphasizes the development of a conceptual framework
and relationships between concepts to the detriment of a
systematic literature review. In this case most of the
literature that is exposed is recent. Like Te’eni’s work on
communication (2001), it combines a state of the art (i.e. a
selection of recent research) literature review with the
development of a framework. Unlike systematic literature
reviews, their aim is not to be comprehensive but to put
emphasis on the conceptual framework as a basis for
theorizing.

When based on a descriptive model, such as in the
success model (Delone & McLean, 1992), where, as recog-
nized by the authors in their example, a set of concepts is
presented in a process model constructed in a temporal
order, and the research moves towards modeling. How-
ever, when it lacks causal mechanisms or clearly specified
assumptions between concepts, the model is merely
descriptive (Weber, 2012; Shapira, 2011). An explanatory
theory moves beyond a descriptive model when it dis-
cusses such mechanisms (Weber, 2012).

An explanatory literature review can also be based on
these mechanisms and central theoretical concepts. This is
typically the case when numerous empirical studies have
analyzed a phenomenon, for instance the decision to
outsource IT, with a particular theory, for instance transac-
tion cost theory (TCT) or agency theory. In such situations,
the literature review constitutes an opportunity to either
assess the quality of the theory testing in the literature (e.g.
Karimi-Alaghehband et al, 2011) or to build a theory
overcoming the limitations of the base theory (e.g. Lacity
et al, 2010).

Within these reviews for explaining an IS phenomena, I
would also include another type that provides a concep-
tual framework, as well as theory development with a set
of testable hypotheses. A good example builds on the
dynamic capability theory (DCT), to develop a theory of
enterprise systems-enabled organizational agility (Trinh
et al, 2012). Unlike the reviews on outsourcing, which
build on TCT, the challenge faced by the authors was that
they could only find eight papers, mostly a-theoretical
that dealt with both enterprise systems (ES) and organiza-
tional agility. By using a theory like DCT they could
develop a framework and precise hypotheses to decon-
struct the problem while not falling into the trap of simply
testing the facilitating hypothesis (is IS good or bad?).
Therefore its construction was built on theoretical argu-
ments coming either from DCT or from the authors’ own
IS-based reasoning related to ES knowledge or to IT-
enabled organizational agility. Thus, in contrast to a
grounded theory approach, their theorizing is not based
on previous empirical research of the strictly defined
phenomena. Such a theory can be considered both as a
theory development paper and as a literature review. In
fact, despite the limited number of empirical papers at
the intersection between ES literature and IT-enabled
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organizational agility, the authors reviewed both domains
to develop their hypotheses.

Using a critical realist perspective Okoli (2012) distin-
guishes reviews for theory landscaping, for theory building
and for theory testing. Reviews for theory landscaping are
very close to those that aim at understanding. For Okoli
(2012, p. 5) literature reviews can also serve as theory
building reviews when in addition to some landscaping
they ‘conjecture new real phenomena to explain hitherto
unexplained empirical phenomena’. Such papers propose
to refine or to build a new theory, and the dividing line
with a theory development paper as I had defined it in my
previous editorial is extremely tenuous and difficult to
argue from a theoretical viewpoint. In fact a theory build-
ing and a theory landscaping literature review both con-
tribute to theory, but in my mind, the former integrates it
in a theory or a conceptual framework, while the latter
refers necessarily to multiple theories, which are rarely
possible to integrate. The theory building type of review
encompasses those that aim at explaining, whereas some
reviews for understanding may also be theory building (e.
g. Jasperson et al, 2002). Theory building reviews do not
necessarily start with a lens like a framework, mode or
theory but typically, as in the Grounded Theory Metho-
dology (GTM), build a theory upon the knowledge of
precedent research by careful interpretation and re-cate-
gorizing and coding the accumulated material. As carefully
explained in IS by Wolfswinkel et al (2013), GTM itself can
be used for developing a literature review. They consider
that a set of carefully selected published articles constitutes
the data to explore in order to extract the relevant
‘excerpts’ for generating the theory according to the GTM
process. In the very GTM spirit, the data set can be
extended to practitioner’s articles and to anecdotal cases
described by software developers and industry people in a
greater variety of sources as demonstrated by Kumar &
Stylianou (2014) in their process model for analyzing
flexibility of the IS function. Conversely, when using
GTM, different types of literature reviews are also needed
at different phases of the theory building process
(Urquhart & Fernandez, 2013), and these types appear in
several sections of the final paper (e.g. Hekkala &
Urquhart, 2013).

Finally the theory testing review, more well-known as
meta-analysis, is based exclusively on a quantitative
approach to empirical papers, which have themselves
followed a quantitative approach and reported their results
in a sufficiently precise and rigorous way so that they can
be taken as an input of a model that takes all this previous
knowledge into account to statistically test and examine
what remains robust overall (King & He, 2005). This type
of review makes some sense when a lot of studies have
used the same base theory or model, such as the technol-
ogy acceptance models (cf. King & He, 2006; Wu & Du,
2012). Another type of theory testing review can also
include qualitative empirical papers in addition to the
quantitative ones but it cannot be strictly considered as a
meta-analysis (e.g. Lacity et al, 2010).

Systematizing the screening and search steps in
the review process

Schwarz and colleagues (2006) argue that a review should
aim at comprehensiveness, that is gathering all possible
relevant and quality material for the purpose, hence the
difficulty of integration in a unique framework, not to
mention a theory. Whereas we agree that building an
integrated framework is difficult, and that all reviews do
not achieve that, we prefer to call for a good or reasonable
coverage rather than a comprehensive one that would
make a review process at best ephemeral if not unachieva-
ble. The current trend is to refer to systematicity, which is
built into the search and into a selection process, rather
than to an illusive complete picture. That said, we should
also note that comprehensiveness can also mean sense-
making, which is also important, especially when a review
aims at understanding and viewing a landscape of the
accumulated knowledge in a more cohesive way but with-
out exploring all its details and thus does not require
completeness in the paper’s collection.

In that vein, we can either embrace systematicity in the
definition of the literature review as Fink does (2010, p. 3):
‘A research literature review is a systematic, explicit and
reproducable method for identifying, evaluating and
synthesizing the existing body of completed and recorded
work produced by researchers, scholars, and practitioners’;
or consider that this definition qualifies for a particular
literature review sub-type ‘A systematic literature review is
defined as “a form of secondary study that uses a well-
defined methodology to identify, analyze and interpret all
available evidence related to a specific research question in a
way that is unbiased and (to a degree) repeatable” ' (Kitch-
enham cited in Wahyudin et al, 2011). We opt for the latter
as systematicity is not always required in the IS discipline
compared to medical sciences for example where it is a
paramount requirement of auditability and testability.

