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	1
	Tyzack, J.E.V.
	1967
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	In this article the author finds that directors’ personal characteristics (e.g., demographic ones) are likely to alter the way in which they make strategic decisions within the organizations.
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making

	2
	Mueller, R.
	1968
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	The author addresses the gap between management scientists and executives, advocating for mutual understanding and practical solutions. He stresses integrating management and behavioral sciences while cautioning against overreliance on management science alone.
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making; Intuition; Risk taking attitude

	3
	Hertz, D.
	1972
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	In this paper, the author discusses how good information fed into the corporate decision‐making system ends up in low quality decisions (i.e. good information in, garbage out). In conclusion, executives have not the right methods yet to systematically choose better among alternatives available.
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making

	4
	Gabor, P.
	1976
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	The author emphasizes the importance of verifiability in decision-making within management theory, advocating for decisions based on measurable facts and systematic processes. He critiques the misapplication of logical positivism, highlighting conflicts between theoretical flexibility and practical inflexibility. Additionally, he stresses the integration of both fact and value in decision-making processes, urging decision-makers to recognize non-pragmatic motives.
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making

	5
	Borwick, I.
	1978
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	The author studied interaction strategies influencing organizational performance. In particular, he identified five types of interaction strategies (acquiescence, defensive, compromise, conflict, problem-solving).
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making

	6
	Rice, G.H.
	1980
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	The author examines managerial decision-making, emphasizing its complexity and the interplay between theory and practice. He critiques the rational model, discusses decision-making theories, and outlines the process. Overall, he highlights the multifaceted nature of managerial decision-making and the need for effective navigation of diverse scenarios by managers.
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making

	7
	Parker, L.D.
	1980
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	The author examines group decision-making in business, emphasizing the impact of personal values, communication structures, and leadership styles. He stresses the need for tailored processes to enhance effectiveness, considering both situational and psychological factors.
	Contextualist
	Beliefs/personal values

	8
	Thomas, H., and Schwenk, C.R.
	1984
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	Authors study decision analysis in strategic decision-making, refuting common criticisms and highlighting its value. They highlight decision analysis as a tool for structuring strategic problems, promoting interactive planning, and aiding in formulating strategies for complex issues. Overall, they suggest decision analysis can aid strategic decision-making by providing a structured approach to complex problems and facilitating informed decisions.
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making; Traps

	9
	Mageean, P.V.
	1984
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	The author critically assesses the changes in the role of planning function within the strategic management framework, together with the decline in the use of planning techniques. 
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making

	10
	Ralston, B.
	1985
	Pluralist
	–
	–
	The author discusses group participative decision making as a collaborative management style. He emphasizes the need for balanced individual traits, group dynamics, and organizational context for effective implementation. Key factors include integrated personality, balanced behavior, and theoretical knowledge at the individual level, alongside group cohesiveness, maturity, norms, roles, and communication.
	Pluralist
	Task-oriented; People-oriented; Intuition and systematic processing interplay

	11
	Barrett, T.
	1986
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	The authors discuss the role of the organizational structure and the power of its individual executives in perceiving a market change and related reaction. It is highlighted that  market signals are often ignored, particularly when those signals might upset the balance of power and influence.
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making

	12
	Davidson, M.J., and Cooper, C.L. 
	1987
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	Authors report that women managers cope with greater pressures than men managers and, if employers address this, both women and men managers could work more effectively.
	Contextualist
	Gender

	13
	Harrison, E.F.
	1993
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	The article examines four models of managerial decision-making. The rational model relies on quantitative analysis but struggles with uncertainty. The organizational model combines behavioral and quantitative approaches but may lack adaptability. The political model prioritizes stakeholder acceptability but may not align with corporate goals. The process model emphasizes adaptability and forward planning, making it ideal for navigating uncertainty in decision-making. Overall, the process model emerges as particularly effective for addressing complex decision scenarios in modern organizations.
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making

