
 

Comparison of Literature review types 

 

 

REVIEW TYPE DESCRIPTION OTHER’S OPINIONS AND PERSONAL COMMENTARY CONS PROS CONNECTIONS AND CONTRASTS BETWEEN REVIEW TYPES 

Systematic/ 
research literature 
review 

 

(Sometimes 
referred to as 
‘structured’, but not 
often.) 

Systematic reviews seek to draw 
together all known knowledge on a 
topic area. They evaluate and 
interpret all available research 
evidence relevant to a particular 
question. 

 

The purposes of a systematic 
literature review are as follows 

- To find all relevant research 
studies (published and 
un-published) 

- To assess each study on the 
basis of defined criteria 

- Synthesise the findings in an 
unbiased way 

- Present a balanced and 
impartial summary of the 
findings taking any flaws 
into consideration. 

 

The conclusion of a systematic 
review should ‘Place the findings into 
context, discuss the quality and 
heterogeneity of studies and the 
applicability of the findings.’ – 
A.Brettle: Systematic reviews  

 

There are different models for 
conducting systematic reviews, for 
example those produced within 
medical/health care strictly keeps to 
the Cochrane Collaboration 
guidelines., whereas those produced 
within the field of social science 
often offers a narrative synthesis of 
evidence.  

  

 

‘claims to be a more neutral, technical 
process, which is rational and 
standardized, thereby demonstrating 
objectivity and a transparent process to 
the reader’ -Jesson p15 

 

‘Best known type of review’- Grant and 
Booth 

 

Sometimes considered contentious in 
the social policy and practice field. 

 

The notion that systematic literature 
reviews might be appropriate as a 
research strategy on its own appears to 
be overlooked by  undergraduate and 
Masters’ students who ‘allow for the 
development of a theoretical context or 
framework in order to frame research 
questions that use inductive, deductive 
or mixed methods approaches to the 
collection of primary and secondary 
data’ - Armitage ‘ Rapid Structured 
literature reviews..’ p6 

 

‘the systematic review is essentially a 
tool; hence, there is the need to ask 
whether it is right for a given job.’ Okoll 
‘systems research) (2010) p5 

 

Webster and Watson define an effective 
literature review as one of the 
platforms that ‘creates a firm 
foundation for advancing knowledge. It 
facilitates theory development, closes 
areas where a plethora of research 
exists, and uncovers areas where 
research is needed’ 

You are advised to undertake a 
scoping review before attempting a 
systematic review. (Jesson p15) 

Not all sources are obtainable 

Very time consuming. 

 In most cases needs multiple people: 
this can take a long time to organise 
and can be very costly.  

Not straightforward for open 
qualitative, interpretative research 
questions (common in social 
sciences.) 

Would have to restrict research 
question to adapt the inclusion 
criteria. 

Abundance of sources, might have to 
limit the scope. ‘Judgments are 
required to limit the scope, and the 
decisions can affect the results of the 
review and may introduce bias (but at 
least the biases would be clear’ 
(O’Conner- Introduction to Systematic 
reviews) 

Will never be completely free of bias. 
‘Without due care, the improved 
power can also be a disadvantage. It 
allows the detection of small biases as 
well as small effects. All studies have 
flaws, ranging from small to fatal, and 
it is essential to assess individual 
studies for such flaws. The added 
power of a systematic review can 
allow even small biases to result in an 
‘apparent’ effect’- NHMRC 

Not appropriate for each 
review-purpose. Harder to ‘appreciate 
the value’ of a systematic review. 
‘general literature review are needed 
to obtain an academic degree, apply 
for grant funding, or to justify a 
research article for publication in a 
journal. It is more difficult to 
appreciate the value of the longer and 
more arduous process as the 
systematic review’; ‘the systematic 
review is essentially a tool; hence, 
there is the need to ask whether it is 
right for a given job.’ Okoll ‘systems 
research) (2010) 

Not great for new fields of study. Not 
very valuable early on, when limited 
studies might be available, as the few 
existing studies might not represent 
the best knowledge that more time 
might give. 

Boell & Cecez: not sure what the 
terms are yet 

Considering all relevant material 
reduces many biases [To explore] not 
eg publication bias 

Critical Analysis: ‘Combines strengths 
of critical review with a comprehensive 
search process.’- Booth and Grant 

Transparent reporting methods with 
a defined methodological process, 
meaning it can be replicated by 
others { ←- intent, not usually 
perfectly possible in practice - search 
engines change & material changes] 

Review Audience can assess the 
Quality of the review. The transparent 
reporting methods also enables the 
reader to ‘determine objectively 
whether or not to accept the results of 
your review’- Fink p17, ‘Allows the 
reader to assess the quality of the 
review, as they are able to see how the 
review has been compiled.’- A.Brettle: 
Systematic Reviews 

Inclusive of all accessible knowledge 
on a specific topic. 

Incorporates quantitative, qualitative 
and mixed method studies.  

Increased statistical power: ‘by 
combining data, systematic reviews 
improve the ability to study the 
consistency of results. Many individual 
studies are too small to detect modest 
but important effects. Combining all 
the studies that have attempted to 
answer the same question 
considerably improves the statistical 
power.’ -NHMRC 

Can show homogeneity between 
studies. Similar effects across a wide 
variety of settings and designs provide 
evidence of robustness and 
transferability of the results to other 
settings. 

Summarizes evidence, keeps people 
up to date without reading all 
published research literature which, 
in turn, breaks down barriers of 
getting research into practice. 

Availability. Many models already 
available, such as those produced by 
the Cochrane Collaboration for 
healthcare.  

Pre-existing systematic reviews can 
give an insight into available 
literature and can avoid duplication 
of effort. ‘Systematic reviews offer an 
opportunity for the social research 
community to consider it’s own efforts 
in terms of the quality of existing 

not mutually exclusive from other reviews, could we present all review 
types within a Venn diagram or a spectrum?  

Connections Between Systematic and Meta-analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

● ‘ (Systematic Reviews) are synonymous with meta-analysis’- 
NHMRC 

● ‘some Systematic reviews include a meta-analysis’- A.Brettle. So 
Meta-analysis is a subset of Systematic Reviews? 

● Meta-analysis is used along with a systematic review which 
ensures that a comprehensive identification of possible studies 
are done.’ Sunil Sadruddin Samnani ‘Review typology’ 2017 

 
Connections Between Systematic and Traditional/Narrative 

● ‘ (Systematic Reviews) compare with conventional literature 
reviews which summarizes and perhaps critiques existing papers 
but may not have a specific rationale for including material.’ – 
A.Brittle: Systematic Reviews. So, a traditional review is 
presented here as a non-necessarily- comprehensive review 
with less structured methodology.  

