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Research Article

Given that good governance can facilitate the process of growth and the attainment of 
sustainable development for governments, and can place poverty reduction, job creation 
and sustainable welfare, environmental protection, and economic growth at the center of 
attention, the present study addresses the presentation and testing of a model of the sustainable 
developmental state through good governance with a focus on Iran. This research is of an 
applied-developmental type, and the research method is mixed with a sequential approach 
classified by unequal weight. This study was carried out using qualitative and quantitative 
methods (meta-synthesis, thematic analysis, structural equation modeling, and fuzzy 
DEMATEL). In the qualitative part of the study, the statistical population for conducting 
interviews consisted of 14 scientific and executive experts in the field of governance, 
selected through purposive-judgmental sampling, and the components were extracted 
from qualitative thematic analysis. In the quantitative part of the research, 384 researcher-
made questionnaires based on the study’s paradigm model were distributed and collected 
among selected sample members from governance employees and managers (government 
organizations in the city of Tehran) through convenience sampling. The results in the 
qualitative section of the study showed that the most important components of the model 
are: rejuvenating the structure of government, eliminating parallel institutions, completely 
changing traditional methods of performing work in offices, reforming banking structures, 
creating hardware and software infrastructures, creating international competitive advantage, 
penetrating international markets, and human and organizational factors. The results in the 
quantitative section also showed that the relationships among the variables of the extracted 
model are statistically significant and that the developed model has an acceptable degree 
of fit and validity. Also, the results of the fuzzy DEMATEL technique showed that creating 
hardware and software infrastructures has the greatest impact weight (0.0539), followed 
by eliminating parallel institutions (0.0517) and reforming banking structures (0.0506). 
In addition, the impact weight level of creating international competitive advantage is on 
average less than 0.0405.  

Keywords: Custom (Urf); Political Jurisprudence; Idealism; Realism; Politics

* PhD Candidate in Public Administration, Department of Management, Dehaghan Branch, Islamic Azad 
University, Dehaghan, Iran; Email: mojahid.amampory@gmail.com
** Assistant Professor, Department of Management, Dehaghan Branch, Islamic Azad University, Dehaghan, Iran 
(Corresponding Author); Email: saeedaghasi@dehaghan.ac.ir
*** Assistant Professor, Department of Management, Dehaghan Branch, Islamic Azad University, Dehaghan, 
Iran; Email: zohrehbabaii@dehaghan.ac.ir 

Majlis and Rahbord, Volume 33, No. 127, Fall 2026

How to cite this article: Emampori, M., S. Aghasi  and Z. Aghababaii Dehaghani (2026). “Meta-Synthesis 
Majlis and Rahbord, 33(127), 

p. 289-327.

doi: 10.22034/mr.2025.17744.6015



-

Email: mojahid.amampory@gmail.com

Email:saeedaghasi@dehaghan.ac.ir

Email: zohrehbabaii@dehaghan.ac.ir

doi: 10.22034/mr.2025.17744.6015



   

 

 

 

 (Xu and Zhu, 2022)   

    

  

   

   

    

  

  

 

 

     

  

(Xu and Zhu, 2022)

 



 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

   

 

(Liu et al., 2021)

 

 

(Nguyen et al., 2021)  

 

 

 .(Keping, 2018)  



  

 

  

 

   

  

   

        

           

             

        (Hartanto et al., 2021)   

            

          

          

  .(Nunbogu et al., 2021)    

  

(Dukpa, Joshi and Boelens, 2019)  

 

  

 



 



.

.

.

  

  

  

   



  

 

  

 

(Dhaoui, 2019)  

  

 

  

(Hartanto et al., 2021)

 

  

 

1. Good Governance 

2. International Monetary Fund

3. Government Development



  

 

 Hickel,)  

 .(2020

 

 

( )

  

 

 

   

 

 

.(Alshuwaikhat etal., 2017)  

1. Development-oriented State / Development-seeking State

2. Sustainability-based Governance / Governance Based on Sustainability

3. Sustainable Development



.(Margetts, 2022)   

 

  

 .(Onofrei et al., 2022) 

 

  

  

 

 

 

  

   



  

   

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

    

  

  

  

  

  

   

1. Onofrei et al.

2. Margetts



           

   

 

  

   

    

 

1. Liu

2. Sandlowski and Barroso



 

 

 

   

   

   

   

 
  

 
 

 



N=2

N=
N=2



1. Dhaoui

2. Kisingo et al

3. Simangunsong, Hutasoit and Sentosa et al.

4. Margetts

           

 

         

         

     

      

            

    

        

        

 

         

 

   

    

        

      

       

  

         

   

          

  

        

  

 

        

         

 

        

         

    

      

         

   

 



SPSS25

 

 

 

          

     

         

      

        

 

  

 

         

 

          

        

  

         

         

   

         

   

       

  

 

          

        

       

 

 

1. Onofrei et al.
2. Nguyen et al.



 

        

 

 

  

1. Tustworthiness 

2. Credibility

3. Dependability

4.Transferability

5. Confirmability

 

  bT

     



  

spss 25

1. PLS

2. Convergent Validity

 
  

        

   

   

        

   

    

    

    

  

  



   

       

.