The quality of a literature review depends on its sytema-
ticity, to an extent, which, as we will see, is a function of
the theoretical review goal, since systematicity implies
reproducability through documenting the search process
and potentially indicates comprehensiveness. Coverage is
obviously an issue when authors claim to review the
literature. Describing the review process is necessary to
envision what systematicity means.

After defining the purpose of the review, material collec-
tion begins (Mayring cited in Seuring & Miiller (2008)).
This involves searching, screening and selection of the
relevant literature. Material collection corresponds to the
first tasks identified by Fink (2010), among seven tasks:

1. Selecting a research question.
2. Selecting bibliographic or article databases, websites
and other sources.

. Choosing search terms.

4. Applying practical screening criteria (e.g. language,
funding, setting of a study).

5. Applying methodological screening criteria (adequacy
of the study coverage and scientific quality).

w
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6. Doing the review: reliable and valid reviews involve
using a standardized form for abstracting data from
articles, training reviewers (if more than one) to do the
abstraction, monitoring the quality of the review, and
pilot testing the process.

7. Synthesizing the results. Literature review results may
be synthesized descriptively. Descriptive syntheses are
interpretations of the review’s findings based on the
reviewers’ experience and the quality and content of
the available literature * (Fink, p. 5).

The sixth task described by Fink involves the category
selection (Mayring cited in Seuring & Miiller (2008)),
which we emphasize hereafter as the selection or design
of the analytical tool for synthesizing.

Currently the trend is towards more systematic
reviews, i.e. “literature surveys with defined research
questions, search process, data extraction and data
presentation, whether or not the researchers referred
to their study as a systematic literature review”.»
(Kitchenham et al, 2009, p. 8)

In a systematic review quality assessment may be
performed using the DARE methodology based on four
questions (Kitchenham et al, 2009):

1. Are the review’s inclusion and exclusion criteria
described and appropriate?

2. Is the literature search likely to have covered all relevant
studies?

3. Did the reviewers assess the quality/validity of the
included studies?

4. Were the basic data/studies adequately described?

The first question is naturally related to the way the
problem and research questions are formulated. In a
critical and European tradition such a formulation is very
important because when delineating the search we reduce
the risk of confusing findings. Inclusion/exclusion criteria
are mainly related to search process automation, type of
source, period and discipline:

e The search process can be performed by querying electro-
nic databases with defined keywords or by systematic
personal reading without keywords entry. Keyword-based
automated search has pros and cons. A systematic perso-
nal screening of all papers in a given set of sources might
be in fact more effective, although much more time
consuming. Search by keywords depends on the choice
of keywords. In management, there is such a strong
incentive to differentiate oneself by inventing our own
concepts that in a given well-defined theme there might
be dozens of completely different words or expressions
for designating the same phenomenon, which makes the
keyword approach very treacherous and necessarily itera-
tive after one realizes one’s omissions.

e The type of source depends on the number of papers
available in good journals. If this number is high, selecting
only ‘A-level’ journals is probably a good choice. A lot of
lower rank journals do not address theory (e.g. Elgarah

et al, 2005). However, preference for quality journals
depends on the topic; for instance if the topic is rather
technical, conference papers, which is the major source of
publications in computer science, should be considered
(e.g. Yang & Tate, 2012). Similarly if the phenomenon is
relatively new, or conversely history-related, drawing on
books and dissertations might be fruitful.

e Typical reviews cover a period of 10 years. But when a
phenomenon or a fashion wave started much earlier,
especially when no review has been published before
(e.g. Besson & Rowe, 2012), the review period should be
inclusive of the first pieces of research and may cover 20
or 30 years. This may make a search based on keywords
difficult, but good coverage has a cost.

e Many phenomena we study in IS are interdisciplinary, in
which case they should be studied as such when doing a
review (e.g. Jasperson et al, 2002). For example virtual
teams are being studied in management, IS, psychology,
and Computer Supported and Cooperative Work (CSCW).
Fortunately Shen et al (forthcoming) included the
CSCW journal for their review on time. If the phenom-
enon is very interdisciplinary, this may imply relying on
a very wide range of sources (e.g., Smith et al, 2011).

With the help of all sorts of IT search tools and data-
bases, literature reviews are continuously evolving and the
power these tools give to researchers has deep impact on
the efficiency of the material collection. However, inclu-
sion vs exclusion requires a balance between finding what
has been researched vs the ability to review this material if
the number of sources is high. Systematicity, like perfect
coverage, may not always be the most important quality
elements of a literature review. In fact, higher systemati-
city does not help much ‘abstracting data’ from papers and
synthesizing it. Systematicity is more and more important
for the assessment of the material in the collecting stages,
and to some extent for ‘doing the review’ stage, but it is
more important for explaining and testing reviews rather
than for understanding and viewing the landscape. Okoli
(2012) notes that, for theory-oriented literature, the need
for quality assessment varies greatly from no real need for
landscaping, to optional for theory building and highly
recommended for theory testing.

A particular case of reviews, which has some similarity
with theory testing or could even be considered a special
case of it, is the policy review. For the design of a treatment
or prevention policy such a review is essential. For such
reviews, quality assessment of each piece of evidence
becomes absolutely necessary including the screening of
unpublished papers, because those might be too often
rejected from publications when they confirm previous
findings, and/or include elements of lower scientific qual-
ity. This type of review often requires the need to include
lower quality evidence and to synthesize from fragments
of such sparse evidence, which forces the author to make
judgmental calls based on her or his implicit or explicit
own theory to guide the integration or exclusion of such
evidence (Marjchzak & Markus, 2013).

European Journal of Information Systems



248 Editorial

Frantz Rowe

Finally an extensive data description can be particularly
important for descriptive reviews when, like the reviews
for understanding (e.g. Jasperson et al, 2002), they do not
focus on methodology but on the phenomenon itself and
on its underlying paradigms. For explanatory reviews, as
well as for descriptive reviews focusing on methodology,
this is not the case. Nevertheless, availability of the coding
of each paper is important for these types of reviews, as it
will allow other researchers to access an important piece of
synthetic knowledge, not always explicit in the papers, to
reuse it but also to challenge the explanation.