● A systematic review is more rigorous than a literature review as 
anyone could follow the review protocol and arrive at similar 
conclusions’ - Max gasteen 2010 

● Systematic reviews conducted within fields of social sciences 
often use ‘narrative synthesis of evidence.’ -A.Brettle 

● Because systematic reviews are widely published an accessible, 
they become an ‘authoritative study of the body of evidence 
thereby reducing the need for traditional narrative reviews that 
tend to be produced over and over again.’ Max Gasteen 2010 

● ‘general literature review are needed to obtain an academic 
degree, apply for grant funding, or to justify a research article 
for publication in a journal. It is more difficult to appreciate the 
value of the longer and more arduous process as the systematic 
review’ -Okoll ‘systems research’ (2010) 

● Narrative methods of synthesis are used when 
experimental studies are not similar enough for a 
meta-analysis:’Narrative methods of synthesis can be used 
to synthesise both qualitative and quantitative studies and 
have been used when the experimental and 
quasi-experimental studies included in a systematic review 
are not sufficiently similar for a meta-analysis to be 
appropiate (Mays et al. 2005)’- B.Snilsveit et al.  

● ‘When systematic reviews are applied sensitively, 
systematic reviews have a clear advantage over traditional 
literature reviews. Quality of reviews improved through 
transparency, greater breadth of studies included, greater 
objectivity and reduction of implicit researcher bias, and by 



Requires considerably more effort 
than a traditional review 

Measures heterogeneity between 
studies.‘Measures of heterogeneity: 
the degree of variation between 
studies can be either a positive or a 
negative factor of the systematic 
review’-  NHMRC (How to review the 
evidence: systematic identification 
and review of the scientific literature) 
p25 

A lot of consideration must take place 
before conducting a Systematic 
Review. a reviewer must consider 
whether the amount of time, energy, 
and financial cost that the systematic 
review would require might be 
justified 

Broader research questions might 
have to be ‘divided’. ‘These broader 
policy questions can be divided into 
more clearly defined research 
questions that might be appropriate 
and manageable for a systematic 
review.’ Petticrew and Roberts 2006 

Consistent screening is required. In 
order to ensure ‘consistent screening , 
the screening process is sometimes 
piloted with all researchers screening 
the same studies and then comparing 
the results.’ - R.Mallet et al 2012. This 
can be cost effective and time 
consuming. 

Might not be possible for 
non-academic researchers: 
‘systematic reviews require access to a 
wide range of databases and 
peer-reviewed journals, which can be 
problematic and very expensive for 
non-academic researchers and those 
based in southern research 
organisations’- R.Mallet et al 2012 

There are many research questions of 
qualitative nature that are 
inappropriate for a systematic 
review.  

Might have to travel far to access 
resources.  see S.Rumsey ‘How to find 
Information’  

Boell 2015 : OK for medical, not so 
good for other things. Frequently 
Mis-applied. Lots of false-positives. 
Assumes that databases and search 
terms are suitable. Confuses 
‘procedure objectivity’ with objectivity 
of outcome 

 

Not clear what is missed 

research and it’s reporting to avoid 
duplication of effort.’ -Liz Victor 

High level of quality within 
synthesizing process. When 
synthesising study results, systematic 
reviews ‘Base their conclusions on 
those studies which are most 
methodologically sound.’- Armitage 

Systematic review methodology can 
be applied to any type of literature – 
epidemiological, randomised trials, 
observational studies, diagnostic 
tests, etc [misapplying problems] 

Reviews are often conducted in 
teams, which further helps to reduce 
bias a single reviewer might 
introduce. 

Reduces the need for other review 
types. Because systematic reviews are 
widely published an accessible, they 
become an ‘authoritative study of the 
body of evidence thereby reducing the 
need for traditional narrative reviews 
that tend to be produced over and 
over again.’ Max Gasteen 2010 

Requires literature of a ‘gold 
standard’ ensuring high quality. 
Usually, these are Randomly 
Controlled trials.  

Help to reduce implicit researcher 
bias ‘Through the adoption of broad 
search strategories, predefined search 
strings and uniform inclusion and 
exclusion criteria effectively forcing 
researchers to search for studies 
outside of their own subject areas and 
networks.’  R.Mallet et al 2012 

Peer review ensures a further 
reduction of researcher bias  

 

 

encouraging more researchers to engage more critically 
with quality of evidence.’-  R.Mallet et al 2012 
 

 

Connections Between Systematic and Evidence Based 

● Systematic reviews conducted within fields of social sciences 
often use ‘narrative synthesis of evidence.’ -A.Brettle 

● Systematic Reviews often adhere to the guidelines on the 
conduct of a review provided by the Cochrane Collaboration/ 
NHS Centre for Reviews and Dissemination. The gives a 
connection between Systematic reviews and evidence-based 
reviews. 

 

Connections Between Systematic and Critical  

● ‘(Systematic Reviews) combines the strengths of a critical review 
with a comprehensive search process.’- Booth and Grant 

 

Connections Between Systematic and Scoping 

● You are advised (Jesson p15) to undertake a scoping review 
before attempting a systematic review. Can undertake a scoping 
review  to inform policy makers on weather a full, systematic 
review is needed.  

● ‘Good scoping reviews are systematic literature reviews that 
provide specialists with relevant and quantified results about the 
knowledge available on a particular topic, within and without 
particular research disciplines and communities.’ (martin’s 
paper) 

 

Connections Between Systematic and Rapid  

● Booth and Grant described a Rapid review as an ‘Assessment of 
what is already known about a policy or practice issue, by using 
systematic review methods to search and critically appraise 
existing research’  

 

Connections betweenSystematic and Systemized 

● Booth and Grant discussed how Systemized reviews ‘Attempt to 
include elements of systematic review process while stopping 
short of systematic review’. So in their opinion, a systemized 
review is a cut-short systematic review.  

 

Connections between  Systematic and Sample 

● Sample Reviews can be viewed as systematic reviews with a 
stricter process of selecting data.  

 

Connections Between Integrative and Systematic Reviews 

● ‘ I consider integrative reviews to be a subset of systematic 
reviews’- Ronny K Gunnarsson 

● Michael J Roy expressed Integrative reviews as ‘A specific type of 
systematic review, usually undertaken where meta-analysis 
cannot be carried out, but which allows for the combination of 
various methods to synthesize the findings.’  

● Integrative reviews are often confused with systematic reviews, 
however they are a specific type of systematic review.  

 

Connections Between Systematic and Overview 

● Grant and Booth said that overviews differ from systematic 
reviews as they ‘typically lack both systematic methods and 
explicit reporting’  

 

Connections Between Systematic and Theoretical 

● Snilstveit (2012) argues for the use of theory as a way of 
enhancing the policy relevance of systematic reviews of 



effectiveness. Similarly, drawing on theoretical framework for a 
particular issue or interventions can be useful in identifying 
relevant and researchable questions from a broader policy 
question. 

 

Connections Betweens Systematic Reviews and Realist Synthesi 

● ‘Realist reviews have been proposed as an approach to 
systematic reviews of evidence on complex interventions’. 
-Pawson et al, 2005 

 

Quantitative 
Meta-analysis 

 

‘synthesis by 
aggregation’  

‘ Meta-analysis provides a 
systematic overview of 
quantitative research which has 
examined a particular question 
where the research is empirical 
rather than theoretical and has 
findings that can be put in a 
comparable statistical form’- 
A.Brettle. 
 
