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ABSTRACT
Though the role of adopting an appropriate theory in shaping the publishability and impact of research has long been

recognized, psychology and marketing researchers lack specific guidance on how to choose a theory to frame their work.

Addressing this gap in the literature, this article proposes a set of guidelines for the selection of relevant macro‐
foundational theory to guide research projects addressing specific meso‐ or micro‐foundational theoretical entities

(e.g., constructs or individual decision‐making) for research impact. Specifically, we develop a set of six guidelines to select

an appropriate macro‐foundational theory for research impact, including Interestingness, Matching, Parsimony, Applica-

bility, Conceptual rigor, and Testability (collectively abbreviated as the “IMPACT” guidelines). We next depict the proposed

guidelines in an organizing framework that specifies Matching, the theoretical co‐infusion of the studied micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐foundational theory, as the central action item for researchers to

shape the impact of their work. Researchers are then advised to use the five remaining guidelines to assess the quality of

their proposed Matching for research impact. We conclude by discussing pertinent implications that arise from our

analyses (e.g., to ensure Interestingness, we recommend researchers to select a macro‐foundational theory that refutes

(vs. affirms) prior findings).

1 | Introduction

Over 80 years ago, Lewin (1943) recognized that
“there is nothing so practical as a good theory” (cited in
Madhavaram 2024, p. 6). Today, the importance of selecting an
appropriate theory to frame research projects in psychology and
marketing, whether empirical or purely conceptual, still cannot
be overstated (Hollebeek et al. 2024). Specifically, the purpose of
theory, a set of “systematically related sets of statements,
including some law‐like generalizations, that are empirically

testable” (Hunt 1983, p. 10), is to advance scientific under-
standing through a structure capable of explaining and/or
predicting phenomena (Hanssens 2018; Cornelissen and
Durand 2014). Theory therefore generalizes observed phe-
nomena and guides the investigation of particular issues (e.g.,
by directing the development of a conceptual framework,
hypotheses, or propositions; MacKenzie 2003; Yonkers 2020).
For example, Bozkurt et al. (2021) draw on social identity the-
ory to explore consumer perceptions to firms’ responsiveness to
social media posts by individuals of different cultural profiles.
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The choice of theory is important, because while some theories
are capable of illuminating specific concepts, issues, or research
questions in novel ways, others may reveal little additional or
thought‐provoking insight (Davis 1971; Zeithaml et al. 2020).
Mkhomazi and Iyamu (2013, p. 525) note: “Selecting appropriate
theory to underpin a study is… critical, …because it shapes and
defines the results.” Therefore, the adoption of a relevant theory
that is capable of yielding worthwhile new insight, when
rigorously and thoughtfully argued and applied, allows schol-
arly works to make a substantial impact on their field
(McKenna 2021; Sternberg and Gordeeva 1996). Though busi-
ness practice may also guide the development of research
projects (Kumar 2017a), the focus of this article is to uncover
novel insight about how to choose a suitable theory to explain
or predict specific phenomena.

Research impact refers to “a change that research outcomes
produce upon academic activities, the economy, and society at
large” (Reale et al. 2018, p. 298). Though research impact can be
assessed in different ways (e.g., scientific, managerial, or soci-
etal impact; Palmatier et al. 2018; Ozanne et al. 2017), we focus
on scientific impact, as measured by the influence a piece of
research exerts on the field of psychology and marketing and on
colleagues and their way of thinking, as typically measured by
its accumulated (e.g., Scopus or Google Scholar) citations
(Stremersch et al. 2007). While prior authors have pointed out
key limitations of these scholarly metrics (e.g., by asserting that
academia is becoming obsessed with measures like citation
count or the h‐index; Gruber 2014; Hughes et al. 2018), scholars
across academic ranks (particularly those without or those
seeking tenure) tend to be evaluated on these metrics to
maintain or advance their position (Chan et al. 2012; Jaakkola
and Vargo 2021), exposing their importance not only in terms of
assessing the performance of individual research works but also
of research careers (Lim 2025).

Though prior literature has highlighted the importance of
choosing an appropriate theory to frame research projects
(Reibstein et al. 2009; Yadav 2010), relatively few guidelines
exist for researchers regarding how to choose a theory to date,
exposing a pertinent gap in the psychology and marketing lit-
erature. In other words, despite the recognized importance of
publishing theory‐driven work (Van Hierden et al. 2022;
Carnevale et al. 2017), and notwithstanding the widely
acknowledged academic notion of publish or perish (Lim 2025;
Homer and Lim 2024), psychology and marketing scholars
currently lack a comprehensive set of guidelines to select a
suitable theory to direct their work.

Moreover, while prior authors have addressed related issues
(e.g., how to develop conceptual articles or sets of research
propositions; Hulland 2020; Ulaga et al. 2021), they do not delve
into the dynamics or issues characterizing the choice of theory
in a research project, as illuminated in this article. For example,
though Hollebeek et al. (2024) propose that key elements of the
research topic (i.e., a specific micro‐ or meso‐foundational the-
oretical entity, such as a psychological construct) be co‐infused
with relevant hallmarks of the chosen macro‐foundational the-
ory, they do not offer specific guidance on how to choose a theory
for research impact, as therefore addressed in this article. Fur-
thermore, though prior authors offer suggestions for crafting

impactful research (e.g., Kumar et al. 2017; Madhavaram 2024;
Tellis 2017; Varadarajan 2017), these typically do not focus on the
role of the chosen theory in creating this impact, warranting
further exploration.

This article makes two main contributions to the psychology
and marketing literature. First, addressing the identified gap,
we offer a set of six guidelines to select an appropriate macro‐
foundational theory to guide the investigation of specific meso‐
or micro‐foundational theoretical entities (e.g., constructs or
individual behaviors/decision‐making; Vargo and Lusch 2017).
Given the lack of such guidelines to date, (early career) scholars
commonly face challenges regarding how to choose an appro-
priate theory to inform their work, as elucidated in this article.
The guidelines primarily apply at the initial stages of the
research process (i.e., identification of the research problem and
review of the literature), which focus on choosing a topic of
interest, summarizing extant findings, and identifying a novel
perspective on the topic (Malhotra et al. 2020). Importantly, we
predict the implementation of the guidelines, which can be used
either in purely conceptual or empirical psychology and mar-
keting research that deploys a prespecified macro‐ or meso‐
foundational theory, to help create impactful research.

The guidelines are summarized by the acronym of IMPACT
(i.e., Interestingness, Matching, Parsimony, Applicability, Con-
ceptual rigor, and Testability of the chosen theory), as shown in
Figure 1. While Interestingness refers to the degree to which a
theory and its integration in a research project generate novel
understanding and/or ideas or extend or challenge existing
beliefs (e.g., Schauerte et al. 2023), Matching denotes the theo-
retical integration or co‐infusion of the studied micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity (e.g., a psychological concept)
and the chosen macro‐foundational theory (Yonkers 2020;
Hollebeek et al. 2024). Parsimony reflects the extent to which
the fewest possible assumptions or variables are used to explain
an outcome (Gunitsky 2019; Tellis 2017), while Applicability
denotes the extent to which the research generates managerially
relevant findings (Schauerte et al. 2023). Moreover, though
Conceptual rigor refers to the quality of conceptual development
(Varadarajan 2003), Testability reflects the extent to which the
integration of a macro‐foundational theory in a research project
yields findings that can be empirically tested or verified
(Popper 1934; Vergne and Durand 2010).

