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Introduction

This special issue is unique. Whereas most are focused on
specific topics (e.g., Technology & Marketing; Measure
Validation in Marketing), this special issue is agnostic to top-
ical domain. Instead, we called for review-based research on
any topic – substantive domain, theory, or method – that is
import to marketers, and for which the authors could identify
important generalizations.

Review papers are “critical evaluations of material that has
already been published” (Bem 1995, p. 172). They comprise
approaches such as meta-analyses that provide quantitative
estimates of effects, as well as qualitative reviews of published
studies. As we noted in the call-for-papers for this special
issue, when designing new research it is important for the
scholar to have a state-of-the-art understanding of research
findings (e.g., empirical generalizations) regarding their focal
phenomenon.

Prior editorials (e.g., Bem 1995; Barczak 2017; Ethiraj
et al. 2017) and review papers (e.g., Hanssens 2018;
Voorhees et al. 2016) highlight a range of important purposes
that well-done review papers can serve. As Palmatier et al.
(2018; p. 2) note, not every review paper “can offer all of these
benefits.”Nonetheless, key potential contributions include the
following:

Outline the scope of the topical domain and overview
the current state of knowledge

This benefits scholars who are new to the topic area and can
broaden the perspective of a scholar who has focused their
work in only a niche of the larger domain. However, reviews
that provide only this benefit (i.e., that are “purely descriptive
in nature,”Barczak 2017, p. 120) are of limited impact, as they
do not directly provide insights that enable the field to
advance.

Resolve inconsistencies across extant studies

Science advances by building on prior knowledge. Often,
competing studies offer differing predictions and/or results
for key relationships. A review paper can identify such incon-
sistencies and identify potential explanations for them. Some
explanations might emerge from theory (e.g., differing or un-
measured moderating or mediating variables), while other
might emerge frommethod (e.g., differing samples, measures,
operationalizations) or even simple construct-definition differ-
ences (or ambiguities), across studies. By explaining potential
reasons for inconsistent and/or competing prior results, review
studies can generate new knowledge, such as new conceptual
frameworks. In addition to reconciling past findings, useful
conceptual frameworks offer specific guidance for future re-
search that can extend past research in ways that help the field
advance systematically in its knowledge. In a similar way,
papers that review extant methodological approaches can gen-
erate insights into the relative efficacies of method choices that
researchers can use to guide the designs and implementations
of their future studies (e.g., Hulland et al. 2018; Sorescu et al.
2017).

Integrate and synthesize extant knowledge

Because no one governs the ever-evolving community of
scholars who work in a particular scholarly domain,
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knowledge tends to accumulate in a piecemeal fashion.
Scholars’ empirical efforts are bounded by the availability of
data, so certain industries or contexts are over-represented in
the body of published work, and the quality of measures of or
proxies for various potential constructs varies widely. Such
data-availability issues can combine with heightened expecta-
tions for quantitative rigor (and sophistication) at top-tier
journals across business fields to narrow the focus of any
study to smaller niche problems (Houston 2019). If a review
paper can synthesize insights from these disparate studies
(rather than simply review them), new ways of looking at
the overall phenomenon can emerge.

Highlight gaps in the body of extant research

A review paper gains usefulness when the overarching look
across extant studies allows a scholar to identify important
gaps (e.g., critical research questions that have yet to be an-
swered, critical contingencies for which prior research has not
accounted) that hinder continued progress in understanding
the phenomenon. One caveat: simply identifying a gap does
not mean that that gap is important. For example, after several
studies have consistently replicated a phenomenon, the fact
that no one has examined a phenomenon in a particular indus-
try, or country, or with a particular method is only consequen-
tial if the author can build a compelling case that received
knowledge from existing studies might not hold in the new
context.

Derive future research directions

With the topical domain scoped, inconsistencies across studies
revealed, extant knowledge synthesized in an insight-
provoking way, and specific gaps identified, a scholar is
now in a unique position to shed light on how the community
of scholars should advance from the current state-of-the-field.
A comprehensive research agenda will include several com-
ponents. It should include specific research questions whose
answers will fill critical knowledge gaps regarding a phenom-
enon. Such questions might relate to underrepresented aspects
of the phenomenon, or instead to boundary conditions and the
generalizability of findings. However, a useful review might
also provide guidance on construct definitions, measures, and
method considerations to reduce ad hoc decisions by future
scholars that would otherwise make findings across studies
difficult to reconcile; this type of future research guidance
helps insure that knowledge builds consistently, over time.
Finally, a useful review might suggest new topical domains
to which a scholar could profitably apply key insights. For
example, a theory or method for understanding the decision
making of consumers might be useful to scholars who study
Chief Marketing Officers or other members of the top man-
agement team. This type of discussion can heighten the impact

of a review study by enabling important insights to cross some
of the hazy, but persistent disciplinary boundaries that other-
wise restrict learnings to scholars who work with a similar
method, theoretical perspective, or context.