‘Meta-analysis uses statistical 
procedure to estimate an 
amalgamated effect by combining 
data from multiple different 
studies on a given association or 
epidemiological estate.’- Sunil 
Sadruddin Samnani ‘Review 
typology’ 2017 
 
‘Technique that statistically 
combines the results of 
quantitative studies to provide a 
more precise effect of the 
results’-Grant and Booth 
 

 

 

‘It is easy to run a meta-analysis and get 
a result, but there are many factors that 
determine whether your results are 
valid’ -O’Connor -Introduction to 
Systematic Reviews. 

 

‘A review that has prioritized the 
inclusion of controlled trials in order to 
establish intervention effect 
measurements will ideally use statistical 
meta-analysis to synthesize the data’ 
Cooper and Hedges, 1994 

 

‘A quantitative synthesis of reviewed 
studies (meta-analysis)  involves 
considering each study as a case that 
has certain independent variables that 
are hypothesized to have an effect or 
non-effect on a given dependent 
variable ‘ B. F. Green & Hall, 1984 

 

in medicine and systems research 
Meta-Analysis in the context of 
systematic literature reviews is 
considered as research of the highest 
quality. 

 

Fink believes that meta-analysis is a 
type of synthesis, not a type of 
literature review in its own right:  ‘a 
special type of synthesis, 
meta-analysis,  involves the use of 
statistical methods to combine the 
results of two or more studies.’ p4  
 
 
 

 

Includes all cons of a typical 
systematic review 

‘For a meta-analysis to be valid 
requires all included studies to be 
sufficiently similar.’- Grant and Booth, 
but how can we do this and ensure a 
comprehensive search?  

Difficult to determine search 
parameters.‘For a meta-analysis to be 
deemed valid and of high quality, it is 
essential to ensure that all literatures 
have common parameters, such as 
population characteristics, 
interventions used and comparison 
tools. Most importantly, it should 
contain a matching outcome.’  

Meta-analysis can only be used on 
specific cases.How can you compare/ 
combine studies that are not 
sufficiently similar?  

Requires expert guidance and a 
second reviewer at least.Requires a 
lot of separate input. The reviewer 
must decide if the level of 
heterogeneity among the studies is 
low enough to justify combining them 
in a meta-analysis- this means that 
consultation with an expert could be 
essential. Data should be carefully 
checked by a second reviewer and 
differences reconciled by discussion or 
by a third reviewer.  

Often run into problems with 
homogeneity between data. ‘a key 
limitation of this approach in 
management and organization science 
is that primary studies in that field are 
rarely homogenous’ -Okoll 2010 
‘Systems research’ p30 

Inappropriately including studies that 
are not similar, affects the findings of 
analysis 

Including irrelevant studies will 
decrease the effectiveness of the 
review 

Rarely Possible in some fields: 
‘Meta-analysis is rarely possible in the 
international development field 
because of the non-availability of data 
as well as methodological diversity.’; 
‘Information on statistical significance- 
a basic but important indicator in 
quantitative impact evaluation- is 
missing from many studies in the 

Provides evidence-based conclusions 

Unfinished and inconclusive studies 
can be included within meta-analysis. 
(Booth and Grant) 

Can answer questions that other 
review-types struggle with. 
‘Meta-analysis can be used as a guide 
to answer the question ‘does what we 
are doing make a difference to X?, 
Even if X has been measured using 
different instruments across a range of 
different people.’- A.Brettle 

Provides a systematic overview of 
quantitative research. 

Reviews are often conducted in 
teams, which further helps to reduce 
bias a single reviewer might introduce 

Increases precision of results and 
measures consistency between 
results. ‘Meta-analysis helps increase 
precision by adding more power to the 
pooled estimate than separate studies 
reported in their individual estimates. 
This also helps to examine consistency 
of effect across different studies.’ 

Valuable for policy/decision-makers. 
As meta analysis provides a summary 
of multiple outcomes from different 
research, the results derived from this 
are valuable resources for policy 
makers or decision makers. 

A type of systematic review, so aims 
for a comprehensive search. 

Connections Between Quantitative Meta-Analysis and Systematic 

● ‘Some Systematic reviews include a meta-analysis’- A.Brettle. So 
Meta-analysis is a subset of Systematic Reviews? 

● ‘meta-analysis is a particular case of stand-alone literature 
review where the reviewed articles are analyzed primarily 
quantitatively.’ - Okoll (Information systems research) p3  

● ‘Meta-analysis is used along with a systematic review which 
ensures that a comprehensive identification of possible studies 
are done.’ Sunil Sadruddin Samnani ‘Review typology’ 2017 

● ‘ (Systematic Reviews) are synonymous with meta-analysis’- 
NHMRC 

 

Connections Between Quantitative Meta-Analysis and Stand-Alone 

●  Is it a requirement that meta-analysis only considers stand 
alone reviews since you can only combine evidence from 
complete reviews. maybe they are using the terms 
‘completeness’ and ‘stand-alone’ interchangeably and 
incorrectly here? -Eva  

● ‘meta-analysis is a particular case of stand-alone literature 
review where the reviewed articles are analyzed primarily 
quantitatively.’ - Okoll (Information systems research) p3 

 

Connections Between Quantitative Meta-Analysis and Meta-Synthesis 

● Meta-Synthesis slightly differs from Meta-Analysis: ‘Aims to 
determine the phenomena as opposed to meta-analysis that 
focuses on quantitative outcomes.’- Sunil Sadruddin Samnani 
‘Review typology’ 2017 
 

Connections Between Quantitative Meta-Analysis and Qualitative 
Meta-Analysis 

● ‘reviewers are likely prone to be less demanding on the 
qualitative analysis of articles after they’ve done all that work on 
the quantitative meta-analysis.’ - Okoll (systems research) 2010. 
Qualitative is seen as less important than quantitative research 
(generally)  

● Contrasts with quantitative meta-analysis: ‘Its goal is not to 
aggregate studies such as done with quantitative meta-analysis; 
rather, it aims to integrate the findings into a broader category’ 
-Sunil Sadruddin Samnani ‘Review typology’ 2017 

 

 
 
 



development field’- R.Mallett et al 
2012 

  

Meta-Synthesis/ 
Data Synthesis/ 
Meta-Ethnography 

Describes, interprets and transforms 
data from multiple qualitative 
studies.  