Second, we propose an organizing framework of the six
guidelines, which first suggests Matching as a core action for
researchers to craft the impact of their work (i.e., by theoreti-
cally integrating or co‐infusing the studied micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐
foundational theory; Hollebeek et al. 2024). Researchers are
then advised to use the five remaining guidelines (i.e., Inter-
estingness, Parsimony, Applicability, Conceptual rigor, and Tes-
tability) to assess the quality of their proposed theoretical
Matching. When Matching transpires at elevated levels of each
of the five remaining criteria, the research is expected to make a
contribution to the literature and exert a level of impact
(Hanssens 2018; Tellis 2017).

We next review key literature on the application of
macro‐foundational theory in Section 2, followed by the
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development of the proposed IMPACT framework in
Section 3. The article concludes with a discussion of the
framework and its key implications, and an agenda for
further research, in Section 4.

2 | Literature Review

We present an integrative literature review (Snyder 2019)
addressing the adoption of theory (Section 2.1), research pro-
blematization, motivation, and theorization (Section 2.2), and
research impact (Section 2.3). Given theory's broad aim of
generalizing specific phenomena of interest (Moorthy 1993;
Hunt 1983), we draw on the psychology and marketing litera-
ture and beyond, as theoretical principles that apply in this
topic area will also be applicable outside it, and vice versa
(Bass 1995).

2.1 | Theoretical Micro‐, Meso‐, and
Macro‐Foundations

The importance of theory‐driven research has been widely
acknowledged in the literature, both in (psychology and) mar-
keting (e.g., Carnevale et al. 2017) and in related (business)
disciplines (Bagozzi 1984; Maass et al. 2018). Birken et al. (2017)
identify multiple purposes of theory, including to specify con-
struct relationships, enhance conceptual clarity, frame analyses,
or inform data analysis, among others (Lewin 1945; Van De
Ven 1989), yielding theory‐driven research (Van Hierden
et al. 2022). Theory not only structures research topics and
projects, but also facilitates the development of (more) gener-

alizable insight, advancing scientific knowledge (Eisenhardt
and Graebner 2007).

However, despite the importance of theory‐driven research,
comparatively few guidelines exist for selecting macro‐
foundational theory to guide the investigation of specific meso‐
or micro‐foundational theoretical entities (Villeneuve 2024), both
in‐ and outside of psychology and marketing (Yonkers 2020), as
discussed further below.

First, in line with Hunt (1983) aforementioned definition of
theory, Mkhomazi and Iyamu (2013, p. 525) refer to (macro‐
foundational) theory as the analytical lens adopted in a
research project, while Bacharach (1989, p. 498) defines
theory as “a statement of relationships between units
observed or approximated in the empirical world.” The
deployed theory thus determines the focus and shapes the
direction and findings of research projects. Gouldner (1957)
recommends applying the theory to current issues in the
discipline. For example, contemporary psychology and mar-
keting researchers may adopt equity theory to explore the
effects of responsible AI on consumer behavior (Ferrell and
Ferrell 2024).

Second, theory exists at different levels of conceptual abstrac-
tion and aggregation, including macro‐ (or meta‐), meso‐
(or mid‐range), and micro‐foundational (or micro‐) theory
(Coleman 1994; Vargo and Lusch 2017), as summarized in
Table 1. Scrutiny of Table 1 yields the following observations.
One, theoretical micro‐foundations provide detailed explana-
tion of phenomena, including individual dynamics or
decision‐making. Given their limited scope, theoretical

TABLE 1 | Theoretical Micro‐, Meso‐, and Macro‐Foundations.

Theory designation Explanation Example(s)

Theoretical
micro‐foundations

o The theoretical building blocks of macro‐
foundational theory, which have narrower or
more applied conceptual applicability, rendering
them closer to marketing practice (Brodie and
Peters 2020; Hollebeek et al. 2021).

o Also known as the micro‐theoretical level (Vargo
and Lusch 2017).

Individual actions or behaviors.

Theoretical
meso‐foundations

o Connect micro‐level processes and relevant
macro‐level theoretical entities (Homer and
Lim 2024; Storbacka et al. 2016).

o Their level of theoretical aggregation and
abstraction lies in between that of theoretical
micro‐ and macro‐foundations.

o Also known as the mid‐range theoretical level
(Vargo and Lusch 2017).

Concepts or constructs (e.g., customer
engagement; the stakeholder journey; Brodie
et al. 2011; Hollebeek, Kumar, et al. 2023).

Theoretical
macro‐foundations

o Comprehensive, all‐encompassing theoretical
entities characterized by high levels of theoretical
aggregation and abstraction.

o Also known as the meta‐theoretical level (Vargo
and Lusch 2017).

Hunt's (1971) morphology of theory and
general theory of marketing; Bartels' (1968)

general theory of marketing.

Note: Adapted from and extending Hollebeek et al. (2024).
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micro‐foundations are closer to the realm of business practice
and empirical investigation (Felin et al. 2015; Brodie and
Peters 2020). Two, meso‐foundational theory typically exists at
the concept or construct level (e.g., customer engagement;
Hollebeek et al. 2021; Storbacka et al. 2016), permitting broader,
more generalizable assertions (vs. micro‐foundational theory).
Three, theoretical macro‐foundations cover broad, far‐reaching
theoretical ground (Zaltman et al. 1985). For example, Bartels'
(1968) general theory of marketing, Vargo and Lusch's (2017)
S‐D logic, or Mahajan et al.'s (2023) Value‐Dominant logic aim
to comprehensively cover the scope of the marketing discipline,
reflecting yet further elevated levels of theoretical abstraction
and aggregation (vs. theoretical micro‐ or meso‐foundations).

We focus on the selection of macro‐foundational theory to guide
the investigation of specific micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoret-
ical entities (e.g., concepts). In some cases, researchers may choose
more than one macro‐foundational theory (e.g., two theories) to
frame their work (e.g., if they require relevant aspects of both
theories; Yonkers 2020). For example, Ferdous et al. (2024) draw
on stimulus‐organism‐response theory and S‐D logic to investigate
consumers’ mobile app‐related behaviors.

Third, marketing researchers often borrow relevant macro‐
foundational theory from other or related disciplines, including
psychology (e.g., the dark triad), sociology (e.g., conflict theory),
economics (e.g., transaction cost economics), or information
systems (e.g., the technology acceptance model), among others
(Murray et al. 1995; Nelson et al. 2017; Yonkers 2020). Given
the nature of (psychology and) marketing as an applied social
science (Hughes et al. 2012), coupled with its relative infancy as
a discipline (Sheth 2017), the application of theory from other
disciplines, if thoroughly, thoughtfully, and rigorously im-
plemented, tends to be well received in this cross‐disciplinary
field (Mariani et al. 2022; Pedersen 2021).