Why this special issue?

This special issue represents one step in an ongoing editorial
initiative by the Journal of the Academy of Science (JAMS) to
encourage authors to craft impactful review papers and to
position JAMS as a the discipline’s leading outlet for such
papers. Review papers (appropriately) make up a small per-
centage of published papers, but when they do appear they
tend to be useful to scholars in guiding subsequent research in
the reviewed domain (cf. Bettencourt and Houston 2001). Yet,
many review papers fail to deliver value because they provide
a meandering narrative stroll through the history of research in
a loosely defined domain without critical synthesis that is
necessary to empower future research (Barczak 2017).

Given the value of well-done review papers, as outlined in
the previous section, JAMS has been proactive in encouraging
their development. In 2017, former Editor Rob Palmatier laid
the plans for this special issue, inviting the two of us, John
Hulland and Mark Houston, to serve as Guest Editors. In
2018, we took two further steps. First, we published a paper
outlining the purpose(s), process, and structure of review arti-
cles (Palmatier et al. 2018), providing guidance on designing
and conducting a review study that would enhance its ultimate
usefulness to the field.

Second, JAMS sponsored a Thought Leaders’ conference,
“Generalizations in Marketing: Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses.”Although we were a bit unsure how the mar-
ket would respond to a conference that did not have a specific
topical focus, the conference drew enthusiastic and worldwide
participation and quickly filled. Hosted by the BI Norwegian
Business School in Oslo, Norway, the conference was vibrant;
despite a wide range of topics, participants were deeply en-
gaged and sessions were highly interactive. Many of the au-
thor teams whose work ultimately appears in this special issue
participated, and received valuable early feedback on their
work. Our thanks to Matilda Dorotic, Francesca Sotgiu, and
Stefan Worm for doing such an excellent job with the organi-
zation and execution of that event.

A note on quality and rigor

We believe that it is important to briefly revisit a few key
guidelines that are critical for high-quality (i.e., rigorous and
useful) review papers, because those guidelines drove the re-
view process for the 69 papers that were submitted for con-
sideration for this special issue.
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First, to produce a useful and credible review paper, a
scholar must conduct the study in a systematic way. Being
systematic (versus ad hoc) in search procedures helps insure
that the body of literature reviewed is as comprehensive as
possible. While no review paper can be truly comprehensive,
laying out clear criteria for article inclusion/exclusion and for
assessing the content of those articles increases a reader’s
confidence that the authors of the review have not “cherry-
picked” articles or content to fit a preconceived notion or
agenda. Clear, systematic procedures also enable any interest-
ed reader to replicate the study (Littell et al. 2008), whether
their goal is to confirm key findings or to extend the study a
decade or two later. Although systematic procedures for in-
cluding articles and gleaning information from them is impor-
tant, it is also critical that the authors employ state-of-the-art
techniques for the analysis and reporting of their data, whether
a qualitative review (see, for example, Palmatier et al. 2018 for
guidance) or a quantitative review (see, for example, Grewal
et al. 2018).

Second, beyond the mechanical aspects of completing a
review with scientific precision, authors must then engage in
two creative tasks. One creative task is that authors must
synthesize the body of work that they have reviewed. Instead
of providing a simple narrative description, authors must
search for an effective way to group and present the reviewed
studies “to guide the reader toward a better understanding of
the focal phenomenon” (Palmatier et al. 2018, p. 4). There is
no single “right” way to do this; for example, Martin and
Murphy (2017) organize their powerful review of privacy re-
search around differing scholarly perspectives (e.g., economic
perspectives, psychological perspectives). In contrast, Sorescu
et al. (2017) offer important recommendations for the future
use of event-study methods in marketing by organizing their
insights around various issues within the design of event stud-
ies (e.g., the definition of events; choice of sample) and the
interpretation of investor-reaction results.1

Such a synthesis provides a foundation for the second cre-
ative task, identifying significant new insights that emerge
from looking across the body of scholarship (i.e., insights that
are not apparent from a careful examination of any individual
study or small group of studies). There is no easy, multi-step
process to uncover connections and other non-obvious in-
sights among studies; thus, this second guideline is often the
most challenging to implement. There is no substitute for a
process of studying, re-reading, discussing, debating, writing,
gathering critical peer feedback, and refining that often takes
months of hard effort after a scholar has completed the me-
chanical review tasks. Yet in our opinion, this process is what
produces the primary value resulting from the review; the

usefulness of the insights generated is what separates highly
cited review papers from reviews that are largely ignored.