Meta-Ethnography was first developed 
as an approach to synthesis of 
qualitative, ethnographic studies by 
Noblit and Hare (1988) 

 

‘Meta-Ethnography is an interpretive 
synthesis approach that 
re-conceptualises key themes and 
synthesises and extends the findings of 
individual studies’- Williamson et al, 
2009.  

including irrelevant studies will 
decrease the effectiveness of the 
review  

 

involves a rigorous and systematic 
approach 

identifies core elements and themes 

non-statistical approach 

Connections Between Meta-Synthesis and Meta-Analysis 

● Meta-Synthesis slightly differs from Meta-Analysis: ‘Aims to 
determine the phenomena as opposed to meta-analysis that 
focuses on quantitative outcomes.’- Sunil Sadruddin Samnani 
‘Review typology’ 2017 

●  
Connections between Meta-Synthesis and Qualitative 
Meta-Analysis 

● ‘Different approaches may be used in reviews which synthesize 
qualitative research. For example, meta-ethnography may be 
undertaken in which qualitative themes across pieces of research 
are analyzed to identify concepts and themes which transcend 
individual datasets.’ Noblit and Hare, 1988 

 

Qualitative 
Meta-Analysis  

A method for comparing the findings 
from qualitative studies. 

 

‘This review aims to integrate and 
compare the outcomes of qualitative 
studies. The resulting conclusion may 
lead to further development of a new 
theory or an interpretative 
translation.’ -Sunil Sadruddin 
Samnani ‘Review typology’ 2017 
 

‘The results of qualitative research are 
often presented as a detailed, complex 
and holistic picture or story’ ‘This type of 
research often results in an individuals’ 
own accounts of their attitudes, 
motivation and behaviour.’ Fink p137 

 

‘Whilst each of the approaches has been 
used to produce qualitative research 
synthesis, in most cases examples of 
their application are limited. However, 
the use of three approaches, narrative 
synthesis, meta- ethnography and 
realist synthesis, has increased rapidly 
across different disciplines’,Denyer and 
Tranfield (2006)  

 

Often run into problems with 
homogeneity between data. ‘Often, 
studies are so heterogeneous that they 
cannot be combined statistically. Even 
if heterogeneity is not an issue, you 
usually cannot combine all included 
studies; it is rare for all studies to 
provide comparable outcome data’ 
O’Conner- Introduction to Systematic 
reviews. 

Harder to determine what qualifies as 
a ‘high level of standard’ or 
qualitative reviews. 

No specific methodology 

Qualitative research often results in 
an individual’s own accounts of their 
attitudes, motivations and behaviour- 
more open to bias. 

Ethics could play a part: You are more 
likely to encounter qualitative studies 
when you are examining the literature 
on topics that do not lend themselves 
to quantification for methodological or 
ethical reasons. 

Transferable across many research 
fields.‘Qualitative research synthesis 
has developed and been tested across 
a range of disciplines including 
management, public health, social 
care and education’ (Tranfield et al, 
2003).  

Reviews are often conducted in 
teams, which further helps to reduce 
bias a single reviewer might introduce 

Generalised. Being generalized in 
nature, increases its worth compared 
to local surveys 

Compliments research evidence. 
‘Compliments research evidence in 
light of user-reported and 
practitioner-observed 
considerations.’Sunil Sadruddin 
Samnani ‘Review typology’ 2017 
Results are often detailed, complex 
and holistic 

Conclusions may lead to further 
development of a new theory 

 

Connections Between Qualitative Meta-Analysis and Quantitative 
Meta-Analysis 

● ‘reviewers are likely prone to be less demanding on the 
qualitative analysis of articles after they’ve done all that work on 
the quantitative meta-analysis.’ - Okoll (systems research) 2010. 
Qualitative is seen as less important than quantitative research 
(generally)  

● Contrasts with quantitative meta-analysis: ‘Its goal is not to 
aggregate studies such as done with quantitative meta-analysis; 
rather, it aims to integrate the findings into a broader category’ 
-Sunil Sadruddin Samnani ‘Review typology’ 2017 

 
Connections between Qualitative Meta-Analysis and 
Meta-Synthesis 

● ‘Different approaches may be used in reviews which synthesize 
qualitative research. For example, meta-ethnography may be 
undertaken in which qualitative themes across pieces of research 
are analyzed to identify concepts and themes which transcend 
individual datasets.’ Noblit and Hare, 1988 

 
 

Narrative/ 
traditional/ 
conventional / 
subjective  

 

(Previously could 
have been referred 
to as integrative 
(Cooper)) 

A highly prescribed staged 
methodology which seeks to add 
new insight on topic. 

 

Originated in clinical medicine where 
it was designed to reach rigorous 
conclusions about the effects of 
medical interventions 

 

‘The traditional review usually adopts 
a critical approach which might 
assess theories or hypotheses by 
critically examining the methods and 
results single primary studies, with 
an emphasis on background and 
contextual material. The material is 
selected in order to present an 
argument.’ Jesson p76 

 

A dumping ground term for all bad 
review methods  

‘Traditional reviews can be dismissed as 
an opinion piece’ -Jesson p73 

 

‘often involve general discussion of 
subject with no stated hypothesis’ 
-Armitage 

 

Okoll (2010) describes traditional 
reviews as having three main sub-parts: 
theoretical background: ‘the section of 
the journal article that gives theoretical 
foundations and helps bring the 
research question into focus’; Thesis 
Literature review: ’the literature review 
as a chapter of a graduate thesis’; and 
the third a stand-alone review ; ‘a 
journal-length article whose sole 
purpose is to review the literature in a 
field, without any primary data 
collected or analyzed’   

 

No formal methodology, so there is a 
lack of transparency and no academic 
rigor. 

Selection grounds can be small small, 
potentially excluding key information 

Review is based on a potentially 
biased selection 

Lack of methodology means that the 
review is non-replicable. 

Conflicting views may not be 
identified or included within the 
review. 

No defined exclusion-inclusion 
formula. 

Not a clearly defined list for what is 
considered a conventional literature 
review. 

 might combine studies that should 
not be combined. When synthesising 
study results, traditional reviews  
‘Often do not differentiate between 

Doesn’t require as much 
understanding compared to other 
reviews so can be undertaken by 
undergraduate or masters students. 

Can be adjusted to fit an individual’s 
search time frame. 

Allows the author to be flexible and 
explore new ideas. 

Can be undertaken by one person. 

Generic term 

Consolidates 
previously-known-knowledge 

Avoids duplication by identifying 
previous work 

highlights gaps in studies for future 
evaluation.  

Narrative methods of synthesis 
can be used to synthesise both 
qualitative and quantitative 
studies  

Connections Between Traditional/Narrative and Systematic  

● ‘ (Systematic Reviews) compare with conventional literature 
reviews which summarizes and perhaps critiques existing papers 
but may not have a specific rationale for including material.’ – 
A.Brittle: Systematic Reviews. So, a traditional review is 
presented here as a non-necessarily- comprehensive review 
with less structured methodology.  