What is synthesizing? When and how? Elements
for argumentative strategies

According to Okoli (2012) the most important part of the
review should be synthesizing, that is delivering a global
representation of the literature as a whole once it has been
screened, searched and after the quality of each paper has
been assessed. He then discusses how to do this synthesizing
of literature review depending on the type of primary sources
(qualitative research, quantitative research or conceptual
pieces) and the type of synthesis (quantitative, i.e, reliable
detection of tendencies or qualitative, i.e, richer explanations
and more comprehensive evidence, or mixed). While this
allows him to identify several techniques for synthesis in
systematic surveys that have not yet surfaced in IS, he does
not touch the issue of what synthesizing really means.

In our view, synthesizing the literature involves sum-
marizing numerous research findings sometimes using a
novel interpretation. It can be based on analytical cate-
gories and on the use of appropriate semantic denomina-
tion of the classes/clusters allowing to map the literature.
First, analytical categories can be selected to perform the
analysis of the literature and synthesize the findings

around these concepts. Alternatively a conceptual frame-
work can be developed to read through the empirical
literature. In that case, we suggest presenting this frame-
work in the first part of the literature review (e. g., Besson &
Rowe, 2012), before the selection of the literature because
it will drive the analysis of the literature and thus consti-
tute a pillar and an essential contribution of the whole
paper. Second, a synthetic vision can be achieved through
a developed mapping tool (Alavi & Leidner, 2001) or
through an existing one that is selected by the researchers
(Kappos & Rivard, 2008). To illustrate what we mean by
synthesizing and analyzing the literature, Kappos and
Rivard provide a good example of a literature review. For
their mapping/landscaping of the literature they select a
very broad framework (that of Ives and Piccoli) to sort
and classify the literature. Then, in order to analyze the
collected material they apply the three perspectives of
Martin on culture along with the process of Giddens to
analyze the manifestations of culture within this mapping.
Synthesizing thus means abstracting in order to classify
and make sense of sets of research pieces within broad
categories, which deal with similar problems at a certain
level. Conceptual frameworks support this task regardless
of the purpose of the literature review. When the literature
review aims at developing theoretical explanations, then
other frameworks are needed to analyze the collected
papers, to problematize the problems (Weber, 2003). Thus,
we can consider two types of categories related to two
types of structural dimensions: those that help mapping
the literature and those that help analyzing it. They are not
necessarily the same.

Mayring (cited by Seuring & Miiller, 2008) describes
the typical literature review methodology as follows
(cf. Table 3), that is after the delineation of the problem or

Table 3 Argumentative strategies in typical reviews

Lit review type Central stages
Mayring Ideal 1. Methodology for 2. Descriptive analysis (type of 3. Theory-driven 4. Material
Type material collection pubs, methods, theories, main selection of evaluation
dimensions: e.g., social, structural
environmental, or both) dimensions and
categories

z
Descriptive g 1. Methodology for 2. Descriptive analysis (with 3. Synthetic No additional
review =3 material collection emphasis) interpretation stage %

= )

o )
New Q 1. Development of 2. Methodology for material 3. Minimal 4, Material o
framework- E structural dimensions collection Descriptive evaluation (with %
based review = and categories in a analysis systematic v
for Q new framework (equivalent to coding) and
understanding o Mayring’s step 2) synthesis
Theory-based 1. Theory-driven 2. Methodology for material 3. Material 4. Discussion or
explanatory selection of structural collection evaluation (with theory
review dimensions and systematic coding) development

categories and synthesis
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domain to be researched and before eliciting research
directions:

1. Material collection: The material to be collected is
defined and delimitated. Furthermore, the unit of ana-
lysis (i.e., the single paper) is defined.

2. Descriptive analysis: Formal aspects of the material are
assessed, for example, the number of publications per
year, providing the background for subsequent theore-
tical analysis.

3. Category selection: Structural dimensions and related
analytic categories are selected to be applied to the
collected material. Structural dimensions form the
major topics of analysis, which are constituted by single
analytic categories.

4. Material evaluation: The material is analyzed accor-
ding to the structural dimensions. This should allow
identification of relevant issues and interpretation of
results.

Iteration is built into this process, particularly for the last
two steps.

The sequence and argumentative strategies (de Vaujany
et al, 2011) followed by the different types of reviews
we encountered may considerably differ from Mayring’s
model. Among numerous other possibilities and variants
including those on which we have already commented
we present three types of reviews for which the sequence
clearly differs (cf. Table 3). First the descriptive review
typically follows the first two stages with emphasis on
the second stage. However, it stops short in terms of
theorization and concludes with directions based on the
description itself. The new framework based review
puts emphasis on the framework. This one can be devel-
oped in the first part of the paper, as presented in
Table 3 (e.g. Besson & Rowe, 2012) or it can be elaborated
throughout the review (e.g. Te’eni, 2001). Third, the
theory-based review puts emphasis on the material
evaluation stage, which can either be developed as a
discussion focusing on the main problems encountered in
the empirical research with respect to the base theory
(Karimi-Alaghehband et al, 2011) or as a theory develop-
ment, which is exogeneous to the base theory (Lacity et al,
2011).

From Table 3 we see that there are clearly different
argumentative strategies but they may depend only on
the review goal with respect to theory, and thus be simply
an attribute of this dimension. To show that the argumen-
tative strategy is not just an attribute of the first dimension
but also a dimension of its own, we take the case of reviews
for understanding. Table 4 describes the various argumen-
tative strategies used by the papers we already mentioned.
It is organized by increasing breadth and publication
chronology from top to bottom. The first and third
examples are close to each other in terms of argumentative
strategy. They mainly differ in their fifth part, which
offers a focus and iteration of the same type of analysis as
in its fourth part for Besson and Rowe’s paper, whereas
Jasperson et al (2002) engage in theory building.

Of similar breadth, Smith et al’s (2011) review is
organized very differently around three research questions
including the conceptualization of the phenomenon
itself.

As the breadth of the review widens, Schryen'’s inte-
grated review is built like Jasperson et al’s on the selection
of a few major papers, but also on the more intuitive
findings of some gaps. Contrary to the first two reviews
(top of table) these gaps are not justified by an assessment
of the number of studies focusing on a given concept or
dimension. The last three reviews address at various levels
the research areas and their evolution in the discipline.
Banker and Kauffman offer a landscaping review of IS
papers in Management Science without a specific methodol-
ogy. Focusing on content and problem findings, their
review is simply divided across the five themes identified
and expressed in their introduction. The last two bear
stronger similarity to one another. To conclude on this
table, and acknowledging the limitation of this very
sketchy and unsystematic test, we nevertheless see strong
variations in the argumentative strategy of this type of
review. This seems to be related to the adopted methodol-
ogy, to the number of research questions addressed by the
review and by the review breadth. Despite the fact that
Banker and Kauffman’s freedom may be explained by their
role as Editors, a common standard argumentative strategy
across diverse breadth of reviews for understanding does
not seem to exist.

