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About This Document
The review protocol is the plan for your review, written before the review is executed. It fixes the decisions that the paper later has to report: what kind of review this is, how the literature is searched, and which studies are included, excluded and appraised. Write it so that a reader who has never seen your topic could carry out the search from this document alone.
The protocol must not exceed 6 pages, counting everything from the title to the end of the references. The appendices belong in the same file, follow the references, and do not count towards this limit. Use the styles of this template and do not change the page setup.
The protocol is a living document. When a decision changes, change it here, raise the version number on the title page, and record the change in the revision log in Section 8. Replace the guidance text in every section with your own content.
Review Type and Goal
[Name the type of review you are conducting, using an established typology (e.g., Paré et al. 2015), and explain in two or three sentences why this type fits your question. State what the review is meant to produce: a framework, a typology, a process model, a set of tensions, a research agenda. If you considered another type and rejected it, say which and why — that sentence is worth more than a paragraph of description.]
Review Question
[State the review question in its current wording, followed by any sub-questions. The question must be answerable from published literature, and it must be a question about the literature — what is known, how it is known, where it disagrees — not about a phenomenon that would require primary data.]
Scope of the Review
[Fix the scope of the review along Cooper’s (1988) taxonomy. One line per dimension is enough; the rationale column is what makes the decision defensible later.]
	Dimension
	Our decision
	Rationale

	Focus
	
	

	Goal
	
	

	Organization
	
	

	Perspective
	
	

	Audience
	
	

	Coverage
	
	

	Table 1. Scope of the Review (Cooper 1988)



Brief explanation of Cooper’s (1988) taxonomy dimensions:
· Focus: What the review primarily centers on (research findings, methods, theories, or applications).
· Goal: What the review attempts to accomplish (integrate ideas, criticize existing work, or identify central issues/gaps).
· Organisation: The structural arrangement of the synthesis (historical/chronological, conceptual/thematic, or methodological).
· Perspective: The reviewer’s point of view during analysis (neutral representation vs. espousal of a specific position).
· Audience: The intended readership (specialized researchers, general scholars, practitioners, or the general public).
· Coverage: The search and inclusion strategy applied to the literature (exhaustive, exhaustive with selective citation, representative, or central/pivotal).
Example
	Dimension
	Our decision
	Rationale

	Focus
	Research outcomes and theories
	To establish which social engineering vectors are empirically validated and map underlying behavioral models (e.g., Cialdini's influence principles).

	Goal
	Integration and identification of central issues
	The field is fragmented across psychology and cybersecurity; reconciling disparate taxonomies reveals gaps in human-centric defenses.

	Organization
	Conceptual / Thematic
	Structuring by attack vector and psychological vulnerability provides more actionable architectural insight than chronological sequencing.

	Perspective
	Neutral representation
	Presents an objective overview of current attack mechanisms and defense efficacy without advocating for a proprietary mitigation framework.

	Audience
	Cybersecurity researchers and practitioners
	Serves technical researchers designing experiments as well as security officers building awareness and training programs (SETA).

	Coverage
	Exhaustive with selective citation
	Literature on social engineering is vast; searching comprehensively ensures validity, while citing key representative studies keeps synthesis concise.

	Table 2. Example for a Scope



Search Strategy
Concepts and Search Terms
[The concepts in your review question are not search terms. The same literature often appears under several labels, and a string built from the wording of your question alone will miss most of it. Give each concept block a working definition — enough to decide what counts — and the terms you will search for it. The definition is provisional at this stage; if it moves during the review, record that in the revision log.]
[Terms come from three places: the author keywords of three to five key papers you already know, the index or subject terms those papers carry in each database, and the database thesaurus. Run a narrow string first, harvest terms from what comes back, then widen (pearl growing) — and record the variants you discard, including the near-terms you deliberately keep out. The excluded column is what stops the review from drifting into an adjacent literature.]
	Concept block
	Working definition
	Search terms (synonyms, variants, related labels)
	Where the terms came from
	Near-terms excluded, and why

