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| . Abstract
[ | taxonomy of literature-revieus in educatioh and psychology is
presented The taxonOmy categorizes reviews according to: “ (a) focus;
(b) goal, (c) perspective, (d) coverage, (e) organization, and
(f) audience. The seven uinners of the American Educational Research

q

Association S Research Review Award are used to illustrate the taxonomy s
$

categories. Data on the reliability of taxonomy codings when applied by

. rehders is presented Results of a survey of review ‘authors provides

baseline data on how frequently different types of reviews appear in the _
education and psychology literature.. How the taxonomy might help in

judging the quality of literature reviews is~discussed, along with more' .

general standards for evaluating reviews.
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The two major abstracting services 'in psychology and education, the

' Educationai Resources Information Center (ERIC) and Psychological

Abstracts, use the term “literature review", or a variation thereof, to
describe the documents they contain. Figure 1 presents the percentage of
all documents in each database that’were assigned the term "litérature
.revieﬁ” be tween the'years 1969 and 1983. The tremd for both databases is
for an increasing percentagetg/sdocuments to be aSSigned this descriptor

over the period covered, with an exceptional expansion in the use of the

term by Psychological Abstracts between 1979 and 1983.

¢
------------------ X L Y ¥ ¥ ¥ - l

Place Figure 1 abouttnere

The.probable cause for the growing prominence of réviews in the
education and psychology literature is the increased numbers of personnel
and the accompanying information explosion that has occurred in these
disciplines. According to Garvey and Griffith (1971): . . . tne '
individual scientist is . . . overloaded with scientific information and[
[can] no longer keep up with and assimilate all the information being
produced that [is] related to his primary specialty {p. 350). The
response to this overload appears to be,-first, a narrowing of |
specializations in which social scientists attempt to keep ub with primary
research and scholarship, and second, a dteater reliance on literature
reviews to remain abreast of developments in other fields d# interest.
Also, regardless of tneAassimilating capacities of sociai scjentists, .
expanding literatures necessitate the collecting, evalnating. and

synthesizing of scholarship in order to bring coherence and perspective to

problem areas.
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Tho enhanced.role of the literature review requires that this
expository fdrm be given careful scrutiny. To date,‘such examinations have
been scarce. The only aspect of literature\reviewing that has received
prqlonged attention is the integration of empiriéal research. This concern -
is‘primarily an outgrowth\of the infroduction of meta-analysis procedures .
(Glass, McGaw & Smith, 1981; Rosenthal, 1984). However, a survay‘of recent ‘
authors of literature reviews, to be discussed momentarily, reveals that
less chan one-fifth.of all reviews are undertaken for the purpose of
ehhauStively synthesizing a research liiergture. The majority of reviews
are conducted for other purposes, and these synthesis activities have been Qq
almost completely neglected. N . |

In this paper, I will attempt to correct this omission by offering a

.general definition of the term "literature review" and a~§§xonomy for

classifying literature reviews according to their maJor characteristics I
will then illustrate the taxonomy by applying it to the past uinners of
AERA s Research Review Award. Some data on intercoder reliability will be
presented and the taxonomy will be used to describe 3 'esentative, sample
of existent reviews Finally, I will make some suggestions concerning how
the taxonomy might facilitete Jjudgments- concerning the quality of future
knowledge synthesis activities. | ‘
Because the existing literature on,literature.reviews hardly forms the.
basis for a review itself, I have supplemented the prior';Brks on this
topic in two ways. First, I conducted in-depth, unstructured interviews
with fourteen scholars in diversc fields of education and psychology who
uere_condncting literature reviews. The interviews occurred at several
points during the reviewing process and touched on all aspects of the task,

from problem formulation to editorial remarks. Second, based on the
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interviewshand on input from numerous people involved in the gene}ation of
knowledge syntheses, including the directors of ERIC clearinghodses and the
National Institute of‘Edbcations' Dissemination in Practice program staff,
a structured questionnaire was developed and completed by 68 scholars who
had recently published reviews of research liferatures (see Cooper, 1984a).
Several of the results of this Survéy aided in the formplations [ will |
p;esent. ‘ |

0f caurse, this paper fs not infended,to be a definitive statement on
the nature of literature rev%ews. Instead, it is to be a working document
meant to stimulate future digcussion‘of the goaig. procésses, and problemsT
associated with the lite;ﬁture review and, by implication, to he]p
practicing literature-}eviewers pr@duce docﬁments.of max imum utility for -
- their audiences.