In conclusion: a few recommendations

We hasten to say that by no means we claim that
the dimensions and guidelines we propose here should
be applied in a dogmatic way by authors, nor that their
papers should be reviewed as such by editorial teams,
or that these dimensions reflect the only valid thinking
on how to structure literature reviews. But we hope
that this reflection will help in guiding Ph.D. students
who often do such exercise and would like to publish in
well recognized outlets if they feel that, beyond prepara-
tory work to their other publications, their literature
review can contribute to knowledge. We also hope it
provides some practical guidance to other submitters,
in particular if they hesitate with other submission
categories.

This sketchy tour of the diversity of literature reviews
shows that, beyond our definition, there is not a single
type of literature review. They vary according to theoreti-
cal purpose (description, understanding, explaining),
breadth, systematicity and argumentative strategy.

Whereas this unsystematic review of reviews first por-
trayed these dimensions as independent, we also suggest
that argumentative strategies are partially related to the
first dimension depending on the level of granularity we
use to describe these argumentative strategies. In addition,
they may vary according to the level of theorization of the
theme. The more the review departs from the descriptive
review type, the more it is oriented towards theory
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Table 4 Argumentative strategy as unveiled by paper structure for reviews for understanding

Reference Theme 1st part 2nd part 3rd part 4th part 5th part

Jasperson et al, Powerand IT ~ Power Methodology: Selection of two Coding resultsand  Discussion:

2002 (MISQ) research conceptulizations  metatriangulation  frameworks and synthesis Metaconjectures
based on five coding derived (theory building)
papers from framework

Smith et al, Information Ethics-based and ~ Whatis (and is not) What is the To what extent does Summarizing

2011 (MISQ) privacy level-based information relationship context matter in
methodology privacy? between privacy  the relationships
(normative vs and other between privacy and
descriptive) constructs? other constructs?

Besson & Rowe, IS-enabled New framework Methodology: Minimal analysis: ~ Coding results and  Iteration on specific

2012 (JSIS) organizational ~ development material collection theories and synthesis, technologies,

transformation and coding methods Recommendations ~ recommendations
derived from
framework
Schryen, 2013 Business value  Framing the Methodology: Synthesis based Identification of Identification of six

(EN1s)

Banker &
Kauffman, 2004
(MS)

Galliers &
Whitley, 2007
(E/1S)

Sidorova et al,
2008 (MISQ)

of IT

IS discipline
based on MS
papers

IS discipline

IS discipline

problem: ex ante
rather than ex post
value

Decision support
and design science

Historical and
institutional
structuration
through journals
and conferences
IS discipline
identity
construction

material collection

Value of
information

Methodology:
based on ECIS
proceedings

Methodology:
latent semantic
analysis applied to
MISQ, ISR and
JMIS abstracts

notably on four
outstanding
papers including
two reviews
Human-computer
systems design

Profiles:
conferences
location, country
diversity and major
authors

Results overview
over time at
different levels of
aggregation

three research gaps

IS organization and
strategy

Trends: key citations,
research topics over
the years and social
theory sources

A multilevel view:
from individual
papers to research
themes to research
areas

research thrusts (two
per research gap)

Economics of IS
and IT

Conclusion

Lessons and
limitations: on the
dynamics in the
field, on the IS core(s)
and IS identity

building, and the more argumentative strategies can
become complex.

Comprehensiveness and systematicity is an obvious
issue for a current and replicable piece of work, and is
therefore particularly important for testing reviews, and to
some extent for theory building reviews but this becomes
less for descriptive or landscaping reviews (Okoli, 2012). In
fact, to understand the big picture of a knowledge domain
we do not always need to identify all the pieces belonging
to this domain when they present similar findings, whereas
the frequency of similar findings play a very important role
when one wants to explain and, even more so when testing.
In fact literature reviews for theory testing is the only case
where systematicity should be very high. An equal concern
is the quality assessment of selected papers.

To conclude we recap our recommendations as follows:

Recommendation 1 (R1) ‘Overarching principle of respect
and coherence’: Along all four investigated dimensions
there is diversity and it should be respected.

However, as advocated by Sarker et al (2013) for qualita-
tive research, this respect should not be at the expense of
coherence. It is in that spirit that, based on our above

comments, we wish to wrap up and formulate a few further
recommendations that we encapsulate in Table 5. This table
reflects our thinking on the four dimensions. We add to it
the gaps and biases identification and future research direc-
tions dimension, which is consistent with our definition
and constitutes a necessary component of a review.

Recommendation 2 (R2) ‘Gaps, biases and directions’”
Literature reviews should strive to identify thematic gaps
and theoretical biases, propose some future research direc-
tions, including alternative theoretical underpinnings,
and not just stop at the summarizing/synthesizing stage.

If the collected material presents only what we already
know, it does not constitute a contribution to knowledge.
Its synthetic character should entail an interpretation of
this existing body of knowledge and lead to the identifica-
tion of some gaps and directions.

Recommendation 3 (R3) ‘Which contribution to theory
goal?’ And notably, how to choose between understanding
vs explaining?: The choice of type of theoretical contribu-
tion depends on the theorization level and amount of
available literature that already exist.
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Table 5 Positioning the recommendations on important dimensions

Goal with respect to theory
R3 (contribution choice)

Describing
(a-theoretically) the literature
R4a (focus for top journals)

Breadth

Systematicity

(R7: delineation problem with
theory development papers)
Argumentative strategy

All possible choices
R4b (high systematicity
desirable for top journals)

R1 (respect of diversity and
coherence)

R2 (identification and
propositions)

Gaps, biases and future research
directions

Understanding Explaining
R5 (integrated desirable) R6b (conceptual framework
Réa (potential benefit from required)

conceptual framework)

All possible choices Problem-centered

R8b (medium systematicity R8a (high systematicity
fine) desirable)

R1 (respect of diversity and R1 (respect of diversity and

coherence) coherence)
R2 (identification and R2 (identification and
propositions) propositions)