2.2 | Research Problematization, Motivation, and
Theorization

After selecting the micro‐or meso‐foundational theoretical entity to
be studied (e.g., consumers’ attachment to AI), it is important to
problematize and motivate the research, irrespective of whether it is
empirical or purely conceptual in nature (Hulland 2019, 2020). To
this end, authors will first synthesize extant knowledge in the topic
area (i.e., what is known), followed by the identification of key
issues warranting further investigation (i.e., the gap(s) in the liter-
ature). To craft (a) meaningful literature‐based gap(s), pro-
blematization, the identification and challenging of underlying
theoretical assumptions to generate new insight (Sandberg and
Alvesson 2011, p. 247), is pertinent. To provide answers to the
outlined problematization, the chosen micro‐ or meso‐foundational
theoretical entity is explained, motivated, and justified through the
lens of the chosen macro‐foundational theory (MacInnis 2011;
Storbacka et al. 2016), as outlined further in Section 3.

To problematize and motivate the studied micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity, Hollebeek et al. (2024) suggest (i)
unpacking what the research does to augment extant insight in
psychology and marketing (i.e., synthesizing its core contribution),
(ii) how it proposes to advance the literature (i.e., through the

adopted research approach), and (iii) why these analyses add value
to psychology and marketing scholars and practitioners (e.g., by
outlining the theoretical and managerial value of the proposed
analyses; Whetten 1989). Therefore, while problematization entails
gap‐spotting (Sandberg and Alvesson 2011), theorization (or theo-
rizing) about the studied micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoretical
entity vis‐à‐vis the chosen macro‐foundational theory serves as a
theoretical bridging process to resolve the problematized
literature‐based gap(s) (Weick 1995).

2.3 | Research Impact

Though impact represents a widely applied research metric
(Hulland 2019), including in (psychology and) marketing
(Kumar 2015; Donthu et al. 2021), debate surrounds its concep-
tualization and scope (Ozanne et al. 2017; Madhavaram 2024). For
example, while Reale et al. (2018, p. 298) define research impact as
a “change that research outcomes produce upon academic activ-
ities, the economy, and society at large,” reflecting a three‐
dimensional view, Moed and Halevi (2015, p. 1990) view the
concept to comprise four dimensions (i.e., scientific, educational,
economic, and social impact).

Moreover, Jaakkola and Vargo (2021) identify three types of
research impact, including (i) scientific impact, the influence of
a research work on scholars in the field or across fields and/or
its ability to shape the progression or direction of the field
(Chan et al. 2012), (ii) business impact, the ability of a research
work to inform a firm's marketing strategy or boost its per-
formance (Hanssens 2018; Kumar et al. 2017; Roberts
et al. 2014), and (iii) societal impact, the extent to which a
research work ameliorates stakeholders’ or societal wellbeing or
its influence on public or collective decision‐making (Ozanne
et al. 2017; Lindgreen et al. 2021). We focus on scientific impact,
as gauged primarily through citations per article or per scholar
(Lim 2025; Glick et al. 2007). We next introduce the proposed
IMPACT guidelines and organizing framework for theory
selection to achieve scientific research impact.

3 | IMPACT Guidelines and Framework for
Theory Selection for Research Impact

Extending prior authors (e.g., Coleman 1994; Hollebeek
et al. 2024; Vargo and Lusch 2017), we propose the six
“IMPACT” guidelines of Interestingness, Matching, Parsimony,
Applicability, Conceptual rigor, and Testability, which collect-
ively guide the selection of a suitable macro‐foundational theory
to explore (a) specific micro‐ or meso‐theoretical entity or
entities (see Table 2; Figure 1).

We identify Matching as the core action item for researchers to
create impactful work, as discussed further in Section 3.1. Re-
searchers are then advised to use the five remaining guidelines
to assess the quality of their proposed Matching for research
impact, as discussed further in Sections 3.2 through to 3.6,
respectively. Of these, Interestingness, Applicability, and Con-
ceptual rigor form the substantive contribution (the “What” and
the “So what”) of the research, as shown in a green font in
Figure 1. Moreover, Parsimony and Testability describe the
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TABLE 2 | IMPACT Guidelines for Theory Selection.

Guideline Definition Elaboration
Potential strategies and

examples

Interestingness The degree to which Matching
generates novel understanding
and/or ideas or extends or

challenges existing beliefs (e.g.,
Schauerte et al. 2023;

MacInnis 2011; Shugan 2003;
Tsang 2022).

o Challenging readers’
assumptions or worldviews,
thus adding important novel
insight that changes their
thinking (Tellis 2017;
MacInnis 2011).

o Viewing a construct's
nomological network (i.e.,
antecedents and
consequences) in a new light
(Davis 1971).

o Identifying links between
previously unrelated
phenomena (Davis 1971).

o Identifying similarities
between previously opposing
phenomena (Davis 1971).

Ways to ensure or raise
Interestingness include:

o Being (among the) first to
link a relevant macro‐
foundational theory to a
particular micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical
entity. For example, drawing
on the theory of planned
behavior, Tikir and Lehmann
(2011) link consumer
behavior to climate change.

o Raising surprising or counter‐
intuitive findings. For
example, by addressing the
dark side of a phenomenon
that is generally viewed as
positive (e.g., the dark side of
customer satisfaction or of
consumer emotions when
using AI; Hollebeek
et al. 2024).

Matching The theoretical integration or
co‐infusion of the studied

micro‐ or meso‐foundational
theoretical entity (e.g., a

psychological concept) and the
chosen macro‐foundational
theory (e.g. Yonkers 2020;
Hollebeek et al. 2024).

o A Matching or fitting theory
allows researchers to co‐
infuse key characteristics of
the macro‐foundational
theory with those of the
micro‐ or meso‐theoretical
entity (Hollebeek et al. 2024).

o Matching ensures an adequate
fit between the studied micro/
meso‐ theoretical entity and
the chosen macro‐
foundational theory from a
conceptually grounded
perspective (e.g.,
Stremersch 2021).

o To facilitate Matching, the
chosen macro‐foundational
theory must overlap, coincide,
relate, or be able to be linked
to the studied micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical
entity in new, important, and
meaningful ways.

o Fournier (1998) links
relationship theory to
consumer/brand
relationships, offering an
intuitive match.

o Wolf et al. (2021) adopt
interdependence theory to
explore fitness app users’
interdependence (i.e.,
cooperation vs. competition)
with one another.

Parsimony The extent to which Matching
uses the fewest possible

assumptions or variables to
adequately explain an outcome.

Parsimony thus focuses on
theoretical conciseness and

simplification (Gunitsky 2019;
Shugan 2003), as achieved by

o Parsimony eliminates
theoretical elements,
discussion, or analysis that
are not strictly needed to
explain or predict a
phenomenon of interest.

o The pursuit of parsimony is a
trade‐off. On the one hand,

o In scale development
research, superfluous
construct dimensions or
items that do not
characterize the focal
construct are routinely
eliminated. (e.g., using
confirmatory factor analysis,

(Continues)
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TABLE 2 | (Continued)

Guideline Definition Elaboration
Potential strategies and

examples

excluding or removing what is
unnecessary (Sober 1982).