● A systematic review is more rigorous than a literature review as 
anyone could follow the review protocol and arrive at similar 
conclusions’ - Max gasteen 2010 

● Systematic reviews conducted within fields of social sciences 
often use ‘narrative synthesis of evidence.’ -A.Brettle 

● Because systematic reviews are widely published an accessible, 
they become an ‘authoritative study of the body of evidence 
thereby reducing the need for traditional narrative reviews that 
tend to be produced over and over again.’ Max Gasteen 2010 

● ‘general literature review are needed to obtain an academic 
degree, apply for grant funding, or to justify a research article 
for publication in a journal. It is more difficult to appreciate the 
value of the longer and more arduous process as the systematic 
review’ -Okoll ‘systems research’ (2010) 



‘Traditional literature reviews are all too 
often restricted to literature already 
known to the authors , or literature that 
is founded by conducting little more 
than cursory searches. This means that 
the same sources are frequently cited 
and this introduces persistent bias.’ - 
R.Mallett et al 2012. 

 

 

methodologically sound and unsound 
studies.’ -Armitage 

Doesn’t deeply analyse the accepted 
literature. ‘Takes the claims of report 
authors at face value’ - Hemmingway  

Can be dismissed as an ‘Opinion 
Piece’ ‘subjective reviews tend to be 
idiosyncratic.’- FINK p17 

Often holds a lot of community or 
persistent bias.  

 

 

● ‘A narrative form of synthesis has commonly been used instead 
of systematic reviews of social interventions where trial data is 
non-existant or limited’ Popay et al, 2006 

● Rousseau considers conventional/traditional literature 
reviews as the ‘less systematic, non-representative 
counterpart’ of systematic reviews.- Rousseau et al (2008) 
p5 

● Narrative methods of synthesis are used when 
experimental studies are not similar enough for a 
meta-analysis:’Narrative methods of synthesis can be used 
to synthesise both qualitative and quantitative studies and 
have been used when the experimental and 
quasi-experimental studies included in a systematic review 
are not sufficiently similar for a meta-analysis to be 
appropiate (Mays et al. 2005)’- B.Snilsveit et al.  

● ‘When systematic reviews are applied sensitively, 
systematic reviews have a clear advantage over traditional 
literature reviews. Quality of reviews improved through 
transparency, greater breadth of studies included, greater 
objectivity and reduction of implicit researcher bias, and by 
encouraging more researchers to engage more critically 
with quality of evidence.’-  R.Mallet et al 2012 

 
Connections Between Traditional/Narrative and Stand-Alone  

● Okoll describes Stand-Alone reviews as a type of traditional 
review, saying they are a ‘category of literature review that 
comprises studies that can stand on their own, in themselves a 
complete research pursuit’ - p3 

 

Connections between Traditional/Narrative and Overview  
● In Sunil Sadruddin Samnani’s  ‘Review typology’ 2017, he 

says that the terms ‘literature review’, ‘Narrative review’ 
and ‘overview’ are interchangeable.  

Stand-Alone 
Literature review 

Described as a type of traditional 
review.  It is  a ‘category of literature 
review that comprises studies that 
can stand on their own, in 
themselves a complete research 
pursuit’ - Okoll p3 

(so studies that have been 
completed and  peer-reviewed)  

‘Though they are certainly not easy to 
undertake, the commitment to complete 
a stand-alone review provides one’s 
academic community a tremendous 
service: such reviews can, and have in 
the past been, true paradigm shifters’ 
(Petticrew & Roberts, 2006). 

Publication bias excludes relevant 
papers. Only considering complete 
and peer-reviewed pieces of literature 
excludes loads on papers that didn't 
get published to a journal, but are still 
relevant. 

Level or rigour can vary leading to a 
confusing methodology: ‘Stand-alone 
literature reviews can and are 
conducted with varying standards of 
rigor, ranging from little more than an 
annotated bibliography to scientifically 
rigorous syntheses of a body of 
primary research.’ -Okoll ‘systems 
research’ p4 

They are often cited a lot and 
provides a clear outline of the 
literature. ‘In its best form, it becomes 
a much cited- piece of work which 
researchers would seek out as a first 
clear outline of the literature when 
undertaking an investigation.  

summarize existence evidence 

provides a framework for positioning 
research endeavors. 

 

Connections Between Quantitative Meta-Analysis and Stand-Alone 

●  Is it a requirement that meta-analysis only considers stand 
alone reviews since you can only combine evidence from 
complete reviews. maybe they are using the terms 
‘completeness’ and ‘stand-alone’ interchangeably and 
incorrectly here? -Eva  

● ‘meta-analysis is a particular case of stand-alone literature 
review where the reviewed articles are analyzed primarily 
quantitatively.’ - Okoll (Information systems research) p3 

 

Connections Between Stand-Alone and Traditional/Narrative  

● Okoll describes Stand-Alone reviews as a type of traditional 
review, saying they are a ‘category of literature review that 
comprises studies that can stand on their own, in themselves a 
complete research pursuit’ - p3 

Critical  Seeks to identify the most significant 
terms in the field, usually resulting in 
a hypothesis or a model, not just an 
answer. 

 

 
 
 

Jesson believes that all forms of 
literature reviews should be critical 
(p16)  

 

‘This type of review is not only limited to 
a simple description of identified 
articles, but rather its main focus is an 
analysis using appropriate criteria such 
as strengths, weaknesses or validity of 
cited sources. It extracts and synthesizes 
main concepts from diverse cited 
sources,’- Sunil Sadruddin Samnani 
‘Review typology’ 2017 

Critical thinking requires a large range 
of skills, cannot be effectively carried 
out by everyone 

The points made via critical thinking 
depends on the author, this process 
could accommodate personal bias: 
‘may create bias in formulating 
outcome of review which is subjective 
and leads to further new concepts to 
evaluate.’ -Sunil Sadruddin Samnani 
‘Review typology’ 2017 
 

Involves analysis of positive as well as 
negative features 

Critically evaluates quality- makes 
sure the researcher is being mindful. 

Contains material from diverse 
sources 

Evaluates existing literature ‘provides 
and opportunity to ‘take stock’ and 
evaluate what is of value from the 
previous body of work’ -Grant and 
Booth 

Considers  conflict between 
materials. ‘it may also attempt to 
resolve competing schools of thought’- 
Grant and Booth 

 



The result of a critical review can be 
original, or add to information. ‘The 
resulting product may be a critically 
elaborated, conceptual innovation of 
an existing model, or a completely 
unique idea on an existing topic, 
including a new school of thought’  
Sunil Sadruddin Samnani ‘Review 
typology’ 2017 

Critical reviews typically result in the 
formation of an hypothesis.  

Can be used to evaluate the 
effectiveness and quality of existing 
data before conducting extensive 
research. ‘A critical review is used 
whenever researchers aim to conduct 
extensive research on any topic and 
wish to critically evaluate its 
effectiveness and quality’ Sunil 
Sadruddin Samnani ‘Review typology’ 
2017 

Scoping A scoping review is needed to 
evaluate and assess the potential 
size and scope of available literature 
on a particular topic 

‘Plans to map the key concepts 
underpinning a research area’ Higgis 
and Green 2009 

 

‘The purpose of a scoping review is to 
identify the nature and extent of 
resources available, including 
on-going research. It reveals the 
undiscovered areas for further 
research to have a better 
understanding of the subject’  Sunil 
Sadruddin Samnani  ‘Review 
Typology’  2017 

‘ A scoping review sets the scene for a 
future research agenda. This is 
comparable to what you have to do for 
your research project. The review 
documents what is already known, and 
then, using a critical analysis of the gaps 
in knowledge, it helps to refine the 
research questions, concepts and 
theories to point the way to future 
research. It is also used as the first step 
in refining the questions for  systematic 
review.’- Jesson p15 

 
 

In general they do not include quality 
assessment 

 Cannot usually be regarded as a final 
output. So can only be used to make 
recommendations for a further study/ 
review. 