Distinguishing between understanding and explaining
can be subtle to the point that, after evoking the close
relationship between understanding and explanation
(p- 617), Gregor stated that theories for explaining could
well be labeled theories for understanding. However, in
due epistemological order, new knowledge should first be
described before theorizing, that is we should use current
available knowledge to name things before advancing new
knowledge (Bachelard, 1934). And when theorizing one
should aim at understanding before trying to explain
which, as noted by Habermas (1988), will lead to a better
understanding in a virtuous circle. When the knowledge is
still sparse with fundamental relevant concepts little used
in empirical research it would be too demanding to try to
explain. Identifying what has been neglected in terms of
concepts and their dimensions is the first task when
descriptions have been made. To explain we need to be
able to already see the concepts at play and possibly
consider alternative theories. For instance, to understand
how IT-enabled organizational transformation can start and
develop, we need the concept of organizational inertia,
some phase changes modeled into a transformation pro-
cess, and an understanding of the causal agency of the
stakeholders that Besson and I (2012) call governing agency
and working agency. However, to explain the radicalness of
the organizational change, the role of IT in this change, the
mere fact that it happens, and its outcomes, require a more
comprehensive explanation that only the comparison of
alternative theories like punctuated equilibrium, institu-
tionalism or evolutionism can give.

Recommendation 4 (R4) ‘Descriptive reviews’: To be worthy
of appearing in top journals there is a need to go beyond the
descriptive literature type, unless it bears on methodological
and epistemological issues (4a). For such outlets, descriptive
reviews must be also highly systematic (4b). We should
nevertheless emphasize that descriptive reviews are espe-
cially important for emerging topics and help the field as a
whole to make better sense of new technologies, processes
and systems faster.

Recommendation 5 (RS) ‘Integrative reviews’: A litera-
ture review does not have to be integrative like a

conceptual framework or a theory (Schwarz et al, 2006),
but this is a nice to have feature. This is particularly
relevant for reviews for understanding since reviews for
theoretical explanations are generally highly integrated
by nature.

Recommendation 6 (R6) ‘Conceptual framework’: A litera-
ture review that aims at understanding can benefit from
using an analytical tool like a conceptual framework to
identify knowledge gaps and theoretical bias, and future
research directions (6a: desirable). A literature review that
aims at explaining must use an analytical tool like a
conceptual framework to identify knowledge gaps and
future research directions (6b: required).

In particular, if the mapping was clear and well-known
prior to the literature review, a review that is using an
original and relevant analytical lens is very likely to lead to
the identification of knowledge gaps and theoretical bias.

This recommendation does not imply that proposing a
new conceptual framework (Webster & Watson, 2002) or a
new theory is necessary. To delineate the review genre and
its border with the theory development paper (Rowe,
2012), I consider that such novelty goes beyond a litera-
ture review per se.

Recommendation 7 (R7) ‘Reviews vs theory development”:
If a literature review develops a conceptual framework,
model or theory, and is highly systematic in reviewing the
literature it should be evaluated as a literature review. If it
is not highly systematic it would probably be better if
submitted as a theory development paper.

Recommendation 8 (R8) ‘Systematicity”: A literature
review must be highly systematic if it aims at theoretical
explanations (8a). Reviews aiming at theoretical under-
standing do not have to be highly systematic, but a good
coverage of topic or domain is nevertheless required (8b).

Recommendation 9 (R9) ‘Non-systematicity’: Papers that
aim at theoretical explanations and are not systematic
should be submitted as theory development papers. Those
should at least enhance or develop new conceptual frame-
works if not theories.
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Note that R9 is not just a sub-case of R7 because R7 is
concerned with the development and not just the applica-
tion of a model, framework or theory. Theory develop-
ment papers can be review-centric. They do not have to
always present completely new theory (Lepine & Willcox-
King, 2010). But I leave the discussion over this matter for
another editorial by more competent scholars (e.g. Weber,
2003; Rivard, 2014).

In this 3rd issue of 2014, EJIS brings different paper genres
valuable for the IS community.

The first paper, which is a literature review, resonates with
my discussion topic in this editorial and falls in the describ-
ing review genre. ‘Towards mindful case study research in IS:
a critical analysis of the past ten years’ is conducted by three
colleagues from the University of Cologne Marcus Keutel,
Bjoern Michalik and Janek Richter. It reviews 10 years of the
IS discipline’s use of case study research (CSR) as published
in six major IS journals. The authors observed a dualism of
positivism and interpretivism in the analyzed articles, with
each paradigm relating to almost half of the analyzed case
studies. They also have identified a number of shortcomings
in the CSR practice, and call for more mindfulness in the
studies’ design. For instance they propose a few recommen-
dations such as taking CSR for theory testing strategy more
frequently into consideration in future research, presenting
explicitly the case selection process in order to fully under-
stand the researchers’ intentions and raising awareness
about the limitations concerning the generalizability of the
study findings. They also propose relying on real-time
observations or archival data, along with quantitative data
for primary data analysis instead of the more dominant
interview data sources.

The second paper is an interesting research essay by Kai
Riemer from The University of Sydney and Robert John-
ston from The University College Dublin entitled
‘Rethinking the place of the artefact in IS using Heidegger’s
analysis of equipment’. The essay portrays the story of an
IT implementation project using Heidegger’s analysis of
equipment and contrasting this account to the more
orthodox Cartesian dualist view that differentiates
between the artefact described as a bundle of features and
the user for whom the artefact is designed. Relying on
Heidegger’s concepts of engagement, present-at-hand and
ready-at-hand and combining these with the ‘equipment’
view, the two researchers show how the Heideggerian view
could be more suitable for analyzing the IT artefact. More-
over, they advance arguments for how such an analysis
could resolve many of the classic Cartesian view messiness
and the more general IS discipline sufferings. For example,
it puts the IT artefact at the center of the IS discipline
allowing for rethinking the central and peripheral phe-
nomena of IS in a different manner and opens new
opportunities for theorizing in the IS discipline. The
research also discusses how research informed by a Hei-
deggerian ontology and epistemology would probably
necessitate some methodological adaptations and that IS
design endeavors could become much more useful and

adapted if they were to use the holistic shaping of the
sociomaterial makeup of human practices.