“less is more” (see Occam's
razor; Ball 2016; Tellis 2017).
On the other hand,
parsimonious models may
compromise theory‐driven
explanation or overlook key
aspects of a theory or
construct (Chaiken
et al. 1999; Midgley 1984).

o Overall, academics are
advised to pursue balanced
Parsimony by aiming for
parsimonious analysis but not
at the expense of theoretical
groundedness, explanation,
and depth (Midgley 1984).

Malär and Giuffredi‐Kähr
(2024, p. 7) removed three
items from their proposed
scale measuring the dark
triad of brand personality
due to squared multiple
correlations). Likewise, Tian
et al. (2001, p. 53) removed
12 items from their need for
uniqueness scale.

Applicability The “extent to which [Matching
and the] research implications
[it generates] …can be directly
or indirectly implemented in

[marketing] practice”
(Schauerte et al. 2023, p. 804).

o Researchers are advised to
work on projects that address
managerially relevant issues.
To identify such issues, they
may consult documents like
the MSI's biennial Research
Priorities, which are
developed in conjunction
with MSI member companies.

o They may also combine key
(emerging) themes for
enhanced specificity of their
research (e.g., by combining
AI and ethics in relevant ways
to help managers navigate
this complex environment).

o In the mid to late 2000s,
managerial interest in the
customer engagement
concept was rapidly growing
(Sawhney et al. 2005).
However, scholarly
understanding of the
concept lagged behind at the
time (Brodie et al. 2011),
offering an opportunity to
conceptualize the concept
(Hollebeek et al. 2021) and
to operationalize it (e.g., see
Vivek et al.'s (2014) or
Hollebeek et al.'s (2014)
customer engagement
scales), which allow
managers to gauge their
customers’ engagement and
develop strategic customer
engagement programs.

Conceptual rigor The “quality of conceptual
development” in the Matching

process
(Varadarajan 2003, p. 369).

o To ensure conceptual rigor,
the adoption of a relevant,
fitting macro‐foundational
theory is typically required
(Gnyawali and Song 2016).

o Prior authors offer different
sets of conditions for
conceptual rigor (see Table 3).

o In line with Varadarajan
(2003) and Suddaby (2010),
Fu et al. (2024) draw on
relevant literature to
synthesize the state of the
field, define the studied
constructs, and explicate the
nature of the proposed
conceptual relationships,
among others.

o Varadarajan's (2003)
complementary (vs.
competing) perspectives are
observed to differing degrees
across research works. For
example, Harrison (2009)
addresses and balances

(Continues)
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execution (the “How”) of the Matching process, as depicted in
an orange font in Figure 1.

As theory aims to generalize specific phenomena of interest
(Weick 1995; Woodside and Baxter 2013), we were able to not
only draw on the psychology and marketing literature, but also
on relevant publications in related areas of inquiry to inform
our analyses. Overall, we suggest that high‐impact research
typically features elevated, or at least adequate, levels of each of
the proposed guidelines, as illustrated further in the Appendix
that features the application of the proposed guidelines to two
recently published articles.

3.1 | Matching

Matching, the theoretical integration of the studied micro‐ or
meso‐foundational theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐

foundational theory, represents a key criterion for impactful
research (Roberts and Pashler 2000; Dorobantu et al. 2024;
see Table 2). Specifically, Matching sees the theoretical co‐
infusion of the chosen macro‐foundational theory's char-
acteristics or attributes with the studied micro‐ or meso‐
theoretical entity's tenets (Hollebeek et al. 2024), imbuing the
research with theoretical structure (Yonkers 2020). In other
words, this co‐infusion process links the studied micro‐ or
meso‐foundational theoretical entity's hallmarks to the
macro‐foundational theory's constituents that are typically
modeled as antecedents or consequences of the former (e.g.,
in a conceptual model; MacInnis 2011), allowing researchers
to propose specific theoretical associations between these.
For example, using interdependence theory, Hollebeek,
Kumar, et al. (2023) co‐infuse stakeholders’ structural inter-
dependence tenets (e.g., covariation of interest) with their
role‐related engagement and experience through their
respective journey with the firm.

TABLE 2 | (Continued)

Guideline Definition Elaboration
Potential strategies and

examples

competing perspectives on
consumers’ evaluation of
artistic work.

Testability The extent to which Matching
can be empirically tested or

verified (Popper 1934).

o Macro‐foundational
theoretical entities (theories)
typically feature high levels of
abstraction (Vargo and
Lusch 2017), seeing their
relative removal from
testable, practical issues
(Storbacka et al. 2016).

o To address this issue,
researchers can (a) adopt
more easily operationalizable
constructs derived from a
macro‐foundational theory
(if available), or (b) develop
such more easily
operationalizable constructs to
facilitate empirical testability.

o As S‐D logic exists at a
relatively high level of
theoretical abstraction
(Vargo and Lusch 2017),
Yi and Gong (2013)
operationalized customer
value co‐creation behavior,
rendering S‐D logic's co‐
creation concept less
abstract by making it
measurable and thus
testable.

FIGURE 1 | Organizing framework ‐ IMPACT guidelines for theory selection. Notes ‐ Guidelines stated in green (Interestingness, Applicability,

and Conceptual rigor) form the substantive contribution (the “What” and the “So what”) of Matching; Guidelines stated in orange (Parsimony and

Testability) describe the execution (the “How”) of Matching.
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To ensure adequate Matching of the studied micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐
foundational theory, their respective content must (to an extent)
overlap, coincide, or be able to be linked to one another in
salient ways. For example, research investigating service quality
(SERVQUAL) from a Value‐Dominant (V‐D) logic perspective
should link SERVQUAL's tenets (i.e., Reliability, Assurance,
Tangibles, Empathy, and Responsiveness; Parasuraman
et al. 1988; Lee and Yi 2022) to V‐D logic's eight principles (see
Mahajan et al. 2023, p. 1255) to ensure their comprehensive
theoretical co‐infusion. Theoretical co‐infusion thus requires
authors to link each of the chosen macro‐foundational theory's
principles or attributes to each of the micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity's tenets (Hollebeek et al. 2024).
After Matching the studied micro‐ or meso‐foundational theo-
retical entity with the chosen macro‐foundational theory, re-
searchers are encouraged to utilize the remaining IMPACT
criteria (i.e., Interestingness, Parsimony, Applicability, Concep-
tual rigor, and Testability) to assess the quality and expected
impact of their theoretical Matching, as shown in Figure 1 and
as also discussed further in the following sub‐sections.

3.2 | Interestingness

Interestingness, the degree to which Matching generates novel
understanding and/or ideas or extends or challenges existing
beliefs (e.g., Schauerte et al. 2023; see Table 2), represents a key
tenet of impactful research. Though the literature has tradi-
tionally addressed the overall Interestingness of research proj-
ects or ideas (MacInnis 2011), in line with our objectives we
focus on the particular Interestingness sub‐set of the theoretical
co‐infusion of studied micro/meso‐foundational theoretical
entity and the chosen macro‐foundational theory (Tsang 2022).
Specifically, psychology and marketing researchers who select a
theory that is seen as interesting are well set‐up to publish
impactful research (Kumar 2015; Moorman et al. 2019;
Varadarajan 2017).

