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3. Methodology 
 

3.1. Research Design and Rationale 

3.2. Search Strategy and Data Sources 
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Records removed before 

screening (n=662): 

• Duplicate records, non-journal 

articles, journal articles not in 

English. 

Records excluded (n=255) 

• Off-topic, not related to 

governance, governance 

outcomes or urban 

(re)development process 

[construction-relevant], not 

empirical studies. 

 

Records excluded (n=92) 

• Solely emphasize the 

governance process or outcome 

examinations, without explicit 

or implicit claims about the 

governance-outcome 

relationship. 

 

Empirical studies' interpretations 

of the dialectical governance-

outcome relationship:  

• Public Interes (n=29) 

• Social Contrac (n=11) 

• Epistemology (n=18) 

 

Records identified 

from Database 

(n=1.030): 

• Web of Science 

(n=300) 

• Scopus (n=730) 

 

Records 

screened by title 

and abstract 

(n=415 )   

Full-text 

screening: 

(n=160) 

Systematic 

review: (n=68) 
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3.3. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Steps Criteria Description 
 

Database Scopus, Web of Science Peer-reviewed 
international journal 

Keywords “public interest,” “social contract,” 
“epistemology,” “governance,” 
“dialectics,” “public values” 

Boolean operators 
applied to conceptual 
intersections 

Inclusion Empirical or conceptual studies 
focusing on ambiguity, epistemology, 
legitimacy, or governance 

Published between 
2014-2024; full text 
available 

Exclusion Non-English papers, conference 
papers, grey literature, or fields 
outside of public administration 

Excluded due to low 
methodological rigor 

Final Results 68 eligible articles Public Interest (n=29), 
Social Contract (n=11), 
Epistemology (n=18) 

3.4. Analytical Framework: Abductive Thematic Synthesis 
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Thematic 
Cluster 

Key Concepts Representative Study 
 

Philosophical 
Foundation 

Social contract, 
legitimacy, human 
rights, general will 

Hobbes (1651); (Lucke, 1972); 
Rousseau (1762);  (Hobbes, 
n.d.)(Lucke, 1972) (Rousseau & De 
Geneve, 1782)(Ward, 2017); Holm 
(2024); Loewe et al. (2021) 

Public Interest 
and 
Governance 

Collaboration, value 
creation, legitimacy, 
accountability 

Moore (2014); Bryson et al. (2015); 
Sørensen and Torfing (2022); 
Dadashpoor and Sheydayi (2021) 

Dialectical-
Reflective 
Epistemology 

Conflict, reflexivity, 
critical realism, 
administrative learning 

Marsh and Smith (2000); Zhang et 
al. (2025); Nastar (2023); Ongaro 
and Yang (2024) 

3.5. Validation and Reliability 

3.6. Methodological Contribution 
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4. Results and findings 
 

4.1. Philosophical Roots of Legitimacy and Administrative 
Authority 

4.2. Public Interest in Governance Practice: Ambiguity, 
Conflict, and Fragmentation 
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4.3. The Emergence of Dialectical-Reflective Epistemology 
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Thematic 
Cluster 

Key Insights Epistemological 
Implications 

Thematic Cluster 

Philosophical 
Roots 

Legitimacy emerges 
from the dialectic 
between authority, 
consent, and morality 

Administrative 
authority is normative 
and negotiated 

Philosophical Roots 

Public Interest 
in Practice 

Conceptual and 
institutional ambiguity 
generates value conflict 
and fragmentation 

Governance requires 
a model that connects 
universality and 
contextuality 

Public Interest in 
Practice 

Dialectical-
Reflective 
Epistemology 

Contradiction and 
reflection drive 
institutional learning 

Administration 
evolves through 
reflexive adaptation, 
not linear rationality 

Dialectical-
Reflective 
Epistemology 

 

 

5. Discussion 
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5.4. Philosophical Reflective Dialectical (P-RD) Model: 
Synthesis and Application 
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5.5. Theoretical and Practical Implications 
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6. Conclusion and research synthesis  
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