	14
	Feurer, R., and Chaharbaghi, K.
	1995
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	Authors affirm that a dynamic approach is important to address the need for adapting to changing conditions through creativity, innovation, and commitment. In this regard, collaboration and open communication are essential throughout the organization. Thus, authors call for strategy research to align with evolving user needs and real business demands rather than relying on predefined hypotheses.
	Contextualist
	Models of decision making

	15
	Gallén, T.
	1997
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	The article explores how managers’ cognitive style influences their strategic decisions, proposing a model linking cognitive styles to strategic types. Additionally, the article suggests empirical testing of the model to gain insights into managerial decision-making behavior.
	Reductionist
	Sensing-type; Feeling-type; Models of decision making

	16
	Bennett, R.H.
	1998
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	This author underscores the importance of trusting intuition, particularly in group scenarios like top management teams. Indeed, he highlights the value of experienced individuals with tacit knowledge, urging younger workers to learn from them. Furthermore, he suggests scholars to explore methods for stimulating and utilizing both types of knowledge, aiming to improve management decisions in the future.
	Reductionist
	Intuition

	17
	Appelbaum, S.H., Gandell, J., Yortis, H., Proper, S., and Jobin, F.
	2000
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	In this paper it has been disclosed that organizational factors such as communications, corporate culture, change, and stress have a major role in influencing pre‐merger, during the merger and post‐merger stages.
	Contextualist
	Memory

	18
	Torpman, J. 
	2004
	Conceptual
	–
	–
	Author shows how organizational and personal identities may cause decision-making issues. In particular, when individuals are encouraged to act as organizational members identifying with the organization, it should be expected an overlap between individual and organizational identities.
	Contextualist
	Beliefs/personal values

	19
	Bolaños, R., Fontela, E., Nenclares, A., and Pastor, P.
	2005
	Empirical qualitative
	Simulation with a not specified sample of students
	Interpretive structural modeling
	The authors have found major differences in priority orderings of the different managerial roles which will make it more difficult to take a decision within organizations.
	Pluralist
	Reference points

	20
	Panagiotou, G. 
	2005
	Empirical quantitative
	Semi-structured interviews
	Regression analysis (MANOVA)
	This paper provides better insight into competitive dynamics by developing a cognitive dimension fuelled by primary data.
	Reductionist
	Beliefs/personal values

	21
	Selart, M., Johansen, S. T., Holmesland, T., and Grønhaug, K. 
	2008
	Empirical quantitative
	Questionnaire
	Regression analysis (ANOVA)
	Authors found that information technology evaluations are improved by a decision style combining intuitive and analytical capabilities.
	Reductionist
	Intuition and systematic processing interplay

	22
	Goll, I., Johnson, N.B., and Rasheed, A. A. 
	2008
	Empirical quantitative
	Longitudinal study
	Regression analysis
	Authors found that, with deregulation, there were significant management demographics‐business strategy relationships and business strategy‐firm performance relationships.
	Reductionist
	Age; Education; Tenure; Heterogeneity

	23
	Tello, S., Latham, S., and Kijewski, V. 
	2010
	Empirical qualitative
	Semi-structured interviews
	Thematic analysis
	Authors, aiming to examine the degree of individual technology transfer officers' (TTO) heuristics and biases, found the sample was relatively evenly divided by TTO with an individual heuristic bias and those with a rational approach to decision-making.
	Contextualist
	Heuristics

	24
	Aspara, J., Lamberg, J.A., Laukia, A., and Tikkanen, H.
	2011
	Empirical qualitative
	Archival material (i.e., board meeting protocols and memos, correspondence between corporate headquarters and business units, circular letters, strategic planning documents and market analyses) and 14 interviews among former Nokia executives and other experts from the telecommunication industry.
	Historical analysis
	The authors have demonstrated the central role of business units in feeding strategic alternatives and capabilities to the corporate-level transformation process.
	Contextualist
	Bundles of rules