So, what makes the Matching of a micro/meso‐foundational
theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐foundational theory,
interesting? Prior research proposes that interesting Matching
unveils novel, insightful understanding, provides a punchline or
an aha moment in readers, and/or proposes surprising ideas
(Davis 1971; Nunamaker et al. 2017; Smith 2003). In other words,
Matching that is viewed as interesting may tend to challenge or
refute (vs. affirm) readers’ assumptions, worldviews, or beliefs
(e.g., by providing a fresh perspective or by offering unexpected,
counter‐intuitive, or to date overlooked findings; Davis 1971;
MacInnis 2011; Tellis 2017; Zaltman et al. 1985).

To repudiate existing or prevailing perspectives, authors may (for
instance) illuminate the potential dark side or unintended (e.g.,
psychological) consequences of phenomena that are generally
viewed as positive, or vice versa (Mikalef et al. 2022). For ex-
ample, they may identify consumers’ reduced sense of psycho-
logical ownership in their AI‐informed (vs. organic) purchase
decision‐making, or they may find that consumers become more
loyal to the influencer (vs. to the firm) in influencer marketing
(Giertz et al. 2022; Weiger et al. 2025), offering fresh insight.
Moreover, interesting Matching may provide opposing or more

nuanced results (e.g., by showing that the mainstream perspec-
tive only holds under specific conditions, but not others) or ex-
plore specific micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoretical entities
from a novel macro‐foundational perspective.

3.3 | Parsimony

Parsimony, refers to the extent to which Matching uses the
fewest possible assumptions or variables to adequately explain
an outcome (Gunitsky 2019; Shugan 2003), as achieved by ex-
cluding or removing what is unnecessary (Sober 1982; see
Table 2). Overall, parsimonious (vs. non‐parsimonious)
research is, typically, more impactful. In this vein, Ockham's
(Occam's) razor recommends developing explanations for spe-
cific phenomena that contain the smallest possible set of ele-
ments (Ariew 1976). While several (psychology and) marketing
authors support this plea for simplicity and brevity (Lehmann
et al. 2011; Tellis 2017), others offer important caveats to the
pursuit of theoretical parsimony (Midgley 1984).

Advocating for parsimony, Tellis (2017) posits that the best
theory offers the simplest explanation for the studied phe-
nomenon, while Shugan (2003) cautions that less parsimonious
models tend to offer weaker answers. Likewise, Einstein sug-
gested that “the grand aim of all science is to cover the greatest
number of empirical facts by logical deduction from the smal-
lest number of hypotheses or axioms” (cited in Barnett 2005).
Moreover, though composing parsimonious models is a de-
manding task, failing to do so runs the risk of creating ex-
cessively broad models that lack meaning and limit the
emergence of insightful results.

Conversely, others pose pertinent caveats to pursuing parsi-
monious conceptual models (Chaiken et al. 1999). For example,
Midgley (1984) cautions that a focus on parsimony may come at
the expense of theory‐driven explanation, from which the
author recommends placing a “relatively moderate weight” on
parsimony in theory development and application, because
“simplicity represents neither a necessary nor a sufficient con-
dition for a theory's truth or veracity” (p. 447). Midgley (1984,
p. 448) thus recommends emphasizing theoretical grounded-
ness, explanation, and depth (vs. parsimony).

Moreover, when misinterpreted, parsimony is conducive to the
acceptance of Type II errors (false negative conclusions) to
keep Type I errors (false positive conclusions) in check
(Deshpande 1983; Cronbach 1975). Relatedly, Ball (2016) argues
that Occam's razor only applies if different theories predict
identical findings but one is simpler than the other. However,
these situations remain rare in the applied social sciences, as
rival theories typically depart from one another in terms of the
nature of their respective attributes (i.e., different theories com-
prise unique sets of theoretical constituents; Varadarajan 2017),
yielding differing observations, predictions, or conclusions.

We thus argue for the importance of pursuing Parsimony,
including by removing superfluous, duplicate, or unnecessary
material (Sober 1982) when Matching the studied micro‐ or
meso‐foundational theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐
foundational theory. However, the quest for Parsimony should
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not be taken as far as to strip core theoretical elements that are
required to rigorously, comprehensively, and meaningfully
Match relevant theoretical entities (Tellis 2017). Therefore, each
of the core elements of the adopted micro‐ or meso‐ (and
macro)‐foundational theoretical entities needs to be retained in
the Matching process. Overall, we support the notion of bal-
anced Parsimony (Steward et al. 2024) by including core theo-
retical attributes in theoretical Matching, while excluding those
that can be done away with.

3.4 | Applicability

Applicability, the extent to which Matching and the research
implications it generates can be directly or indirectly im-
plemented in marketing practice (Schauerte et al. 2023; see
Table 2), is likewise core to ensure high‐quality Matching
(Kumar 2018; Jaworski 2011).

Though academic research has faced long‐standing critique for its
limited managerial applicability (Jennings 1994; Kohli and
Haenlein 2021), scholarly communities are acutely aware of the
importance of their work in shaping, guiding, or informing
managerial practice (Varadarajan 2017, 2003). Therefore, many
business schools collaborate with industry partners (e.g., through
research centers; Kumar 2017b; Palmatier 2017) to raise the
managerial relevance of their work, including by facilitating aca-
demic/industry collaborations, assessing key decision‐making
factors, or by revolutionizing managerial knowledge, among oth-
ers (Schauerte et al. 2023; Wierenga 2021).

We advise scholars to undertake theory‐driven Matching that
addresses managerially relevant issues, which Stremersch
(2021) denotes as thought leadership, raising not only the sci-
entific, but also the managerial, impact of their work (Palmatier
et al. 2018; Ozanne et al. 2017). For example, Fournier (1998)
Matches relationship theory with consumers’ brand relation-
ships, facilitating the development of a academic and manage-
rial insight into how consumers bond with their brands.

3.5 | Conceptual Rigor

Conceptual rigor, the “quality of conceptual development”
(Varadarajan 2003, p. 369), represents a core evaluative crite-
rion for authors’ proposed Matching (see Table 2). For example,
the development of the research questions, hypotheses, or
propositions is impacted by the level of conceptual rigor
(Houston 2019; Roozeboom 1991; Van De Ven 1989), shaping
the potential impact of the research (Shrivastava 1987). In other
words, Matching is only as good as its level of Conceptual rigor.

Conceptually rigorous Matching is achieved by clearly ex-
plaining the application and fit of the studied micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐
foundational theory, permitting systematic assessments of their
theoretical interplay (Sutton and Staw 1995; Whetten 1989). In
other words, the selected macro‐foundational theory directs the
exploration of the studied micro‐ or meso‐foundational theo-
retical entity in new ways (Bacharach 1989), as also illustrated
further in the Appendix.