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 3. Concepts and Search Terms


Databases and Sources
[List every source you will search. Add rows as needed. Fill in the hits column once the search has been run — an empty column here means the protocol has not yet been executed.]
	Database or source
	Fields searched
	Filters and limiters
	Search date
	Hits

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 4. Databases and Sources



Search Strings
[Give the search string for each database in the form in which it is entered, including operators, truncation and field tags. Explain the logic in one or two sentences: which concepts the blocks represent and how they are combined. Record the variants you tried and discarded. The verbatim strings belong in Appendix A.]
Complementary Searches
[State how backward and forward search will be carried out: which articles form the starting set, which tool is used for the forward search, and when this happens. State also whether conference proceedings, dissertations or grey literature are considered, and the time window and language of publication.]
Screening Criteria
[Each criterion is a rule that can be applied by someone else, not a preference. State at which stage it is applied, and give a one-sentence rationale — a criterion without a rationale is a boundary you cannot defend in the paper. Add rows as needed.]
	No.
	Criterion
	Include or exclude
	Applied at
	Rationale

	1
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	

	Table 5. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria



Quality Appraisal
[How do you decide whether an included study is good enough to inform the synthesis? State what you appraise (outlet, methodological rigour, transparency of reporting), how borderline cases are handled, and whether appraisal excludes a study or only qualifies the weight it carries. If you deliberately do not appraise quality, say so and justify it.]
Data Extraction and Coding
[Name the fields you extract from every included study (e.g., reference, outlet, year, research method, theory, context, findings) and the codes you start with. State which codes are defined a priori and where emergent codes will be recorded. The draft codebook belongs in Appendix B.]
[State your double-coding plan explicitly: which subsample both authors code independently, which agreement measure you report, and the rule by which disagreements are resolved. Decide this now — it cannot be reconstructed after the coding is done.]
Contribution Statement
[State the contribution of each author for each task (for example lead, support, or equal). Every task must be assigned.]
	Task
	First author’s name
	Second author’s name

	Review type and question
	
	

	Scope and screening criteria
	
	

	Search strategy and strings
	
	

	Appraisal and coding plan
	
	

	Writing and revision
	
	

	Table 6. Contribution Statement



Declaration on the Use of GenAI
[The declaration covers this document and applies to both authors. Complete it jointly and name both authors underneath.]
[If you have not used GenAI keep the following sentence and delete the rest of the text.]
In the preparation of this paper, I have not used systems based on generative artificial intelligence (GenAI).
[If you have used GenAI complete the following declaration.]
In the preparation of this paper, I have used following tools based on generative artificial intelligence (GenAI):
1. [Name of the AI tool]
2. …
I further declare that
· I have labeled the content taken from the GenAI tools listed above with my details in the table below,
· I have verified that the content generated by the above-mentioned GenAI tools and adapted by me is factually correct,
· I am aware that, as the author of this work, I am responsible for the information and the statements made in it, and
· I am aware that violating the disclosure of the use of generative AI in my work is a deception and leads to an evaluation with an insufficient grade.
I have used the above-mentioned AI systems as indicated below.
	GenAI tool
	Section
	Purpose of use
	Prompt or type of input
	How the output was checked and adapted

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Table 7. Use of GenAI Tools



Place, date — First author’s name, Second author’s name
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Appendices
The appendices are part of this file, follow the references, and do not count towards the page limit. Two appendices are mandatory.
· Appendix A — Search strings
For every database: the exact string as it is entered, the fields searched, all filters and limiters, the date of the search and the number of hits. Include the variants you tried and discarded, with one line on why each was rejected.
· Appendix B — Draft codebook
Every code you start with: its name, definition, decision rule and an example. Mark which codes are defined a priori and leave space for the codes that emerge during coding.
Appendix A — Search Strings
[Your content here.]
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