Overview of the articles in this issue

We are thankful to the efforts of many authors and reviewers
for the work that went into creating and crafting the papers in
this issue. After multiple rounds of review and revision, we are
pleased to present eleven papers that individually represent
diverse topics, yet collectively demonstrate the value of rigor-
ous reviews to our discipline.2 Table 1 organizes these papers
into three distinct groups (in order of publication in this issue):
six that focus on individual level consumer information pro-
cessing and behavior, one that focuses on methodology, and
four that focus on consumer–firm (or brand) relationships.
This table also provides more specific information for each
paper, including the type of review completed, the topical
focus, and information relating to its empirical review scope.
Seven of the papers conduct a meta-analysis of existing work,
whereas the other four undertake a systematic (but non-meta-
analytic) review.

Individual level consumer information processing
and behavior generalizations

Using an interdisciplinary meta-analytic approach, Ikonen
et al. (2020) investigate how front-of-package (FOP) nutrition
labels for food products affect various consumer perceptions
and behaviors. In particular, they examine the impact of FOP
information on consumers’ ability to identify healthier options
and make more nutritional product choices. Offering implica-
tions for both managers and policy-makers, the authors ob-
serve that whereas FOP labels help consumers to identify
healthier options, their influence on choice behavior is more
limited. In addition, Ikonen et al. (2020) find that some
information-labelling formats are more effective than others.

Iyer et al. (2020) examine a broad range of studies to iden-
tify, through meta-analysis, the key determinants of consumer
impulse buying behavior, focusing on individual traits, per-
sonal motives, consumer resources, and marketing stimuli.
Further, they propose an integrative framework that looks at
the effects of both potential moderators (industry characteris-
tics, methodological considerations) and mediators (self-
control, mood) on these relationships, helping to resolve in-
consistent results across published research. In particular, they
find that the consumption context can substantially enhance or
diminish the impacts of many of the studied determinants on
impulse buying.

1 For additional ideas, we highly recommend related papers on making con-
ceptual contributions in marketing by MacInnis (2011) and by Yadav (2010).

2 In addition to the eleven papers included here, four other accepted papers
will be published in regular issues, and a further three continue to undergo
review/revision.
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Although an understanding of consumers’ visual percep-
tion of products, places, and related objects is critical to
effective marketing management and research, academic
work that has been published to date on this topic has
remained fragmented. In their systematic review, Sample
et al. (2020) draw on relevant work from perceptual psychol-
ogy, engineering, graphic arts, architecture, and marketing to
develop a conceptual framework that they then use to organize
the existing marketing-related literature. They examine five
main components of visual perception: illuminance, shape,
surface color, materiality, and location to help reveal key in-
sights and identify promising next steps.

The paper by Rosario et al. (2020) undertakes a systemic
review of existingwork dealing with electronic word ofmouth
(eWOM) behavior by consumers. Using a motivation-
opportunity-ability theoretical perspective, the authors con-
ceptualize three distinct stages in the eWOM process:
eWOM creation, eWOM exposure, and eWOM evaluation.
Rosario et al. then use a dual lens approach (from the distinct
perspectives of consumers and marketers) to synthesize
existing research and propose a research agenda.

Drawing on established work in behavioral economics, the
systematic review paper by Dowling et al. (2020) identifies
and organizes published empirical research describing behav-
ioral biases (i.e., deviations from rational behavior) in

marketing. The authors develop a conceptual framework that
encompasses two critical dimensions – three classes of devia-
tions (nonstandard preferences, nonstandard beliefs, and non-
standard decision making) described across four phases of
consumer purchase decision making (need recognition, pre-
purchase, purchase, and post-purchase). This results in the
identification of both connections and differences across cat-
egories in both dimensions.

Kranzbühler et al. (2020) use meta-analysis to investigate
the effects of ten discrete emotions on consumer judgements
and behaviors. They find that analyzing discrete emotions
leads to superior prediction versus models that only examine
core affect (valence and arousal). Further, they confirm that
positive emotions consistently have stronger effects than neg-
ative emotions, and that gratitude has the strongest impact.
Finally, Kranzbühler et al. observe that situational character-
istics can actively moderate the sizes of these effects.