So, how do researchers ensure the elevated Conceptual rigor of
their Matching processes? Varadarajan (2003, p. 369) outlines four
key considerations, including (i) drawing on relevant literature to
sketch the current state of the field, to explain the studied micro‐
or meso‐foundational theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐
foundational theory, and to establish key theoretical linkages
between them, (ii) paying attention to definitional issues (i.e., by
unambiguously conceptualizing key constructs and/or by mini-
mizing overlap between them; Hollebeek et al. 2024), (iii) using
evidence to support one's position (e.g., by offering clear examples
or (mini)cases), and (iv) objectively explaining and discussing
complementary or alternate perspectives (e.g., by drawing on
competing hypotheses).

Suddaby (2010) offers a related set of criteria to achieve Con-
ceptual rigor, which center on clearly and unambiguously ex-
plaining the studied phenomena. These include: (a) clear micro‐
or meso‐foundational construct identification and definition,
similar to Varadarajan's (2003) second step, (b) clarification of
the scope or boundary conditions of the studied micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity from the perspective of the
chosen macro‐foundational theory, (c) clear articulation of the
examined micro‐ or meso‐foundational construct relationships
through the lens of the adopted macro‐foundational theory, in
line with Varadarajan's (2003) third step, and (d) ensuring
internal coherence of the argumentation addressing the micro‐
or meso‐, and the macro‐, foundational theoretical entities. In
Table 3, we synthesize and elaborate on Varadarajan's (2003)
and Suddaby's (2010) conceptual rigor facets.

3.6 | Testability

High‐quality Matching facilitates the development of testable pre-
dictions (Fried 2020), or those that can be empirically tested or
verified (Hunt 1983; see Table 2). Therefore, a statement, propo-
sition, or hypothesis is testable if it is possible to determine
whether it is true or false by testing it (Popper 1934; Hunt 1993).
However, while myriad issues might be testable, it is important to
determine whether specific instances of Matching are worth test-
ing. In this vein, Van Rooij and Baggio (2020) raise the importance
of a priori verisimilitude (i.e., the upfront or intuitive plausibility or
viability of Matching; Hand 2010).

While Matching a macro‐foundational theory with a particular
micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoretical entity is commonplace
in the literature, macro‐foundational theory inherently exists at
higher levels of theoretical abstraction (Vargo and Lusch 2017),
implying its coverage of more abstract, broader ideas or phe-
nomena (vs. micro/meso‐foundational theoretical entities;
Brodie and Peters 2020). In other words, macro‐foundational
theory tends to be relatively far removed from the realm of
practical or managerial issues, as covered more typically in
micro‐foundational theory, challenging the former's empirical
testability (Lindgreen et al. 2020; Vergne and Durand 2010).

To bridge this gap, researchers are advised to adopt previously
operationalized constructs that are derived from the adopted
macro‐foundational theory, if available. For example, Yi and
Gong's (2013) customer value co‐creation behavior, or Karpen
et al.'s (2015) S‐D orientation, scales are derived from (and thus
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TABLE 3 | Key Conceptual Rigor Facets.

Conceptual rigor facet Guidelines

1. Sketching the current state of the field Researchers are advised to draw on relevant literature addressing
the studied micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoretical entity and
the chosen macro‐foundational theory to sketch the current state
of the field and its key gap(s) in the literature (Varadarajan 2003).

2. Micro‐ or meso‐foundational construct identification
and clear definition

A good definition should (Suddaby 2010, p. 350):

a. Comprehensively capture the essential properties and
characteristics of the studied micro‐ or meso‐foundational
theoretical entity or entities (also see Varadarajan 2003).

b. Avoid tautology or circularity (e.g., by using the term being
defined (e.g., customer engagement) in the proposed
definition or by including its antecedents or consequences
(e.g., customer experience) in its definition (MacKenzie 2003;
Hollebeek et al. 2021).

c. Be parsimonious.

3. Clarification of the scope and conditions for the
micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoretical entity
(entities) and the chosen macro‐foundational theory

Researchers should specify the level of analysis of the studied
micro/meso‐foundational theoretical entity (entities) in terms of
(Bacharach 1989):

a. Space, as constructs may apply differently across consumers,
firms, cultures, or other (e.g., psychological) variables or
circumstances.

b. Time, as psychological constructs tend to be temporally
bound. Thus, temporal changes may affect the construct's
manifestation.

c. Values, which (for instance) may arise from the researcher's
assumptions or worldview (Suddaby 2010, p. 350). To
address this issue, researchers are advised to clearly explain
the assumptions and views they bring to the theorization of a
micro/meso‐foundational theoretical entity and offer
relevant explanatory examples (Varadarajan 2003). Clearer,
higher‐quality explanation tends to raise Conceptual rigor.

4. Clear articulation of the micro‐ or meso‐foundational
theoretical relationships

To understand the studied micro/meso‐foundational theoretical
entity (entities) from the perspective of the chosen macro‐
foundational theory:

a. The characteristics of the studied micro/meso‐foundational
theoretical entity should be assessed vis‐à‐vis the key tenets
of the chosen macro‐foundational theory (i.e., through
Matching);

b. The linkages between the studied micro/meso‐foundational
theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐foundational theory
(i.e., their Matching) should be clearly explained
(Bacharach 1989). For example, authors may show the
historic lineage of the studied micro/meso‐foundational
theoretical entity and position it vis‐à‐vis the chosen theory.
Clear, unambiguous examples should be used to illustrate
specific theoretical relationships (Varadarajan 2003).

5. Internal coherence of the argumentation vis‐à‐vis the
chosen macro‐foundational theory

a. Coherence refers to the theorist's ability to use the studied
micro/meso‐foundational theoretical entity and the chosen
macro‐foundational theory to create logically consistent
and theoretically sound, integrative arguments (Suddaby
2010, p. 352).

b. The studied micro/meso‐foundational theoretical entity, its
definition, its scope conditions, its lineage, and its

(Continues)
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reflect) S‐D logic. If such instruments are unavailable, researchers
are encouraged to conceptualize and operationalize worthwhile
new constructs from their chosen macro‐foundational theory (e.g.,
Roy et al. 2024), boosting the Testability of their Matching.

4 | Implications, Limitations, and Future
Research

4.1 | Discussion and Theoretical Implications

While the role of adopting relevant macro‐foundational theory
to frame specific micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoretical enti-
ties is widely recognized in the (psychology and) marketing
literature (e.g., Gupta et al. 2023), guidelines regarding how to
choose a suitable macro‐foundational theory for research
impact remain notably absent to date. Addressing this gap, we
propose a set of six guidelines (i.e., Interestingness, Matching,
Parsimony, Applicability, Conceptual rigor, and Testability), of
which we propose Matching as the core action item for re-
searchers. We then invite researchers to use the remaining five
guidelines to assess the quality of their Matching for research
impact, as discussed further below.