	25
	Curseu, P.L., Schruijer, S.G. L., and Fodor, O.C.
	2016
	Empirical quantitative
	Laboratory experiment
	Regression analysis (ANOVA, MANOVA and OLS)
	Authors, with the aim of testing the influence of collaborative and consultative decision rules on groups’ sensitivity to framing effect (FE) and escalation of commitment (EOC), found that collaborative decision rule increases sensitivity to EOC when financial resources are involved and decreases sensitivity to EOC when time is of essence. In addition, the collaborative decision rule decreases sensitivity to FE in group decision-making.
	Reductionist
	Traps

	26
	Elbanna, S., Kapoutsis, I., and Mellahi, K.
	2017
	Empirical quantitative
	Questionnaire
	Regression analysis
	Authors found that positive politics influence decision creativity and propitiousness. Anyway, this relationship is moderated by macro-economic uncertainty.
	Reductionist
	Creativity

	27
	Guo, B., and Ding, P.
	2019
	Empirical quantitative
	Panel data
	Ordinary estimation methods (fixed effect panel data method, the random effect
panel data method and the pooled ordinary least squares method)
	In this paper, authors found a positive relationship between performance discrepancy and a firm’s patent application rhythm. Moreover, while CEO overconfidence moderates this positive relationship, this moderating effect is less pronounced when CEO discretion is high.
	Reductionist
	Traps

	28
	Acciarini, C., Brunetta, F., and Boccardelli, P.
	2021
	Review
	Systematic Literature Review of 52 papers
	-
	Authors highlighted that decision-making is moved by internal (e.g. perception) and external factors (e.g. digitalization). In particular, when investigating the impact on strategic decisions under environmental transformations, the strategic role of cognitive biases emerged as crucial.
	Reductionist
	Heuristics

	29
	Kahl, J., de Klerk, S., and Ogulin, R. 
	2022
	Empirical qualitative
	Interviews with 29 participants from Germany and Austria from various size of enterprises and different sectors (public, medical, finance, electronics, automotive and business consulting).
	Thematic analysis
	Authors found that individual opinions, in terms of agility, can originate from three sources: individual understandings, contextual drivers and personal beliefs.
	Contextualist
	Beliefs/personal values; Models of decision making; Mental models/cognitive maps/schemas

	30
	Al-Shammari, M.A., Banerjee, S.N., Al-Shammari, H., and Doty, H. 
	2023
	Empirical quantitative
	9,348 firm-year observations from the Kinder, Lydenberg and Domini (KLD) CSR database.
	OLS regression
	This study aims to investigate how the association between corporate social responsibility (CSR) and firm performance, documented in prior research, is affected by the joint effects of managerial ability and attributes of the firm’s governance structure.
	Reductionist
	Models of decision making

	31
	Olson, B.J., Parayitam, S., Cristofaro, M., Bao, Y., and Yuan, W.
	2023
	Empirical quantitative
	744 Chinese CEOs
	Confirmatory factor analysis
	This study examines the link between anger and learning behavior in managers, stressing the importance of learning from mistakes amid intense competition. However, authors suggest exploring antecedents of anger, contextual factors, and organizational dynamics influencing this relationship. Additionally, considering personality traits, trust among team members, board tolerance for mistakes, and organizational impact can provide deeper insights.
	Reductionist
	Negative emotions; Negative moods; Mental models/cognitive maps/schemas

	32
	Picone, P.M., Galvagno, M., and Pisano, V.
	2024
	Review
	–
	–
	Authors review literature on hubris categorizing it into four clusters. By doing so they propose an integrative framework to reorganize key variables linking hubristic decision-makers, resource management, and cause-effect consequences, serving as a valuable tool for understanding previous research and identifying new research directions.
	Reductionist
	Hubris

	33
	Yang, X., and Shao, Y.
	2024
	Empirical qualitative
	Single case study
	Inductive analysis
	This article explores breakthrough innovation through events and top management team cognition. It presents three propositions based on a Chinese manufacturing firm case study, revealing breakthroughs occurring in the leading stage. It extends understanding of TMT cognitive frames and event system theory, offering practical insights for managers and inspiring further research.
	Pluralist
	Mental models/cognitive maps/schemas


Source: own elaboration
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