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Aims of Workshop

• To highlight the importance of review studies

• To give a general overview of various types of reviews

• To briefly introduce  most popular types of reviews



Review

• Definition: “To view, inspect, or examine a second time or again”

• Noble & Smith. 2018, Reviewing the literature: choosing a review design

• Lau & Kuziemsky, 2016, Handbook of eHealth evaluation: an evidence-based 
approach.

• Pere et al. 2015, Synthesizing Information systems knowledge: a typology of 
literature reviews

• Grant & Booth, 2009, A typology of reviews: an analysis of 14 review types and 
associated methologies.

• Cochrane Handbook-http://training.Cochrane.org/handbook
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Literature reviews are essential for: 

• Identifying what has been written on a subject or topic;

• Identifying research gaps;

• Determining trends or patterns in a specific research area;

• Aggregating empirical findings related to a narrow research question to support 
evidence-based practice;

• Generating new frameworks and theories.

(Pere et al. 2015)



How Important Are Review Studies?



Clinical Importance



International Guldline



Review Studies?



Review article

• Is a journal-length paper which has in a field, without collecting or analyzing any 
primary data. 

• Is a journal-length paper which has an overarching purpose to synthesize the 
literature in a field.

• Review papers are cited and downloaded more often than any other type of 
published article.

(Cronin et al. 2008; Montori et al. 2003; Patsopoulos et al. 2005)



Literature Review Process and Steps: 

• Formulating the research question(s) and objective(s)

• Searching the extant literature;

• Screening for inclusion;

• Assessing the quality of primary studies;

• Extracting data;

• Analyzing data.

(Pere et al. 2015)



Typology of Literature Reviews: 14 Review 
Types

1. Clinical review

2. Literature review

3. Mapping review

4. Meta-analysis

5. Mixed studies review/ mixed methods 
review

6. Overview

7. Qualitative systematic review/

Qualitative evidence synthesis

8. Rapid review

9. Scoping review

10. State of the art review

11. Systematic review

12. Systematic and search review

13. Systematized review

14. Umbrella review

(Grant & Booth, 2009)



Typology of Literature Reviews (in IS)

1. Narrative review

2. Descriptive

3. Scoping review

4. Meta-analysis

5. Qualitative systematic review

6. Umbrella review

7. Theoretical review

8. Realist review

9. Critical review

(Pere et al. 2015)



Typology of Literature Reviews 

1. Narrative review

2. Descriptive

3. Scoping review

4. Systematic review

5. Umbrella review

6. Realist review

7. Critical review

(Lau & Kuziemsky, 2016)



Typology of Literature Reviews 

1. Systematic review

2. Rapid evidence assessment

3. Scoping review

4. Integrative review

5. Realist review

6. Narrative review

7. Review or reviews/umbrella review

(Noble & Smith, 2018)



Level of Evidence



8 Types of Most Popular Review



1. Narrative Review



Narrative Review

Description -Provide examination of recent or current literature.. 

-Cover wide range of subjects at various levels of completeness and comprehensiveness.

-May include research findings.

-But does not seek generalization or cumulative knowledge from what is reviewed. 

Search -May or may not include comprehensive searching.

-Selective in nature.

-Authors usually select studies that support their own view. 

Appraisal -May or may not include quality assessment. 

-no formal quality or risk of bias assessment of included primary studies is required. 

Synthesis Typically, narrative

Analysis Using thematic analysis, chronological frameworks, content analysis or other classification 

criteria.



Narrative review:

Aloinient et al. Risk management in Enterprise Resource Planning (EPR) project 
introduction: Review of the literature

• This review is not explicit in terms of how the search, selection and coding 
processes were performed.

• It provides a solid foundation for the development of new theoretical perspectives 
in this area



Narrative Review



2. Systematic Review



Systematic Review

Description - To aggregate critically appraise, and synthesize in a single source all empieical evidence 

that meet a set of pre-specified eligibity criteria.

- In order to answer in depth a clearly formulated research question a support evidence-

based decision-making.