Methodological generalizations

Pricing researchers have often wrestled with how to best as-
sess consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP) for consumer
goods. Conventional wisdom has suggested that indirect
methods measure WTP more accurately than direct methods.
However, based on a meta-analysis of 77 published studies,

Table 1 Papers in this issue:
descriptives Type of

review
Focus Source Material

Consumer information processing & behavior

1. Ikonen et al. Meta-analysis Effectiveness of front-of-package
(FOP) labeling

• 1594 effect sizes

• 114 articles

2. Iyer et al. Meta-analysis Drivers of consumer impulse buying • 968 effect sizes

• 231 studies

3. Sample et al. Systematic Visual element processing in marketing • 72 articles

4. Rosario et al. Systematic eWOM processes • 1050 articles

5. Dowling et al. Systematic Behavioral biases in marketing • 84 articles

6. Kranzbühler
et al.

Meta-analysis Effects of discrete emotions on consumer
behaviors

• 1035 effect sizes

• 112 studies

Methodological

7. Schmidt &
Bijmolt

Meta-analysis Willingness-to-pay measurement bias • 115 effect sizes

• 77 studies

Consumer–firm (or brand) relationships

8. Khamitov
et al.

Systematic Transgressions, service recoveries and product
harm crises

• 394 studies

• 236 articles

9. Otto et al. Meta-analysis Consumer satisfaction and firm performance • 251 effect sizes

• 96 studies

10. Gremler et al. Meta-analysis Customer relational benefits in services • 1242 effect sizes

• 235 studies

11. Auer &
Papies

Meta-analysis Cross-price elasticities • 7264 estimates

• 115 studies
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Schmidt and Bijmolt (2020) find that indirect methods actu-
ally overestimate consumers’ real willingness to pay more
than do direct methods. Further, they estimate the average bias
across methods to be 21%, and observe that the size of the bias
is greater for higher valued products, specialty goods, and
within-subjects experimental designs.

Consumer–firm/brand relationship generalizations

Khamitov et al. (2020) systematically review 236 published
articles dealing with brand transgressions, service failure and
recovery, and product-harm crises. All three phenomena rep-
resent firm marketing failures as viewed by consumers.
Despite core similarities, however, these three streams of re-
search have developed independently of one another.
Khamitov et al. propose a conceptual framework that synthe-
sizes the streams, advancing a unified perspective that enfolds
all negative firm events in marketing. In doing so, the authors
identify and explicate seven overarching insights across three
major themes (theory, dynamic aspects, and method), and re-
veal gaps that exist in the interfaces between the three streams.

The relationship between customer satisfaction and firm
performance has been well-studied by academic researchers,
yet contradictory findings have emerged. To provide greater
clarity and improved managerial understanding of this
important relationship, Otto et al. (2020) use a meta-analysis
to examine 96 published studies of the effect. They find a
significant and positive overall relationship, but also investi-
gate various moderators as well as important antecedents to
customer satisfaction. In particular, they find that marketing
strategy factors have a strong impact on customer satisfaction,
and that both how satisfaction is measured and the study con-
text play important moderating roles.

Whereas recent reviews have provided clear insights re-
garding the benefits of relationship marketing for firms, re-
searchers have paid far less attention to customers’ relational
benefits. In their meta-analytic review of published relation-
ship marketing studies, Gremler et al. (2020) investigate how
three facets of customer relational benefits (confidence, social,
and special treatment) are linked to relationship quality and
switching costs, and how these two constructs are in turn
connected to firm sales performance through the mediating
effect of customer loyalty. They find that all three relational
benefits matter, although confidence and social benefits have
the strongest effects.

Finally, Auer and Papies (2020) examine cross-price elas-
ticities using a meta-analysis of 115 studies. Although reviews
from past decades have investigated this topic, major recent
changes in the marketing landscape (e.g., the rise of online
distribution channels, growth in private labels) call for an up-
dated assessment of cross-price elasticity effects. Based on
their analyses, Auer & Papies identify six main empirical gen-
eralizations. For example, they find that cross-price elasticities

have decreased over time, high-stockpiling groceries have the
highest elasticities, and long-term cross-price elasticities are
larger than short-term elasticities.