- ' A Definition of the Literature Review

I decided to begin the search for a definition of the term literature

review by examihing the definitions'used by ERIC and Psxchhgical

Abstracts. In the Thesatrus of ERIC Descriptors. the descriptor tem

"literature review" was accompanied by the scope note "surveys of the

materials published on a topic” (ERIC, 1982, p. 143). The ERIC Processing

gggggl (Section 5: Cataloging: ERIC, 1982) contained the following
defirition for‘the literature review as a document.fype: "Information
anﬁlysis and synthesis; focusing on findings and not simply bibliogfaphic
-ﬂ’ions. Summarizing the substance of the literature and drawing
conclusions from.it”v(p. 85).

The Thesaurus of Psychological Inde# Terms (American Psychological

Association, 1982) provides no definitions_fcr the document types it

assigns in cataloging the literature. An inquiry to the offices df
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Psychological Abstracts revealed that the document term “literature review"

had no specific or formal definition. Instead, the definition of the_te}m ,
and its appropriateness for a document_wés left to the intuitive judgment
of the indexer, with the proviso that the document had to be exclusively or
primarily a literature review (that is, not also contain a report of
primary data) for the term to be employed (D. Langenberg, personal
communication, March 14, 1984).‘ As one lexicographer at ERIC put it:
"You knows one when you sees one." The scope note for the descriptor
“literature review" in APA's Thesaurus defined these documents as "surveys
of previously published material" (APA, 1982, p. 96) andwalso stipulafed
that the document should be entirely or primarily a,lﬁterature review for
the descriptor to be applied.
Another potential source of definitions was journa]s that specialize )
" in publishing Titerature reviews. To this gnd, the policy statements of

the Review of Educational Research and thé'Psychologfcql Bulletin were

examined. - The Review of Educational Research policy statement says that
-the journal "contains integrative reviews and interpretations and
educational research 1literatures on both substantive and methodological

issues." Psychological Bulletin's policy states the journal publishes

"evaluative and integrative reviews and interpretations of substantive

and methodological issues in scientific psychology." Further, ‘Integrative
reviews that sugnarize a literature.may set forth major developments within
a particular research area, or provide a bridge between related specialized
fields . . ."; Finally, original theoretical statements that contain

literatuge reviews are not considered the province of Psychological

‘/f( Bulletin, but literatdre reviews that "develop an integrative theoretical

statement®-afe ateeptable.
-~

\

/
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It seems clear that a general definif%ﬁﬂhgf'a Jiterature review must
contain at least two elements: First, a literétu;é?réyien uses as its
dagébase }epOrts of primary or orﬁdinal scholarship, and does not report
new prima}y scholarship itse]f. Thé primary répdff§~used in a literéture
review may be verbal, but in thé vast majority of cases reports are written
documents. .The types of scholarship may be eﬁp{rical, theoretical,
critical/analytic, or methodological gn nature.

Second, a literature review seeks to describe, summarize, evaluate,
clarify, and/or integréie the content of the primary reports. This second

part of the definition implies that literature reviews are génerally

inductive in nature, a quality made explicit in the Psychological

Bulletin's definition. However, the relation between existing theories and
literature reviews_is not that simple.. For instance, sometimes the |
documents being evaluated and intégrated'in‘a litgrature review are |
themselves theoretical statements or other literature reviews. Other
times, theoretical positions form the framework for evaluation and.
integration, thus rendering the review more hypothetico-deductive in
character. This issue ?eads away from the problem of how generally to
define the form to the problem of how to distinguish among‘differeng types
of literature reviews. ' !

Types of Literature Review

Previous attempts at defining types of literature review have
primarily been concerned with the foci and goals of reviews, with
particular attention paid to reviews that summarize empirical research.

For instance, Jackson (1980) offered the following set of goals:

:
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.Some‘(reQiewers) are primarily interested in sizing up new

substantive and/of methodological devefopments in a given field. Some

are primarily interested in verifying existing. theories or developing
_ new ones, Some are interested in'syntﬁesiiing knowledge from

different lines of research, and still others are4d¢imarily interes ted

in inferring generalizétions'about'Substantive‘issues from a set 6f

studies directly bearing on those issues (p. 438). - - ‘gl;
~To this list might be added Taveggia's (1974) notion that reviews are '/ |
meant to highlight importaﬁt issues thai.reseahch has left unresolved,f§nd 3
Price's (1965) notion that reviews are meant to replaée papers that have: |
fallen behind the research front.