First, under elevated Matching of the studied micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity and the chosen macro‐
foundational theory (see Table 2), research impact is expected
to rise. However, as different macro‐foundational theories offer
differing levels of fit to the studied micro‐ or meso‐foundational
theoretical entity and will highlight distinct aspects of or
nuances in it, researchers are advised to initially link different
macro‐foundational theories to the examined micro‐ or meso‐
foundational theoretical entity to identify the most appropriate
theory, or that, which generates the most interesting, mean-
ingful insight (MacInnis 2011). This process of macro‐
foundational theory‐related trial and error ensures that the
studied micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoretical entity is first
examined from differing perspectives, helping researchers select
the most promising theory, while also reducing the risk of
theoretical myopia (Levitt 1960).

Second, we propose the five remaining guidelines (i.e., Inter-
estingness, Parsimony, Applicability, Conceptual rigor, and Tes-
tability) as key evaluative criteria for authors’ proposed
Matching. One, to ensure Interestingness (see Table 2), re-
searchers may conduct (a) test‐run(s) in which they link a
specific macro‐foundational theory's attributes to the studied
micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoretical entity, followed by an

assessment of the Interestingness of these analyses (Tsang 2022).
They may also repeat this process using several macro‐
foundational theories to determine which theory generates the
most worthwhile findings. Two, Parsimony reflects the extent to
which a Matching process uses the fewest possible assumptions
or variables to adequately explain an outcome (Gunitsky 2019;
see Table 2). Authors are advised to adopt balanced Parsimony
(Steward et al. 2024), including by excluding theoretically
redundant (e.g., duplicate or superfluous) elements, while at the
same time ensuring comprehensive coverage of the relevant
core theoretical constituents (Tellis 2017). In other words, re-
searchers should not take their quest for parsimony as far as to
cut theoretical corners (e.g., by omitting key attributes of the
chosen macro‐foundational theory), which would compromise
the Conceptual rigor of their Matching (Houston 2019).

Three, to safeguard Applicability (see Table 2), we advise re-
searchers to select research questions that have direct relevance to
managerial (marketing) practice, requiring a good sense of con-
temporary (business) trends coupled with strong theorizing skills
(Weick 1995; MacInnis 2011). Four, Conceptual rigor (see Table 2)
is of the essence for Matching, as illustrated in Table 3. For ex-
ample, clear conceptualization, articulation, and clarification of
the studied theoretical entities is a sine qua non in high‐quality
Matching processes. Finally, Testability refers to the degree to
which theoreticalMatching can be empirically tested (see Table 2),
whether in the study at hand (for empirical work) or in future
research (for purely conceptual work; Fried 2020; Kardes
et al. 2022). To facilitate Testability, we recommend authors to
position their analyses within rigorous prior literature (e.g., by
using widely validated measurement scales).

4.2 | Managerial Implications

While this article is primarily intended for an academic audi-
ence, it also generates important implications for managers.
First, the proposed IMPACT guidelines and organizing frame-
work are expected to improve managerial understanding of the
interface of specific macro‐foundational theory and particular
micro‐ or meso‐theoretical entities (Storbacka et al. 2016).
Specifically, illuminating business issues through the lens of
different theories will highlight distinct aspects or foci of these,
helping practitioners develop a better‐rounded, more holistic
understanding of marketing phenomena. For example, while
exploration of employees’ interactions with customers from an
S‐D logic perspective may center on understanding specific
actors’ value cocreation processes (Vargo and Lusch 2017), the

TABLE 3 | (Continued)

Conceptual rigor facet Guidelines

relationship to the key tenets of the chosen macro‐
foundational theory should make sense. That is, they must
all cohere or fit together in a logically consistent manner
(Hollebeek et al. 2024).

c. Researchers are also invited to objectively discuss
complementary or competing perspectives (e.g., by using
competing propositions or hypotheses; Varadarajan 2003).

Note: Adapted from and extending Varadarajan (2003) and Suddaby (2010).
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adoption of a social exchange theory lens would facilitate as-
sessments of these stakeholders’ perceived role‐related costs/
benefits and potential self‐interested behaviors (Blau 1964).

Second and relatedly, this article may help practitioners
better understand the use of macro‐foundational theory to
frame specific micro‐ or meso‐foundational theoretical enti-
ties in published research, allowing them to leverage specific
scholarly findings in their organization. The proposed
guideline of Applicability is particularly important, given its
inherent managerial relevance (Schauerte et al. 2023). To
safeguard Applicability, managers and scholars are en-
couraged to consult and collaborate on important (e.g.,
transformative) business issues, including how to leverage
new technology (e.g., AI; Fu et al. 2024), improve or optimize
firm responsibility (e.g., through policies focused on diver-
sity, equity, and inclusion; Septianto et al. 2023), and manage
the firm's triple bottom‐line performance (Kumar et al. 2025),
among others.

4.3 | Limitations and Future Research

Despite its contribution, this article is also subject to limitations
that raise pertinent research opportunities. First, the purely
conceptual nature of the proposed IMPACT guidelines and the
organizing framework warrants their respective empirical ex-
ploration and validation. For example, scholars may pinpoint
the relative importance of the framework's components, assess
how they operate vis‐à‐vis one another, or examine key inter-
actions between them to further augment acumen of theory
selection for research IMPACT.

Another important area for further investigation lies in the
development and potential commercialization of objective (e.g.,
AI‐based) instruments (e.g., indices) to quantify the proposed
guidelines. Here, it is pivotal to ensure the relative objectivity of
such measures (e.g., by using AI‐based software that is able to
assign Interestingness, etc. scores to particular manuscripts),
allowing researchers to improve salient parts of their work
based on these. However, authors’ self‐reported scores (e.g., by
them assessing their own work) should be avoided to minimize
potential (e.g., self‐assessment) bias (e.g., Kim et al. 2016). Once
developed, such (e.g., AI‐based) measures for the guidelines
may also be applied in the peer review process, potentially
raising its comprehensiveness and/or objectivity.

Second, while our analyses reflect a traditional “theory‐first”
research approach (i.e., by first choosing a suitable macro‐
foundational theory to guide the examined micro/meso‐
foundational entity; Vargo and Lusch 2017), some scholars
argue for an “empirics‐first” approach. For example, Golder
et al. (2023) advocate conducting empirics‐first studies that
originate from real marketing phenomena or observations,
which – by drawing on empirical data – produce relevant in-
sight without starting with the theory. An alleged benefit of this
approach is that it is not limited by any predetermined biases,
preconceptions, or constraints that are inherent in theory‐first
research (Kumar 2018). Against this backdrop, further ex-
amination of the proposed framework based on theory (vs.
empirics) first approaches is recommended.
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Appendix

Illustrative Cases ‐ Proposed IMPACT Guidelines

Sprott et al. (2025): Engaged theory (https://
onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/mar.

22191)

Wang et al. (2025): Social categorization theory
(https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/mar.

22247)

Synopsis The authors apply engaged theory's key constituents of
ways of being, ways of acting, and ways of relating to
develop the proposed concept of metaverse avatars’

phygital social presence (PSP). PSP comprises an avatar's
human and automated social presence, which – while
having received prior investigation individually – have
largely been examined as mutually exclusive concepts.
However, the authors integrate human and automated

social presence to develop PSP in the context of
metaverse avatars.