1. Average Variance Extracted (AVE)





    

     

.   

  

 

  

 

        

         

         

      

        

  

 

         

   

        

        

 

          

   

    

 

        

       

         

         

   

          

  

         

  

   

     

        

 

         

          

 

      

         

    



         

     

  

 

 
 

         
     

         
      

        
 

  

 

         
          

          
         

            
            

       
 

  

 

         
        

        
 

 

 

 

 





 

 

 

   

  

–



   P-value 

           

      

      

           

      

      

      

      

    

    





t-value 

GOF



D+R

D-R

(Rj Di) 

(Di + Rj)def X

 (Di - Rj)def Y

R & D 1C 2C 3C 4C 5C 6C 7C 8C 9C 

 

D+R

         

( )  

D-R

-    -  -     

 D 

        

R 

         

 1C 2C 3C 4C 5C 6C 7C 8C 9C 

jR - iD -  -   - -    -  

       



D+R C
1

(D-R) (D
i
+R

j
) (C

2
) (D-R)

(C
4
) (D-R) (D+R) C

3

(C
5
) (D

i j
) (D

i
+R

j
)

(C
6
) (D

i j
) (D

i
+R

j
)

(D
i
+R

j
) (C

7
) (D

i j
) (D

i
+R

j
)

(D
i
+R

j
 ) (C

8
) (D

i j
)

(D
i
+R

j
 ) (C

9
) (D

i j
)

D+R C
7

(D
i j

)

D-R

DANP



     

.   DEMATEL

       

       

        

 

   

  

 

     

     

          

     

     

      

      

    

   



  

 

   

  

 

  

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

    

  

  

    

 

1. Xu and Zhu



 

  

  

 

  

 

 

 

  

           

 (C2) (C5)  

(C4) 



.

 

.

.

 -

.

 

.



.

.

 

.

 (C2) (C5)

 (C4)  



.

 

 

  

   

 

   

 

   

  

   

  

  



 

  

 

 

1. Response Bias





20. Alshuwaikhat, H.M., I.R. Abubakar, Y.A. Aina, Y. A. Adenle and M. Umair (2017). 

Assessment”, , 9(3), 439.

21. Bandiyono, A., E.  

Reform”, ,3(5). 

ub.uni-muenchen.de/92544/

23. Dukpa, R.D., D. Joshi and R. Boelens (2019). “Contesting Hydropower Dams 

in the Eastern Himalaya: The Cultural Politics of Identity, Territory and 

Self-governance Institutions in Sikkim, India”, Water, 11 (3), 412. https://doi.

org/10.3390/w11030412

24. Elliott, L. (2004). The Global Politics of the Environment, Macmillan International Higher.



of E-governance as an Underlying Mechanism between Good Governance and 

Digital Policy, Regulation and Governance, 

6(23). 

Ecological Economics, 

167, 106331.

27. Keping, Y. (2018). “Governance and Good Governance: A New Framework for 

Political Analysis”, Fudan Journal of the Humanities and Social Sciences, 11(18). 

28. Kisingo, A., R. Rollins, G. Murray, P. Dearden and M. Clarke (2016). “Evaluating 

‘Good Governance’: The Development of a Quantitative Tool in the Greater Serengeti 

Journal of Environmental Management, 181(1). 

29. Liu, H., P. Yao, X. Wang, J. Huang and L. Yu (2021). “Research on the Peer 

Behavior of Local Government Green Governance Based on SECI Expansion 

Model”, Land, 10(5). 

30. Margetts, H. (2022). “Rethinking AI for Good Governance”, Daedalus, 151(2).  

31. Nguyen, T., A. Nguyen, M. Nguyen and T. Truong (2021). “Is National Governance 

Relationship? International Evidence from a Multi-Hierarchical Analysis”, International 

Review of Economics & Finance, 73(21). 

32. Nunbogu, A.M., P.I. Korah, P.B. Cobbinah and M. Poku-Boansi (2018). “Doing it 

‘Ourselves’: Civic Initiative and Self-governance in Spatial Planning”, Cities, 74. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2017.10.022.

Decentralization, Good Governance and Regional Development—Empirical 

Evidence in the European Context”, , 14 (12). 

34. Shikha, V.Y.A.S. and C.C. Aktan (2017). “Progression From Ideal State to Good 

Governance: An Introductory Overview”, International Journal of Business and 

Management Studies, 9 (1). 

35. Simangunsong, F. and I. Hutasoit Sentosa (2019). “A Strategic Framework of Good 

Governance, Infrastructure Development and Community Empowerment in 

Indonesian Public Sector Management”, African Journal of Hospitality, Tourism 

and Leisure, GCBSS, 1-12.

Front. 

Public Health, Vol. 10. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.861349