These definitions provide a starting point for a more exhaustive

taxonomy. They highliqht some of the central foci and goals of feviews.'
Because they deal prim;rily with‘integrative research reviews, however, : /
they do not capture many varying aspects of the documents that fall within
the definition of literature review provided earlier. Theréfore, I'would
like to system&;ize_add expand on these foci and goals and also suggest
several other characteristics that usefully distinguish among literature
reviews. These include: the pérspective of the reviewer; the intended
coverage of thexreview; the organization of the review; and the review's
intended audience. Table 1 presents the six characteristics and their

related categories. I will describe each briefly, then demonstrate how the

taxonomy can be applied.

- Y A TR M WP M G S G R = = -
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“Focus. The focﬁs\of a review concerns the material that is of central
‘ ’ \
interest to the revieweh\\ Most reviews in education and psychology center -

on one or more of four arexs: research outcomes, research methods, . °
theories, and practices Of‘>hgticati6ns. The four feci are self
explanatory and fam%lfar to s&é<?l scientists. Of course, they are not
mutually exclusive areas of ingekgst; in fact, it is rare for a review to
hgve only a single focus. Instead\ most reviews will have two or three

foci that are given varying degrees of attention.

~ Goals. The second characteristic of a review is its goals. Goals
concern what the author hopes the review will accomplish. The most obvious
goal'for a review is to integrate or synthesize past literature that is
be}ieved to relate to the same issue. In fact, this goal is so pervasive
among reviews that it is difficult to find reviews that don't attempt to
Synthesizevworks at some level. |

In their article'qn F!pes of synthesis, Strike and Pésner (1983)
identified numerous activities that could be counted as integrative and
that are often performed by literature reviewers. These include “

(a) formulating general statemeﬁts from multiple specific instances, a type
of synthesis coﬁmon in research reviews, (b) resolving the conflict betweeﬁ
contradictory ideas or statements of fact by proposing a new conception
that accounts for the inconsistency, and (c)-bridging.the gap between
theorieswor disciplines by creating a common linguistic framework.

While synthesis is pervasive among literature reviews, reviews can
have other goals. For instance, reviewers may write for‘the purpose of
crifically analyzing thg existing literature. Many reviews are judgmental
about the work they focus on, be it research, theory, or practice. The

intention of these reviews is usually to demonstrate ‘that past conclusions

10
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.derived from the literature were unwartanted. The conclusion of
unworthiness is txpically based on the literature's 1ncomﬁensurability with
the reviewers' ;hedretiéal stance and/or criteria for methodological
validity. Unlike a synthesis, a review that concentrates on criticism less
often compares the covered l1terature one ta another but instead holds each
instance up against a criterion and finds it either acceptable or not.

A third goal that is often at the heart of reviews is to identify
issues central to a f1eld These issues may involve (a) questions that
have dominated past endeavors, (b) questions that should dowinate futuyre
endeavors, or {c) methodological problems that have prevented a top1c‘area
from progressing. While reviews emphasizing central issues usually provide
suggestions about how problems and controversies in an area might be
overcome, they are not necessarily syntheses because they don't always
formulate generalities, attempt to resolve conflict, or suggest bridges
between areas. However, as with foci, reviews more often than not have
.mﬁltiple goals. Frequently, integration'and criticism or integration and
identification of central‘issues go hand in hand.

Perspective. A third characteristic that diitinguishes reviews

concerns the point of view the reviewer employs in discussing the
literature. Two perspectives can be identified: (a) neutral or
dispassionate representation anq (b) espousal or advocacy of a position or
perspective. In the former, the reviewer tries to distill the works in‘a
topic area with as little personal interpretation and evaluation as
possible. ‘The attention gieen to dlfferent theories, methode, issues, or
outcomes 15 meant to reflect their relative prominence in the pertlneng/’
literature. In essence, the reviewer attempts to play the rolé of an

“"honest broker." .

11
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The second perspectiye is the-opposite of the first. Hére, th;
reviewer deliberately p]éys the role of an advocate and espouses the
virtues of a Pgrticular paradfgm, theofy, methodojogy, ar practice. The
reviewef undertakés the task of accumdlating and sjmthesizidg the

& .

literature in the service of demonstrating the value of a particulér point

&®

.of view.