Key contributions and primary focus

Returning to the set of potential contributions that review pa-
pers can make (as presented earlier), we have organized the
selected papers in Table 2 to show both the primary nature of
each paper and what we see as its key contributions. Seven of
the papers are primarily domain-focused (Ikonen et al., Iyer
et al., Kranzbühler et al., Khamitov et al., Otto et al., Gremler
et al., and Auer & Papies), three are theory-focused (Sample
et al., Rosario et al., and Dowling et al.), and one is
methodologically-focused (Schmidt & Bijmolt). Below, we
discuss the key types of contributions shown in the table (of-
ten focusing on exemplars rather than attempting an exhaus-
tive discussion).

Resolve definitional ambiguities; outline scope
of topic

All eleven papers do a nice job of outlining the scope of their
reviews. However, Khamitov et al. go further in their recon-
ciliation of three related (but distinct) domain-focused streams
of research. An essential part of their review involves clarify-
ing phenomena that have been discussed in separately evolv-
ing research streams, requiring a very clear articulation of the
review’s scope. Similarly, definitional clarity is an important
element of all eleven reviews, but resolution of definitional
ambiguities is critical for the three theory-focused papers. For
example, the paper by Rosario et al. reviews very diverse
definitions of eWOM and definitively resolves this confusion
by proposing precise and useful definitions for three related
eWOM components.

Provide integrated, synthesized overview

Five of the domain-focused papers (as well as Dowling et al.)
offer integrated, synthesized overviews that are drawn from
the authors’ careful reviews of published research. These
overviews help organize the existing literature in a meaningful
way to facilitate the identification of important moderators,
mediators, antecedents, and consequences that relate to a focal
phenomenon. The key here is that the elements enfolded into
the overview already exist in the published literature, but are
organized by the review paper in a novel and compelling
manner. For example, Dowling et al. offer a unique organizing
perspective (by type of deviation and by stage in the consumer
purchase decision-making process) in looking at behavioral
biases in marketing.
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Reconcile inconsistencies

In general, the papers using meta-analytic techniques are able
to convincingly identify the roles played by various potential
moderators and mediators, and thereby reconcile different em-
pirical findings found across existing studies. For example,
not only do Kranzbühler et al. confirm that positive emotions
consistently have stronger effects than negative emotions,
they also provide a more nuanced view of how situational
characteristics can moderate the impact of various specific
emotions on important consumer outcomes.

Evaluate existing methods

Four of the papers in this special issue explicitly evaluate
existing methods. First, Kransbuhler et al. compare the impact
of combining emotions of the same valence (e.g., sadness,
anger) versus the impact of studying discrete, individual emo-
tions on consumer outcomes. Second, Auer and Papies inves-
tigate different approaches to estimating cross-price elastici-
ties. Third, Ikonen et al. review the effectiveness of different
publicly available labelling formats. Finally, Schmidt and

Bijmolt examine (in detail) distinct ways of measuring con-
sumers’ willingness to pay, looking at both direct and indirect
methods. In all four papers, these critical assessments of
existing methodological approaches result in clear recommen-
dations for future practice.

Develop conceptual frameworks

In contrast to the synthesis of existing research described
above, review papers strong on this dimension go beyond
simply reorganizing existing findings in a more compelling
way to provide a conceptual framework that meaningfully
extends past perspectives. For example, departing from a tra-
ditional view, Rosario et al. propose three distinct stages in the
eWOM process: eWOM creation, eWOM exposure, and
eWOM evaluation, and do so with consideration of both con-
sumers’ and marketers’ roles. Khamitov et al. offer a concep-
tual framework (comprised of seven overarching insights) that
organizes the brand transgressions, service failure and recov-
ery, and product-harm crises literatures, providing a unified
perspective encompassing a wide array of negative firm mar-
keting events. Finally, Sample et al. develop a conceptual

Table 2 Key contributions and
primary focus, by paper Domain-focus Theory-focus Method-focus

A: Resolve definitional ambiguities;
outline scope of topic

• Khamitov et al. • Sample et al.

• Rosario et al.

• Dowling et al.

• Schmidt & Bijmolt

B: Provide integrated,
synthesized overview

• Iyer et al.

• Kranzbühler et al.

• Otto et al.

• Gremler et al.

• Auer & Papies

• Dowling et al.

C: Reconcile inconsistencies
(e.g., moderators, mediators)

• Ikonen et al.

• Iyer et al.

• Kranzbühler et al.

• Otto et al.

• Gremler et al.

• Auer & Papies

• Schmidt & Bijmolt

D: Evaluate existing methods • Ikonen et al.

• Kranzbühler et al.

• Auer & Papies

• Schmidt & Bijmolt

E: Develop conceptual frameworks • Khamitov et al. • Sample et al.