Search -Exhaustive, comprehensive searching

-Multiple sources and databases using highly sensitive and structured strategies

-To identify all available studies

Appraisal Two different quality assessment must be addresses:

a. Risk of bias in included studies

b. Quality of evidence by outcome of interest (e.g. Cochrane criteria and GRADE system)

Synthesis Two different types of analyses and syntheses methods can be used: 

1.Meta-analysis (statistical proofing of study results) 

2. Qualitative narrative: use of vote counting, content analyses, frameworks, classification 

schemes and/or tabulations

Analysis What is known, recommendations for practice. What remains unknown; uncertainty around 

finding, recommendations for future research



Systematic review:

• The ‘gold standard’ of reviews

• Funded reviews typically involve a team or reviewers 

• Registered with a review centre such as:

• https://www.cochrane.org

• https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero

https://www.cochrane.org/
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero


https://www.riskofbias.info



Prospero



3. Qualitative Systematic Review



Qualitative Systematic Review/Qualitative evidence 
synthesis

Description Method for integrating or comparing the findings from qualitative evidence.

It looks for ‘themes’ or ‘construct that lie in or across individual qualitative studies. 

Search May employ selective or purposive sampling

Appraisal Quality assessment typically used to: 

Mediate messages – not for inclusion/exclusion

Synthesis Qualitative, narrative synthesis

Analysis Thematic analysis, may include conceptual models



Qualitative systematic review:

Wosiniski et al. Facilitating problem-based learning among undergraduate nursing

Students: A qualitative systematic review

• The purpose of this study was to identify and synthesize the best available 
evidence

• A meta-synthesis was performed according to the meta-aggregative methology
for qualitative systematic reviews  from the Johanna Briggs Institute (JBI)

• A qualitative PICo, where P equals population, I the phenomenon under study 
and Co the context, defined inclusion criteria



Qualitative systematic review (PICO)

The meaning of smoking to young woman in the 
community, and their experiences of smoking cessation as 

primary health care intervention: a systematic review of the 
qualitative evidence

Figure 1. PICo mnemonic of the experience of a primary
health care intervention. PICo, population, the phenomena of
interest and the context.

Phenomena of Interest Population

Context



Qualitative Systematic Review



Systematic Review of Qualitative Studies



4. Rapid Review



Rapid Review/ Rapid evidence assessment 

Description Assessment of what is already known about a policy or practice issue

Using systematic review methods to search and critically appraise existing research

Search Completeness of searching determined by time constraints

Appraisal Time-limited formal quality assessment

Synthesis Typically narrative and tabular

Analysis Quantities of literature and overall quality/direction of effect of literature



Systematic review/ Rapid evidence assessment

• Summarizes and synthesizes research findings within the constraints of time and 
resources.

• The review needs to be as comprehensive as possible and undertaken in a 
systematic manner.

• In response to a request for information from policy makers.

• Differs from a systematic review in relation to the

Extensiveness of the search strategies and 

Methods used to undertake the analysis.

• May fail to identify potentially relevant studies.



Rapid Review



5. Umbrella Review



Umbrella Review/ Overviews systematic

Description Tertiary type of evidence synthesis

To compare and contrast findings from multiple systematic reviews

-different interventions for the same condition or

-same interventions for different conditions

Search Identification of all available systematic reviews (Published and unpublished).

But no search for primary studies

Appraisal Two different quality assessments:

a. Methodological quality assessment of the included systematic reviews,

b. Quality of evidence in included reviews (e.g. AMSTAR and GRADE system)

Synthesis Graphical and tabular with narrative commentary

Analysis What is known; recommendations for practice.

What remains unknown; recommendations for future research



Review of reviews/ Umbrella review

• A review of the literature, undertaken systematically

• Compiles evidence from multiple research syntheses in order to summarise
existing evidence

• Like systematic reviews follow clear methods

• Useful when a review question is very broad and a number of systematic 
reviews have already been conducted in the topic area

• However, the different inclusion criteria by adopted the reviews included can 
make interpretation problematic.