The third article is an issues and opinion paper with the
title ‘Guidelines for improving the contextual relevance of
field surveys: the case of information security policy viola-
tions’ formulated by Mikko Siponen affiliated with the
Universities of Jyvaskylda and Oulu of Finland and
Anthony Vance from Brigham Young University. The
paper aims at improving practical relevance of the IS
research by ensuring its contextual relevance. This goal
involves whether the specific phenomenon under exam-
ination constitutes a critical problem in practice. It is the
authors’ opinion that IS behavioral research’s practical
relevance can be improved without loss of rigor by pru-
dently addressing a number of contextual issues in survey
design. Utilizing empirical evidence and research drawn
from their extensive experience in the Information Secur-
ity Policy (ISP) violations, the authors outline five guide-
lines to increase the contextual relevance of field survey
research. They move afterwards towards the generalization
of these guidelines so that they are suited as guidelines for
application for IS field surveys in general. Namely, these
guidelines are (1) ensuring that respondents recognize the
phenomenon of interest in the instrumentation; (2) mea-
suring the phenomenon concretely; (3) ensuring that the
dependent variable focuses on important problems in
practice; (4) ensuring the applicability of instrumentation
to respondents’ organizational context; and (5) theorize
the appropriate level of specificity and generalizability for
instrumentation. While the authors acknowledge that
these guidelines do not constitute an exhaustive practical
relevance list of guidelines for IS field surveys and that
more guidelines can be envisaged, they show that among
the surveyed IS behavioral research on ISP violation, most
studies meet two or fewer of their suggested guidelines.

This EJIS issue also brings forward four notable empirical
research papers. Two of these address the value of IT; a
long-standing critical topic in IS.

The article ‘Do you see what I see? The search for
consensus among executives’ perceptions of IT business
value’ presented by Paul P Tallon from Loyola University
examines how executives’ perceptions about the IT are
formed through the processes of sensemaking and sensegiv-
ing. These perceptions are key to defining and maintaining
a strategic direction for IT inside firms. The researcher’s
model is constituted of two related theories: distributed
sensemaking, which is centered on sensemaking in groups
or distributed settings, and sensegiving, a theory centered
on communications and knowledge sharing as a means of
allowing individuals or groups to engage in more directed
sensemaking. Consensus and discord among executives
over IT impacts are built through sensegiving. By empiri-
cally testing an 11-factor model over 133 senior business
executives selected from 13 single-segment, single line
Fortune 500 firms, the study reveals a clear explanation for
the difference found between firms where IS-led sensegiv-
ing facilitates consensus and those where lack of sensegiv-
ing prevents consensus from taking place. Furthermore, the
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article makes a theoretical contribution to the literature by
linking the theories of distributed sensemaking and sense-
giving as a way to build consensus between executives over
IT business value in the same firm.

The second research paper is a collaborative work pre-
sented by six IS scholars and also addressing the IT value:
Yang Chen from Southwestern University of Finance and
Economics, Yi Wang from Shantou University, Saggi Nevo
from University at Albany, Jiafei Jin from Southwestern
University of Finance and Economics, Luning Wang from
Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, and
Wing S Chow from Hong Kong Baptist University. The
research is entitled ‘IT capability and organizational perfor-
mance: the roles of business process agility and environ-
mental factors’ and looks into organizational performance
through the mediating role of business process agility
implying capabilities of speed, flexibility, and innovation
and the moderating roles of environmental factors (namely
environmental hostility, dynamism and complexity). Busi-
ness process agility is seen as a form of organizational agility
that is of particular relevance to IS research allowing a firm
to adapt to its market environment. Developing multi-item
reflective measures previously validated in other studies,
and based on matched survey data obtained from 214 IT
and business executives from manufacturing firms in
China, the research hypotheses are tested showing support
that the impact of IT capability over organizational perfor-
mance is fully mediated by business process agility. More-
over, the study shows that environmental hostility (or the
existence of unfavorable external forces in a firm’s business
environment) weakens the effect of IT capability on busi-
ness process agility, while environmental complexity (or
heterogeneity and range of an industry and/or an organiza-
tion's activities) strengthens it.

Robert Wayne Gregory from University of Gottingen
and Mark Keil from Georgia State University have co-
written the article ‘Blending bureaucratic and collaborative
management styles to achieve control ambidexterity in IS
projects’. The study investigates how managers use con-
trasting management styles within IS project manage-
ment, and looks into the tensions that ensue from
combining these contrasting management styles as well
as how such tensions are dealt with. Using a Structured-
Pragmatic-Situational approach for case studies, the
researchers used data collected from a large IS implementa-
tion project in the financial services industry. Two man-
agers, one with a business background and one from IT,
were running the project. The researchers initially began
by collecting data from 25 interviews to conceptualize the
ambidexterity control phenomenon and analyze the data.
Then a further 14 interviews served the augmenting
cycle along with secondary material. Consequently, the
authors could articulate the two contrasting management
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tical lens to take full account of cloud migration in an
integrative way. The study develops a hypothetical migra-
tion model containing pull, push and mooring factors that
could most likely account for switching from a client-
centric to cloud-based services. A structural equation mod-
eling method is employed to test the cloud migration
model. The authors use data drawn from a longitudinal
survey of South Korean student’s adoption of Google Apps.
The dataset counting 188 students validates the study’s
proposed model. Among the confirmed study results we
learn that some pull factors such as the relative usefulness
and the expected omnipresence of cloud migration services
are positively related to users’ intention to migrate to cloud
computing services. In counterpart, some mooring effects
are negatively associated with cloud migration such as the
existence of high switching costs or security concerns.
Finally, the authors also establish that dissatisfaction with
client-centric IT is a push factor that positively influences
the cloud migration decision. It is worth noting that the
study is a pioneer in noting the differences incumbent
between IT migration and IT adoption and has some obvious
practical implications for cloud service providers. But despite
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We extend our gratitude to this issue’s associate editors
recognizing their contribution to this selection of papers:
Jyoti Choudrie, Robert Briggs, Merrill Warkentin, Gerald
Grant, C Ranganathan, Christopher Davis and Sarah
Spiekermann. In addition I would like to thank Chrisanthi
Avgerou, Manju Ahuja, Tamara Dinev, Lynne Markus,
Niamh O’Riordan, Suzanne Rivard, Carol Saunders, Pir
Agerfalk, Walter Fernandez, Guido Schryen, Dov Te’eni
and Michel Avital as well as the participants at the FNEGE
Seminar in Paris for their very valuable feedback on this
editorial. As usual my thanks to Myriam Raymond for
compiling the summaries in this issue and for her precious
comments on this editorial.