Can make it able to inform policy 
makers on whether a full, systematic 
review is needed 

Attempts to be systematic, 
transparent in process and replicable.  

Good when the purpose of the review 
is to write a proposal for funding (see 
Fink p6) 

Evaluates and assesses the potential 
size and scope of available literature 
on a given topic. 

Helps to refine the research question 
for a future review. 

Connections Between Scoping and Systematic 

● You are advised (Jesson p15) to undertake a scoping review 
before attempting a systematic review. Can undertake a scoping 
review  to inform policy makers on weather a full, systematic 
review is needed.  

● ‘Good scoping reviews are systematic literature reviews that 
provide specialists with relevant and quantified results about the 
knowledge available on a particular topic, within and without 
particular research disciplines and communities.’ (martin’s 
paper) 

 
Connections Between Scoping and Mapping 

● Sunil Sadruddin Samnani describes a mapping review as a 
type of scoping review: ‘As a mapping [check] review it 
identifies potential gaps, thus creating ideas for further 
review or suggesting a new topic for research. It differs 
from a scoping review, as the primary outcome is not 
known beforehand, and subsequent outcomes will lead to 
further review or primary research on a particular topic.’  

● Sunhil Sadruddin Samnani also talks about the differences 
between a scoping and mapping review: ‘Differs from 
scoping review as the outcome is not known beforehand 
and the findings of these reviews will open doors to further 
analysis’ 

● Grant and Booth also discussed the differences between 
these review types: ‘Mapping reviews can be distinguished 
from scoping reviews because the subsequent outcome may 
involve either further review work or primary research and this 
outcome is not known beforehand’  

Conceptual/ A 
Literature Review 
with Conceptual 
Framework 

A review which considers several 
variations and contexts. Aim is to 
organize ideas. 

A way of reviewing the state of 
knowledge on several concepts 

 

 

‘A conceptual review aims to synthesize 
areas of conceptual knowledge that 
contribute to a better understanding of 
the issue’ – Jesson P76 

Might be complex examining 
different literature in this way. 

Able to compare the different ways in 
which authors have used a specific 
word or concept 

Helps to organise material, rather 
than add to the knowledge of it.  

Connections Between Conceptual and Umbrella 

● Umbrella and conceptual reviews have the same aim of 
organising materials, not necessarily adding to the knowledge 
within the materials.  

Realist review/ 
Realist Synthesis 

Deals with finding outcomes related 
to complex interventions. Aims to 
seek an explanatory focus. 

‘uses argumentation analysis to deal 
with identifying context and mechanism 
of the study’- Sunil Sadruddin 
Samnani ‘Review typology’ 2017 

Complicated and time-consuming for 
reviewers 

Includes relevant studies because of 
its systematic methodology 

explains the outcomes of findings 
rather than judging results 

Connections Between Realist Synthesis and Systematic Reviews 

● ‘Realist reviews have been proposed as an approach to 
systematic reviews of evidence on complex interventions’. 
-Pawson et al, 2005 

Empirical  A review based on or verifiable by 
observation or experience rather 
than theory or pure logic. 

‘Synthesising empirical qualitative 
evidence is analogous to synthesising 
quantitative evidence in that there is a 

   



share interest in synthesising empirical 
studies’- Noblit and Hare 1988 

State of the art Aims to bring readers up to date on 
the most recent research on the 
subject. 

 Limited modes of sources. Might be a 
lack of research material, for example, 
books tend to be published some time 
after the research on which they are 
based.  

Generation Bias. Information is all 
connected via time of publish, so all 
are subject to biases and impressions 
(not explaining this well, but a study 
done on women in 1900-1920 would 
differ vastly from one focusing on 
millennial women)  

Will always be outdated. Can never 
truly produce a state of the art review  

Search parameters are easier to set. 

Less information to consider in 
comparison to systematic 

Can be easier to analyse data since 
the review is not affected by historical 
events, can be more precise. 

Focusing entirely on the current state 
of knowledge makes these reviews 
useful for basing future investigation.  

The process is replicable, however will 
always produce different results 

 

Argumentative 
review/ 
argumentative 
competence. 

A review of the published literature - 
synthesized and analyzed, with 
sources chosen to help developing 
your own argument.  The review acts 
and an aid for you to refer back to 
when developing your stance. 

 Riddled with personal bias 

Purpose of review may give the 
author ‘tunnel vision’ and not allow 
them to consider different 
approaches or concepts. 

relevant for establishing a problem 
and offering a solution 

 pushes academic progression.  

Connections Between Argumentative and Expert-Written  

● Argumentative and expert reviews are riddled with personal 
bias. Expert reviews can be viewed as a subset of argumentative 
reviews. 

Rapid/ systemised 
rapid review 

‘Assessment of what is already 
known about a policy or practice 
issue, by using systematic review 
methods to search and critically 
appraise existing research’ -Booth 
and Grant 

‘Quick but not dirty’- Grant and Booth 

students using this review type 
appeared to be a able to produce a 
‘more rigorous’ landscape of the area 
they intended to cover in their 
research.’- Armitage p10 

 

Imposing a restriction on the duration 
of the review process runs the risk of 
introducing bias (e.g. publication 
bias). 

Fast paced nature of review may lead 
to simplification, or leaving out 
key-features entirely. ‘measures can 
be fast-tracked or even side-stepped’- 
Grant and Booth 

a conceptual map is invaluable with 
this approach 

Rigorous and explicit in method. 
‘They aim to be rigorous and explicit in 
method and thus systematic but make 
concessions to the breadth or depth of 
the process by limiting particular 
aspects of the systematic review 
process’ -Butler, G., Deaton, S., 
Hodgkinson, J., Holmes, E. & Marshall, 
S 

Connections Between Rapid and Systematic 

● Booth and Grant described a Rapid review as an ‘Assessment of 
what is already known about a policy or practice issue, by using 
systematic review methods to search and critically appraise 
existing research’  

Systemized  ‘Attempt to include elements of 
systematic review process while 
stopping short of systematic review’ 
Booth and Grant 

‘ limitations on methodology’-Booth and 
Grant 

Not very clear guidelines: it may or 
may not include comprehensive 
searching and quality assessment 

Only modelled using a small set of 
eligible articles 

Greater likelihood of bias than a 
systematic review 

 

Reviews are often conducted in 
teams, which further helps to reduce 
bias a single reviewer might introduce 

Connections between Systemized and Systematic 

● Booth and Grant discussed how Systemized reviews ‘Attempt to 
include elements of systematic review process while stopping 
short of systematic review’. So in their opinion, a systemized 
review is a cut-short systematic review.  