Prior research suggests that consumers’ disease concerns
(e.g., of contracting H1N1 or COVID‐19) will increase their
receptivity to using service robots. However, drawing on
social categorization theory, the authors show that when
disease concerns are salient, consumers are less (vs. more)
satisfied with service robots because disease concerns lead
them to classify anthropomorphized robots as out‐group

members, triggering their avoidance (vs. approach)
responses, thus challenging existing assumptions.

Proposed IMPACT guidelines

Interestingness o Novelty of the application of the theory to the
research topic: The authors present the first
known application of engaged theory to
consumer/user engagement in marketing
(MacInnis 2011), from which they develop the
PSP concept. PSP comprises both human and
automated social presence, which have largely
existed in isolation to date (e.g., Van Doorn
et al. 2017).

o Contextual novelty or uniqueness: The authors embed
their analyses in the metaverse context, which –
owing to its relative newness (Farah et al. 2024) –
offers novel, interesting insight.

o Thought‐provoking findings: Engaged theory's key
elements of ways of being, ways of acting, and ways of
relating (e.g., James and Steger 2021) offer unique
new insight into the PSP of avatars in the metaverse.
e.g., while ways of being primarily illuminate their

o Novelty of the application of the theory to the
research topic: This study applies social
categorization theory to refute the commonly
held view that consumers prefer using service
robots (vs. interact with human staff) when
disease concerns are present (Tellis 2017). The
authors state on p. 11: “This [finding] challenges
the assumption that heightened health concerns
should increase consumer preference for robotic
services, instead highlighting the role of social
perception in consumer–robot interactions.”

o Contextual novelty or uniqueness: The analyses are
embedded in the context of service robots in the
hospitality sector. Given the relatively recent arrival of
service robots in marketing and the lack of current
insight into their dynamics (e.g., Mele et al. 2025), this
may be deemed an Interesting context to apply the
chosen theory in.

(Continues)
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Sprott et al. (2025): Engaged theory (https://
onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/mar.

22191)

Wang et al. (2025): Social categorization theory
(https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/mar.

22247)

automated social presence, ways of acting chiefly
denote their human social presence.

o Thought‐provoking findings: The results are Interesting,
because they repudiate or disprove prior insight,
generating significant implications for psychology and
marketing theory development (e.g., by raising further
research questions) and managers (e.g., by influencing
the design/application of service robots).

Matching o Theoretical co‐infusion: The authors co‐infuse
(Schauerte et al. 2023; Hollebeek et al. 2024)
the theoretical characteristics of consumer/
user engagement (e.g., its cognitive, emotional,
and behavioral nature and positive vs. negative
valence) with those of engaged theory (i.e., its
ways of being, ways of acting, and ways of
relating), which are both linked to the
literature‐based concepts of human and
automated social presence. The authors
integrate these to develop PSP.

o For example, P1 reads (p. 1533): “An avatar's
favorably (unfavorably) perceived human social
presence [i.e., developed based on engaged theory's
ways of acting] primarily drives the development of
other metaverse users' positive (negative) behavioral
engagement in their metaverse interactions.”

o Theoretical co‐infusion: The authors infuse the
tenets of social categorization theory with the
concept of anthropomorphized service robots to
attain findings that challenge existing
assumptions or beliefs.

o For example, the authors state (pp. 1‐2): “Across eight
experiments, we provide empirical evidence that
heightened disease concerns reduce satisfaction with
service robots due to their classification as out‐group
members. These findings challenge the assumption that
disease concerns should increase consumer preference
for robotic services and instead highlight the role of
social categorization in shaping human–robot
interactions.”

Parsimony o Comprehensive conciseness: The article covers
the required aspects of engaged theory,
consumer/user engagement, and human/
automated social presence without further
elaboration on related issues (i.e., the analyses
stick to the point; Gunitsky 2019), safeguarding
parsimony.

o The word or page limit that journals implement are
designed to help authors remain parsimonious in
their work.

o Comprehensive conciseness: The authors cover the
required aspects of social categorization theory
(e.g., with users assigning service robots to their
in‐ vs. out‐group), without addressing other or
related issues (Gunitsky 2019).

o e.g., Experiment 3 limits its focus to examining the effect
of disease concerns on consumers’ classification of the
service robot as their out‐group, along with its effect on
customer satisfaction (see Figure 1, p. 8).

Applicability o Managerial relevance: The findings have
relevance for brand managers and metaverse
developers seeking to boost users’ PSP in
specific metaverse environments. Specifically,
the findings suggest the importance of
nurturing users’ human and automated social
presence.

o For example, the authors state on p. 1535: “We thus
recommend managers to concurrently and
synergistically develop and leverage both [human
and automated] social presence… to optimize
avatars' PSP.”

o Managerial relevance: The findings can be used
in the design and implementation of service
robots (e.g., by considering reducing the level of
anthropomorphism of service robots).

o For example, the authors state on p. 12: “Experiment S2
suggests that reducing anthropomorphism in robot
design could also improve satisfaction in contexts where
disease concerns are heightened.”

Conceptual rigor o Clear concept definition and explanation: The
authors define PSP (MacKenzie 2003) on
p. 1532.

o Systematic investigation: e.g., the authors
systematically address the key engaged theory facets
vis‐à‐vis consumer/user engagement in the
metaverse without omitting any important aspects.

o Minimization of conceptual overlap: Proposed
analyses (e.g., a newly proposed concept or a set of
propositions) should seek to address a unique

o Clear concept definition and explanation: The
authors state (p. 8): “We manipulated robot
personality similarity to test whether making a
robot more “like” the consumer would mitigate
the negative impact of disease concerns on
satisfaction.”

o Systematic investigation: Across 8 experiments, the
authors systematically explore consumers’ responses to
anthropomorphic service robots by drawing on social
categorization theory.

(Continues)
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Sprott et al. (2025): Engaged theory (https://
onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/mar.

22191)

Wang et al. (2025): Social categorization theory
(https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/mar.

22247)

conceptual scope (vs. invite conceptual overlap with
that of others to minimize the risk of theoretical
confounding).

o Minimization of conceptual overlap: The reported studies
address theoretically related but distinct issues relating
to anthropomorphic service robots and their respective
effect on specific dependent variables including
customer satisfaction.

Testability o Key findings can be tested empirically: This
purely conceptual article sets forth a set of
testable propositions (i.e., propositions that are
able to be tested) for or in further research
(Leong et al. 2023).

o e.g., P2 reads (p. 1534): “An avatar's favorably
(unfavorably) perceived automated social presence
primarily drives the development of other metaverse
users' positive (negative) cognitive and emotional
engagement in their metaverse interactions.”

o Key findings can be tested empirically: The
findings of this article, which empirically tests
the hypothesized associations across 8
experiments, offer scope for further empirically
testable analyses.

o For example, the authors state on p. 12: “Future studies
should explore these alternative mechanisms by
introducing additional mediators, such as perceived risk,
cognitive effort, or trust, to assess whether out‐group
classification acts alone or interacts with other
psychological factors.”
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