Umbrella review

• Mbemba et al. interventions for supporting nurse retention in rural and remote 
areas: an umbrella review

• The authors consulted several databases

• Clear inclusion and exclusion criteria were established by the authors.

• Two independent coders

Read title and abstract

Reviewed the full text

Compared their results 

Agreed on the final codification

• Use PRISMA to assess the quality 



JBI Manual for Evidence synthesis chapter 10: Umbrella review: 
https://doi.org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-11



6. Scoping Review



Scoping Review

Description Preliminary assessment of potential size and scope of available research literature.

Aims to identify nature and extent of research evidence (including ongoing research)

With a view to determine the value of undertaking a full systematic review.

Search Comprehensive search using an iterative process

Suitable for answering the central research question  regardless of study design

Uses explicite inclusion and exclusion criteria

Appraisal No formal quality of risk of bias assessment of included primary studies is required

Synthesis Typically tabular with some narrative commentary

Present a narrative account of existing literature, as well as numerical analysis

Analysis Characterizing quantity and quality of literature, perhaps by study design and other key 

futures.



Scoping Review

• Useful to map the literature in a broad context prior to undertaking a mor 
comprehensive review.

• To assess the feasibility of undertaking a full systematic review.

• Not appropriate to answer a clinical question.



Scoping Review

Archer et al. Personal health records: a scoping review

• A comprehensive search of several databases

• In order to put all the studies into perspective, they described and mapped the 
literature according to study designs and key theme of PHRs



Scoping Review



https://www.prisma-statement.org/
extensions/scopingreviews



7. Realist Review



Realist Review

Description Theory-driven interpretative review.

Aims to enhance systematic reviews by including evidence from both quantitative and 

qualitative studies of complex interventions applied in diverse indexes.

Search Systematic and comprehensive based on “a priori” criteria or iterative and purposive, aiming 

to provide a holistic interpretation of a phenomenon

Appraisal Quality or risk of bias assessment must be addresses using different instruments and/or 

frameworks for quantitative and qualitative studies.

Synthesis Qualitative evidence synthesis

Theories expresses in terms of context, mechanism and outcome (CMO) configurations.

Analysis Can use content analysis, conceptual frameworks as well as interpretive and mixed methods 

approaches.



Realist Review

• Focuses on understanding mechanisms by which an intervention works (or not)

• It involve identifying mechanisms that impact an intervention and exploring 
how they work and under what conditions.

• A clear aim: Identifying relevant evidence.

• Stockholder involvement in the process is high as the realist review is derived 
following negotiation between stockholders and reviewers.



Wong et al. internet-based medical education: a realist review of what works, for 
whom and in what circumstances

• Aiming to produce theory driven criteria.

• Seeking to identify theoretical models.

• Using immersion and interpretation.

• The authors tested the theories by considering how well they explained the 
different outcomes achieved in different educational contexts.

Realist Review



Realist Review



Realist Review



8. Critical Review



Critical Review

Description Provide a critical evaluation and interpretive analysis of existing literature to reveal strengths, 

weaknesses, contradictions, controversies, inconsistencies and/or important issues whth

respect to theories, hypotheses, research methods or results

Search Most significant items in the field.

May or may nor include comprehensive searching

Appraisal No formal quality or risk of bias assessment

Attempts to evaluate according to contribution

Synthesis Typically narrative, perhaps conceptual or chronological

Analysis A variety of analysis methods that can be grouped as either positivists (e.g. Content analysis 

and frequencies) or interpretivist (e.g. meta-ethnography, critical interpretive synthesis)



Balijepally et al. are we wielding this hammer correctly?. A reflective review of the 
application of cluster analysis in information system research

• Various deficiencies noticed in its use were identified

• Along with suggestion for future practice.

Critical Review



Critical Review



Core software for Conducting Peviews



https://training.cochrane.org/online-learning/core-software





Reporting guidelines tools used to assess



https://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines/



Thank you

Khj_Ahmadzadeh@yahoo.com