 

Theoretical Theoretical reviews address how 
different theories address and issue. 

   Connections Between Theoretical and Integrative 

● ‘Integrative reviews draw upon thematic synthesis with an 
explicit focus upon linking themes in theoretical models or 
frameworks’ -Liz Victor. 

 

Connections Between Theoretical and Systematic 

● Snilstveit (2012) argues for the use of theory as a way of 
enhancing the policy relevance of systematic reviews of 
effectiveness. Similarly, drawing on theoretical framework for a 
particular issue or interventions can be useful in identifying 
relevant and researchable questions from a broader policy 
question. 

Sample/Article  A type of review where you take 
samples of the knowledge available. 

Are the trials accepted in the 
inclusion/exclusion formula using a 
sampled audience? or are we just taking 
a sample of the literature available? 

 

Fink (p96) discusses the types of 
sampling.: 

Deciding which type of Sample to use 
can be a tricky process. Can be 
difficult deciding how to take the 
sample ensuring we have enough 
relevant, up to date material, but 
without missing any important 
knowledge. 

Convenience sampling is considered 
biased.  

takes less time than a systematic 
review whilst still picking most of the 
core texts 

Can be done by an individual. 

 Connections between Sample and Systematic.  

● Sample Reviews can be viewed as systematic reviews with a 
stricter process of selecting data.  



● In simple random sampling, 
every unit has an equal chance 
of being chosen: unbiased. 

● systematic sampling: Every nth 
unit would be chosen. 
However this depends on the 
ordering of the units. 

● stratified sampling: The 
population is divided into 
subgroups and a random 
sample is taken from each 
group. This ensures that at 
least one sample from each 
group is taken, ensuring we 
don’t entirely miss out any key 
points. I (Eva) think this is the 
best approach. 

● Cluster sampling  is a sample 
from a naturally occurring 
group.  (for example ever 
person from two random 
countries in europe, rather 
than randomly choosing 
10000000 people from all of 
europe). 

● Convenience sampling is is 
useful when we can’t access all 
data. Only choosing 
easy-to-get materials.  

 

Might have to use a power analysis: a 
statistical method of  identifying a 
sample size that is large enough to 
detect the effect, if one actually exists. 

 

Small samples may not get the 
general ‘gist’ of the literature. 

 Researchers may require a level of 
statistical understanding. Might have 
to use ‘power analysis’, meaning 
researchers require a level of 
statistical understanding . 

Umbrella/ Review 
of Reviews 

A compilation of evidence from 
multiple reviews, ordered 
information to make document 
useable with accessible information. 
The aim is to organize and re-order 
information within a field, not 
necessarily adding to the knowledge. 

Fink p14: ‘(good quality reviews) rely on 
the researcher’s original studies for 
information rather than on other 
people’s interpretations of the results’. 
By combining different literature 
reviews we cannot avoid using other 
people’s interpretations of the results.  

 

‘In literature, many topics have multiple 
systematic reviews, with varying levels 
of quality and scope. Thus, a review of 
reviews is needed to finalize into a 
single document where the results of 
multiple reviews can be compared, thus 
making it easier for the decision maker.’ 
Sunil Sadruddin Samnani ‘Review 
typology’ 2017 

Approaching conflicting materials 
may be tough. The author of this 
review may struggle on approaching 
conflicting materials. 

Varying Levels of Quality assessments 
throughout different reviews. Quality 
Assessment of sources will differ with 
each review you consider meaning you 
could result with an Umbrella review 
with a varying level of quality 
assessments used.  

‘Requires’ pre-existence of the 
narrowest component of 
reviews’-Sunhil Sadruddin Samnani 
‘Review Typology’ 2017 

Lacks Originality. Uses a combination 
of different people's interpretations, 
less original. Fink p14: ‘(good quality 
reviews) rely on the researcher’s 
original studies for information rather 
than on other people’s interpretations 
of the results’. 

Easier for the Reviewer 

 

Material goes through two quality 
assessments. ‘review of reviews’ 
means that quality assessment of 
studies has already been made so 
might be easier. 

Potential to minimise bias. Uses a 
combination of different  people’s 
interpretations: has the potential to 
minimise bias.  

 

→ And also maybe accumulate bias 

 

Connections Between Umbrella and Conceptual 

Umbrella and conceptual reviews have the same aim of organising 
materials, not necessarily adding to the knowledge within the materials.  

Mapping review/ 
systematic map 

A review which aims to ‘map out’ 
and categorize all existing literature 
on a given topic in order to identify 
knowledge gaps and recommend 
further study/reviews. 

 

‘enables contextualization of detailed 
literature’ Sunil Sadruddin Samnani 
‘Review typology’ 2017 

May require further research 

Characterizing the studies may lead 
to over-simplification or masking a 
significant outcome. 

Clear time restraints mean easily 
defined search parameters. 

Can help to identify relevant review 
questions. They can offer researchers 
an explicit and transparent means of 
identifying ‘narrower policy and 

Connections Between Mapping and Scoping 
Sunil Sadruddin Samnani describes a mapping review as a type of 
scoping review: ‘As a scoping review it identifies potential gaps, 
thus creating ideas for further review or suggesting a new topic for 
research. It differs from a scoping review, as the primary outcome 



‘It aims to map out and classify 
existing studies on a particular topic.’ 
Sunil Sadruddin Samnani ‘Review 
typology’ 2017 
 

Characterizing may also mask other 
connections between materials not 
relating to the initial characterization. 

Usually done under time restraint 

Do not usually include a quality 
assessment process. 

No quality assessment of cited 
sources. 

practice-relevant review questions’. – 
Booth and Grant 

Allows us to have flexibility in 
characterizing studies, e.g: theoretical 
group/ place of publish. This can result 
In new insight, and help to find 
knowledge gaps in many of these 
variances.  

Can provide insight on weather doing 
an in-depth review would be 
beneficial. 

Good when the purpose of the review 
is to write a proposal for funding (see 
Fink p6) 

 

 

is not known beforehand, and subsequent outcomes will lead to 
further review or primary research on a particular topic.’  
Sunhil Sadruddin Samnani also talks about the differences 
between a scoping and mapping review: ‘Differs from scoping 
review as the outcome is not known beforehand and the findings of 
these reviews will open doors to further analysis’ 
Grant and Booth also discussed the differences between these 
review types: ‘Mapping reviews can be distinguished from scoping 
reviews because the subsequent outcome may involve either further 
review work or primary research and this outcome is not known 
beforehand’  

Mixed Studies/ 
Mixed Methods 

‘Generally speaking, a Mixed 
Methods Review can refer to any 
combination of methods where at 
least one of the components is a 
literature (usually systematic) 
review’- rant and Booth  

 

‘Some interesting Mixed Method 
approaches are also being developed for 
use in reviews which include different 
types of data or address questions with 
sub-parts of a different nature, for 
example, ‘what’ and ‘why’.’ -Liz Victor 

 

 Can help answer research questions 
that other reviews struggle with by 
combining Quantitative and 
Qualitative data.. Can bring together 
reviews that rely on quantitative 
evidence with qualitative reviews. This 
can combine research questions such 
as ‘how does it work’ with ‘why does it 
work’ offering a more holistic 
understanding around the research 
problem. 