Atavi M and LEIDNER D (2001) Knowledge management and knowledge
management systems: conceptual foundations and research issues. MIS
Quarterly 25(1), 107-136.

European Journal of Information Systems



254 Editorial

Frantz Rowe

ALVESSON M and SANDBERG ] (2011) Generating research questions
through problematization. Academy of Management Review 36(2),
247-271.

BACHELARD G (1934) Le Nouvel Esprit Scientifique. Presses Universitaires de
France, Paris.

BANKER RD and KAUFFMAN R] (2004) The evolution of research on informa-
tion systems: a fiftieth-year survey of the literature in management
science. Management Science 50(3), 281-298.

BENBASAT | and WEBER R (1996) Research commentary: rethinking diversity
in information systems research. Information Systems Research 7(4),
389-399.

BERNROIDER E, PILKINGTON A and CORDOBA JR (2013) Research in informa-
tion systems: a study of diversity and inter-disciplinary discourse in the
AlS basket journals between 1995 and 2011. journal of Information
Technology 28(1), 74-89.

BessoN P and Rowe F (2012) Strategizing information systems-enabled
organizational transformation: a transdisciplinary review and new
directions. Journal of Strategic Information Systems 21(2), 103-124.

BLAXTER L, HUGHES C and TIGHT M (2006) How to Research, 3rd edn, Open
University Press, Maidenhead.

BLUMBERG B, COOPER DR and SCHINDLER PS (2005) Business Research
Methods,. McGraw Hill Companies, New York.

CORDOBA JR, PILKINGTON A and BERNROIDER E (2012) Information systems as
a discipline in the making: comparing EJIS and MISQ between 1995 and
2008. European Journal of Information Systems 21(5), 479-495.

DELONE WH and LEAN MC (1992) Information systems success: the quest
for the dependent variable. Information Systems Research 3(1), 60-95.
ELGARAH W, FALALEEVA N, SAUNDERS C, ILIE V, SHIM JT and COURTNEY | (2005)
Data exchanges in internorganizational relationships: review through

multiple conceptual lenses. Database 36(1), 8-29.

FINK A (2010) Conducting Research Literature Reviews: From the Internet to
Paper, 3rd edn, SAGE, Thousand Oaks.

GALLIERS R and WHITLEY E (2007) Vive les différences? Developing a
profile of European information systems research as a basis for interna-
tional comparisons. European fournal of Information Systems. (2007)
16(1), 20-35.

GREGOR S (2006) The nature of theory in information systems. MIS
Quarterly 30(3), 611-642.

HABERMAS | (1988) On the Logic of Social Sciences. MIT Press.

HAaMBRICK D (2007) The field of management’s devotion to theory:
too much of a good thing? Academy of Management Journal 50(6),
1346-1352.

HEKKALA R and URQUHART C (2013) Everyday power struggles: living in an
10IS project. European Journal of Information Systems 22(1), 76-94.

HovorkAa D and Lee A (2010) Reframing interpretivism and positivism
as understanding and explanation: consequences for information
systems research, International Conference on Information Systems,
Paper 188. [WWW document] http://aisel.aisnet.org/icis2010_submis-
sions/188.

JASPERSON |, BUTLER B, CARTE T, CROES H, SAUNDERS C and ZHENG W (2002)
Power and information technology research: a metatriangulation
review. MIS Quarterly 26(4), 397-459.

Kappos A and RIVARD S (2008) A three-perspective model of culture,
information systems, and their development and use. MIS Quarterly
32(3), 601-634.

KARIMI-ALAGHEHBAND F, RIVARD S, WU S and GOYETTE S (2011) An assessment
of the use of transaction cost theory in information technology out-
sourcing. Journal of Strategic Information Systems 20(2), 125-138.

KEUTEL M, MICHALIK B and RICHTER | (2014) Towards mindful case study
research in IS: a critical analysis of the past ten years. European Journal of
Information Systems 23(3), 256-272.

KumAR R and STyLIANOU A (2014) A process model for analyzing and
managing flexibility in information systems. European Journal of Informa-
tion Systems 23(2), 151-184.

KING WR and HE ] (2005) Understanding the role and methods of
meta — analysis in IS research. Communications of the AIS 16(1),
665-686, Article 32.

KING WR and HE ] (2006) A meta-analysis of the technology acceptance
model. Information & Management 43(6), 740-755.

KITCHENHAM B, BRERETON OP, BUDGEN D, TURNER M, BAILEY ] and LINKMAN S
(2009) Systematic literature reviews in software engineering—a systema-
tic literature review. Information and Software Technology 51(1), 7-15.

LACITY M, KHAN S and WILLCOCKS L (2009) A review of the IT outsourcing
literature: insights for practice. Journal of Strategic Information Systems
18: 130-146.

LAcITY M, KHAN S, YAN A and WiLLcocks L (2010) A review of the IT
outsourcing empirical literature and future research directions. Journal
of Information Technology 25(4), 395-433.

Lacity M, Wittcocks L and KHAN S (2011) Beyond transaction cost
economics: towards an endogenous theory of information technology
outsourcing. Journal of Strategic Information Systems 20(2), 139-157.

LEPINE JA and WiLCOX KING A (2010) Editor’s comments: developing novel
theoretical insights from reviews of existing theory and research.
Academy of Management Review 35(4), 506-509.

Loos P, KOENIG W, O STERLE H, MARCO MD, PASTOR JA and ROWE F (2010)
National research and international competitiveness — an antinomy?
Business & Information Systems Engineering 4: 249-257.

MajcHRZAK A and MARKUS ML (2013) Methods for Policy Research: Taking
Socially Responsible Action, 2nd edn, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA.

MARkUS L and RoBEY D (1988) Information technology and organizational
change: causal structure in theory and research. Management Science
34(5), 583-598.

OkoLl C (2012) A critical realist guide to developing theory with systema-
tic literature reviews. Working paper. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn
.com/abstract=2115818 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2115818,
accessed 20 February 2014.

PoLiTes G, ROBERTS N and THATCHER ] (2012) Conceptualizing models using
multidimensional constructs: a review and guidelines for their use.
European Journal of Information Systems 21(1), 22-48.

RIVARD S (2014) The ions of theory construction. MIS Quarterly, June.

ROWE F (2012) Toward a richer diversity of genres in information systems
research: new categorization and guidelines. European Journal of Infor-
mation Systems 21(5), 469-478.

SARKER S, XIAO X and BEAULIEU T (2013) Qualitative studies in information
systems: a critical review and some guiding principles. MIS Quarterly
37(4), iii-xviii.