• Rosario et al.
F: Describe research insights,

existing gaps, and future
research directions

• Ikonen et al.

• Iyer et al.

• Kranzbühler et al.

• Khamitov et al.

• Otto et al.

• Gremler et al.

• Auer & Papies

• Sample et al.

• Rosario et al.

• Dowling et al.

• Schmidt & Bijmolt
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framework that is anchored on fivemain components of visual
perception, and then use it to describe the role of visual ele-
ments in consumer marketing.

Research insights, gaps, and future directions

All eleven papers are listed as strong on this contributory
dimension. As we noted earlier, in our opinion, the usefulness
of the insights that are generated from a systematic review
(coupled with the clear articulation of a future research agen-
da) is what separates highly cited review papers from others.
Thus, throughout the review process we emphasized the im-
portance of this element, and we have only accepted papers
that successfully deliver it.

Conclusion

The papers in this special issue span a broad array of topics
and approaches. Despite the lack of a specific topical focus,
we believe that all eleven reviews offer important generaliza-
tions about phenomena of interest to marketing practitioners
and scholars. The authors use a systematic approach to criti-
cally collect and review existing findings, and then synthesize
this material in an effective way to provide the reader with a
better understanding of the focal phenomenon. Further, all of
the selected papers offer significant new insights that emerge
from their authors’ careful scholarship, insights that cannot be
gleaned from an individual or small group of studies. Finally,
the papers in this special issue provide guidance to researchers
interested in understanding a particular phenomenon by set-
ting out clear agendas for future research.

As editors, we are thankful for the substantial effort and
thought that the authors invested in completing their review
papers. The result is a set of well-crafted, interesting, and
important papers that we are proud to share with the marketing
community. In addition, we want to acknowledge the substan-
tial contributions made by reviewers of the papers considered
for this special issue (see Appendix).

Appendix: List of reviewers for this special
issue

We greatly appreciate the time and effort invested by the fol-
lowing individuals, who willingly reviewed manuscripts for
this special issue.

Ajay Abraham
James Agarwal
Zachary Arens
S. Arunachalam
Ana Babic Rosario
Thomas Baker

Siva Balasubramanian
Fleura Bardhi
Michael Barone
Joshua Beck
Lauren Beitelspacher
Mickey Belch
Simon Bell
Xuemei Bian
Douglas Bowman
Douglas Boyd
Thijs Broekhuizen
Romain Cadario
Jack Cadeaux
François Carrillat
Brian Chabowski
Anindita Chakravarty
Deepa Chandrasekaran
Wei-Lun Chang
Hai Che
T. Cornwell
Nebojsa Davcik
Beth Davis-Sramek
Arne De Keyser
Devon DelVecchio
Kalpesh Desai
Utpal Dholakia
Claudiu Dimofte
Beibei Dong
Adam Finn
Edward Gailey
Yany Gregoire
Leilei Gu
Jared Hansen
Conor Henderson
Bas Hillebrand
Stefan Hoffmann
Christian Homburg
Elizabeth Howlett
Ming-Hui Huang
Yanliu Huang
Gary Hunter
Steffen Jahn
Cheryl Jarvis
Allison Johnson
Debbie Keeling
Monika Kukar-Kinney
Ruby Lee
Aurelie Lemmens
Thomas Leung
Michael Lowe
Donald Lund
Suzanne Makarem
Ingrid Martin
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Kelly Martin
Michael McCall
Robert McDonald
Brent McFerran
Lee McGinnis
Bulent Menguc
Jakki Mohr
Rana Mostaghel
Kyle Murray
Cheryl Nakata
Gergana Nenkov
Richard Netemeyer
Christopher Newman
Adam Nguyen
Bogdan Nichifor
Aron O'Cass
G. Douglas Olsen
David Ortinau
Nancy Puccinelli
Ashish Pujari
Kristy Reynolds
Aric Rindfleisch
William Robinson
Catherine Roster
Gaia Rubera
Ritesh Saini
Hope Schau
Lisa Scheer
Jan Schumann
K. Sivakumar
Ronn Smith
Francesca Sotgiu
David Sprott
Lena Steinhoff
David Stewart
David Szymanski
Elina Tang
Tanya Tang
Steven Taylor
Lisa Troy
Rajan Varadarajan
Kaan Varnali
Nooshin Warren
Martin Wetzels
Joshua Wiener
Manjit Yadav
Alex Zablah
Ghasem Zaefarian
Xubing Zhang
Mengzhou Zhuang
Stephan Zielke
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