Can answer broad research questions. 
Can sometimes provide an answer for 
a large range of research questions 
(such as why does this happen? Who 
feels this way?)  

 

Integrative "The integrative review method is an 
approach that allows for the 
inclusion of diverse methodologies 
(i.e. experimental and 
non-experimental research)." 
-Whittermore et al 2005 

 

‘A specific type of systematic review, 
usually undertaken where 
meta-analysis cannot be carried out, 
but which allows for the combination 
of various methods to synthesize the 
findings.’ - Michael J.Roy 

 

‘an emerging set of approaches 
based upon the view that knowledge 
should be accumulated in an 
integrative rather than an additive 
way. 

‘Integrative reviews draw upon thematic 
synthesis with an explicit focus upon 
linking themes in theoretical models or 
frameworks’ -Liz Victor. 

‘Can provide sophisticated theory 
allowing understanding to be related to 
diverse social contexts’- Liz Victor  

Large Timeframe, not useful for each 
review purpose. Timeframe is 12+ 
months so might not be suitable for an 
undergraduates. 

Organising the literature can be 
time-consuming and complex. 
Requires two different quality criteria- 
one for theoretical sources and one 
for empirical sources- this can be 
complex and time consuming 
organizing the literature. 

Issues related to combining 
Theoretical and empirical knowledge. 

Possible lack of rigor , innacuracy and 
bias. ‘The combination and complexity 
of incorporating diverse 
methodologies can contribute to lack 
of rigor, inaccuracy, and bias’ – 
Temple University Library 

‘Not necessarily comprehensive. The 
process of quality appraisal may not 
be as clear. Likely to be less 
transparent making it harder for 
others to judge the validity of 
findings.’- Liz Victor 

Combines different types of material. 
Allows you to review experimental 
and non-experimental research 
simultaneously 

Contains grey Literature. ‘Purposive 
Sampling may be employed. Database 
searching is recommended along with 
grey literature searching.’ Temple 
University Libraries 

 Search is transparent and 
reproducible. 

Provides a method for linking themes 
in theoretical models or frameworks 

Connections Between Integrative and Theoretical  

‘Integrative reviews draw upon thematic synthesis with an explicit focus 
upon linking themes in theoretical models or frameworks’ -Liz Victor. 

 

Connections Between Integrative and Systematic Reviews 

‘ I consider integrative reviews to be a subset of systematic reviews’- 
Ronny K Gunnarsson 

Michael J Roy expressed Integrative reviews as ‘A specific type of 
systematic review, usually undertaken where meta-analysis cannot be 
carried out, but which allows for the combination of various methods to 
synthesize the findings.’  

Integrative reviews are often confused with systematic reviews, however 
they are a specific type of systematic review.  

. 

Overview  A generic term used to summarize 
the information surrounding a topic, 
attempting to survey the literature 
and describe its characteristics. 
Often used in medicine. 

 Can have varying levels of rigor and 
quality. Because of the generic term, 
overviews can vary in terms of rigour 
and quality and still be considered an 
‘overview’ (no set rules) 

Great for readers who are new to the 
topic of research 

Can offer a broad and comprehensive 
summation of a topic area 

Connections between Overview and Traditional/Narrative 
● In Sunil Sadruddin Samnani’s  ‘Review typology’ 2017, he 

says that the terms ‘literature review’, ‘Narrative review’ 
and ‘overview’ are interchangeable.  

 
Connections Between Overview and Systematic  



‘typically lacks both systematic 
methods and explicit reporting’ – 
Grant and Booth 

Does not place emphasis on analyzing 
collected data  

Does not require a formal systematic 
search, thus generating the possibility 
of bias, by omitting or limiting a 
search 

● Grant and Booth said that overviews differ from systematic 
reviews as they ‘typically lack both systematic methods and 
explicit reporting’  

Evidence and 
Expert based 

A review written by an 
acknowledged expert 

‘the evidence-based paradigm requires 
that review quality is measurable, 
visible, objective and verifiable’ [Higgins 
and Green, 2009]. 

 

‘Evidence-informed policy is about 
decisions based on the careful use of the 
most up-to-date evidence’ - Max 
Gasteen 2010 

 

Fink refers to these types of reviews as 
being ‘high quality’ p14: ‘high quality 
literature reviews base their findings on 
the evidence from controlled 
experimentation and observation’ 

 

‘Evidence-based research and practice 
was developed initially in medicine 
because research indicated that expert 
opinion based medical advice was not 
as reliable as advice based on the 
accumulation of results from scientific 
experiments.’ – Verenweigert: ‘SLR 
guide’ So, evidence based was derived 
from expert based. Evidence based is 
viewed as more reliable than expert 
based. 

 

‘Expert reviews, when they come from 
credible sources, can be used to help 
interpret findings  and answer questions 
such as these: What references should i 
include in the review? Have I included all 
the important references? Why do the 
findings of some studies contradict the 
findings of others?’ Fink p14  

Selection of material used is 
dependent on the writer  

Subject to both personal bias and 
community bias. 

Might not acknowledge other experts 
in the field in which the author has 
conflict with or discredit their 
validity. 

Cannot be replicated by another 
person 

The author might be less likely to 
consider disputable and different 
viewpoints. Set in their ways. 

Language/ discipline restrictions 
limits sources  

Gives unrestricted access inside an 
expert’s mind, information otherwise 
unobtainable (Unless we ask specific 
questions, but even then, which ones 
would we know to ask?). 

Ensures Validity. Expert will be more 
knowledgeable on core texts and links 
to other professionals in his field- 
could ensure the validity of chosen 
sources. 

Could grant us access to some 
personal material such as diary 
entries and non-published reports. 

Experts would have a different 
approach when interpreting the 
literature. 

Gives an insight into what references 
are important.Using expert reviews as 
literature pieces can give you an 
insight into what references should be 
important within your review.  

 

Connections Between Expert-Written and Argumentative 

● Argumentative and expert reviews are riddled with personal 
bias. Expert reviews can be viewed as a subset of argumentative 
reviews. 

 

Connections Between Evidence Based and Systematic  

● Systematic reviews conducted within fields of social sciences 
often use ‘narrative synthesis of evidence.’ -A.Brettle 

● Systematic Reviews often adhere to the guidelines on the 
conduct of a review provided by the Cochrane Collaboration/ 
NHS Centre for Reviews and Dissemination. The gives a 
connection between Systematic reviews and evidence-based 
reviews. 

 

 

 

 

 