SCHRYEN G (2013) Revisiting IS business value research: what we already
know, what we still need to know, and how we can get there. European
Journal of Information Systems 22(2), 139-169.

SCHWARZ A, MEHTA M, JOHNSON N and CHIN W (2006) Understanding
frameworks and reviews: a commentary to assist us in moving our field
forward by analyzing our past. Database 38(3), 29-50.

SEURING S and MULLER M (2008) From a literature review to a conceptual
framework for sustainable supply chain management. Journal of Cleaner
Production 16(15), 1699-1710.

SHAPIRA Z (2011) I've got a theory paper — do you?: conceptual, empirical
and theoretical contributions to knowledge in the organizational
sciences. Organization Science 22(5), 1312-1321.

SIDOROVA A, EVANGELOPOULOS N, VALACICH ]S and RAMAKRISHNAN T (2008)
Uncovering the intellectual core of the information systems discipline.
MIS Quarterly 32(3), 467-482.

SHEN Z, LyyTINEN K and Yoo Y (forthcoming) Time and information
technology in teams: a review of empirical research and future research
directions. European Journal of Information Systems.

SMITH HJ, DINEv T and Xu H (2011) Information privacy research: an
interdisciplinary review. MIS Quarterly 35(4), 989-1015.

TE'ENI D (2001) A cognitive-affective model of organizational communica-
tion for designing IT. MIS Quarterly 25(2), 251-312.

TRINH TP, MoLLA A and Peszynski K (2012) Enterprise systems and
organizational agility: a review of the literature and conceptual frame-
work. Communications of the Association for Information Systems 31(8).

URQUHART C and FERNANDEZ W (2013) Using grounded theory method in
information systems: the researcher as blank slate and other myths,.
Journal of Information Technology 28(3), 224-236.

VAUJANY DE F-X, WALSH | and MiTev N (2011) An historically grounded
critical analysis of research articles in IS. European Journal of Information
Systems 20(4), 395-417.

VON WRIGHT GH (1971) Explanation and understanding,. Cornell University
Press, Ithaca.

WAHYUDIN D, RAMLER R and BIFFL S (2011) A framework for defect
prediction in specific software project contexts. Lecture Notes in
Computer Science 4980: 261-274.

WEBER M (Ed) (1949) Objectivity in social science and social policy. In The
Methodology of the Social Sciences, pp 49-112, Free Press of Glencoe, lllinois.

European Journal of Information Systems


http://aisel.aisnet.org/icis2010_submissions/188
http://aisel.aisnet.org/icis2010_submissions/188
www.palgrave-journals.com/ejis
www.palgrave-journals.com/ejis
www.palgrave-journals.com/ejis

Editorial

Frantz Rowe 255

WEBER R (2003) Editor’s comments, the problem of the problem. MIS
Quarterly 27(1), iii—ix.

WEBER R (2012) Evaluating and developing theories in the information
systems discipline. Journal of the Association for Information Systems
13(1), 1-30.

WEBSTER | and WATSON R (2002) Analyzing the past to prepare the future:
writing a literature review. MIS Quarterly 26(2), xii—xxiii.

WIENER M, VOGEL B and AMBERG M (2010) Information systems offshoring:
a literature review and analysis. Communications of the Association for
Information Systems 27(25), 455-492.

WOLFSWINKEL JF, FURTMUELLER E and WILDEROM CPM (2013) Using
grounded theory as a method for rigorously reviewing literature.
European Journal of Information Systems 22(1), 45-55.

Wu | and Du H (2012) Toward a better understanding of behavioral
intention and system usage constructs. European Journal of Information
Systems 21(6), 680-698.

YANG H and TATE M (2012) A descriptive literature review and classification
of cloud computing research. Communication of the AlS 31(2), 35-60.

Appendix

Appendix List, by chronological order, of EJIS literature
reviews published before December 2012

Searched based on keywords ‘review’ and ‘literature’ in the
paper title.

A review of object orientation and knowledge processing
in office models.

G. Mentzas.

European Journal of Information Systems 1, 183-191

(1 August 1991)

doi:10.1057/ejis.1991.34.

A review of information systems evaluation: content,
context and process.

V.]J. Symons.

European Journal of Information Systems 1, 205-212

(1 August 1991)

doi:10.1057/ejis.1991.35

A critical review of research on electronic mail.
[.A. Rudy.

European Journal of Information Systems 4, 198-213
(1 February 1996)
doi:10.1057/ejis.1996.2

Rapid application development (RAD): an empirical review.
P Beynon-Davies, C Carne, H Mackay, D Tudhope.
European Journal of Information Systems 8, 211-223

(27 September 1999)

doi:10.1057/palgrave.ejis.3000325

Women in the information technology profession: a
literature review, synthesis and research agenda.

M K Ahuja.

European Journal of Information Systems 11, 20-34

(8 March 2002)

doi:10.1057/palgrave.ejis.3000417.

A review and analysis of deterrence theory in the IS
security literature: making sense of the disparate
findings.

John D’Arcy, Tejaswini Herath.

European Journal of Information Systems 20, 643-658

(14 June 2011)

doi:10.1057/ejis.2011.23

Conceptualizing models using multidimensional con-
structs: a review and guidelines for their use.

Greta L Polites, Nicholas Roberts, Jason Thatcher.
European Journal of Information Systems 21, 22-48

(19 April 2011)

doi:10.1057/ejis.2011.10

Reviewing Enterprise Content Management: a functional
framework.

Knut R Grahlmann, Remko W Helms, Cokky Hilhorst,
Sjaak Brinkkemper, Sander van Amerongen.

European Journal of Information Systems 21, 268-286

(25 October 2011)

doi:10.1057/ejis.2011.41

Supplementary information accompanies this article on the European Journal of Information Systems website (www
.palgrave-journals.com/ejis/journal/v23/n3/suppinfo/ejis20147s1.html)

European Journal of Information Systems


www.palgrave-journals.com/ejis
www.palgrave-journals.com/ejis

	What literature review is not: diversity, boundaries and recommendations
	Introduction
	What is a literature review? Defining and delineating the genre
	A typology of literature reviews based on research goals
	Systematizing the screening and search steps in the review process
	What is synthesizing? When and how? Elements for argumentative strategies
	In conclusion: a few recommendations
	Note
	References
	Appendix
	Appendix List, by chronological order, of EJIS literature reviews published before December 2012