‘While Table 1 presents the two perspectives as separate approaches, it

. is probably best to think of them as opposite ends of a continuum. We

might label the coniinuum “degree of Sctive construction” by the reviewer.
Whether reviewers gan‘in fact‘be "honest’ brokers" is a debate receiving

consjderable'attention among philogophers of séience, ‘and the argdmené; o
need not-be reiterated here (see Philips, 1983; Eisnér, 1953)1 <How£§er; it -
is important to note that while reviewers cannot maintain both the '

descriptive and interpretive perspectives simultaneously, they gén switchf
modes within the same work, first describing dispassionately the qontgngs'

of an area and then applying a particular perspective to it. MWe shall see,

_however, that such approaches.aré rare--most authors opt for one end of the

continuum or the other and maintain that stance throughout'the review.
Coverage. The next characteristic, coverage, is probably the most
distinct aspect of literature reviewing. The extent to which reviewers
fing and include relevant works in their paper is the single activity that
sets this e?pository form apart form all others. How reviewers search the
literature and how they make decisions about the suitability and quality of

material ianlye methods and analytic processes that are unique'tS'this

L]

hip (see Cooper, 1984a).
'}he gy distinguishes between four types of coverage. The fi:st

level, exhaustive coverage, means the.reviewer intends to be comprehensive
Py .

13
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in the presentation of works relevant .to the topic under consideration. An
\ -
> effort is made to include the entire literature or most of it, not just a
r'y * o * ’ .
sample, and to _base conclusions and discussions on this aM-inclusive
information base. In this type of papeps the author describes’ all ‘the

works relevant to the conclusions tha are drawn, but, perhaps not in great _

detail

.The second type of coverage a] o’ bases conclusionshbn entire -

" literatures but only a selected sample of works are actually’ described in
the paper. The strategy for selecting uorks to cite might follow either.of
.the patterns to be described nomentarily.. Especially 'in research

integrations, authors often formulate 9onc1usions'in very general terms,

.using, fOr £ hnce , pﬁrases like "In sunnary, the research indicates
v ) ... ." or "The literature on this topic reveals . . .". Such statements
| imply a comprehensive cqoverage, but not necessarily that the work cited in
the téxt exhausts the Titer&ture. : . ) |
‘zfgfonntﬁe reader's perspective the'distinction betueen exhoustirea
coierage and exhaostire.coveragé with selective citation is{important. A -
revieuer who presents the entire information’base aiiows the reader to
evaluate (a) whether the coverage was, in fact. exhaustive and (b) whether
the conclusions are warranted by the works included .The reviewer who has'
drawn general’ conclusions but only cites selected works {or makes no claim
concerning how cited material was chosen) does not allow.the reader to
perform such an,evaluation. ’
Some reviewers will opt for a third 60verage'strategy~-presenting
works that are representative of many other works in a field. A sample is -

presented that typifies larger groups of material The author discusses - .

the characteristics that make the sample illustrative of the .larger group.

S | T 13




Literature Réviews 13-
: . n '

¢

In thlS strategy, the author freely choses the particular works that

are deemed representative byt the classes of material "that’ need to‘;e
‘attended to are really not within the reViewer s discretion. Instead,

this is a function of the frequency with which works that share~particular
characteristics appear in the literature.‘

In the final coverage strategy, the~revieuer cohcentrates on works:
that have been centpal or pivotal to a topic area. This may include
materials that initiated-a line-of investigation or thinking, that
changed how questions were framed that introduced new methods, that
engendered important debate, or that~performed a heuristic function
for other scholars. Rather than being representative, a review‘that
covers pivotal works describes inportant initfal efforts that have'
provided direction for a field. - |

As. with the previous characteristics, a particular réview can
ewploy more than dne couerage strateqy. Obviously, the‘exhaustive
and exhaustive/selective strategies are mutually exclusive, at least
within the same topic dodain. However, it may not be uncommon for

the representative and'pivotal strategies to occur together.

Organization. How a paper is organized ispa fifth characteristic

that differentiates research reviews. Reviews can be arranged

(a) historically, so'that topics are intrQduced -in the chronological
order in which they appeared in the liteﬁj%ure} (b) conceptually, S0
that works relating to the same abstract ideas a&ppear togetberg or
(c) methodologically, SO that works employing similar methods are

: grodped as subtopics. Reviews can combine organizations by, for |

example, addressing works historically within a given conceptual or

-« -

nnthodological framework. .

14
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‘-Audience. Finally, the intended audiences of reviews can differ from
one another. Reviews can be written for groups of specialized researchers,
‘general researchers, practitioners, policy makers, or the general public. .
The'audience distinction prpbably manifests itself most clearly throughAthe
writing style of the revieuer As reviewers move frpm addressing
specialized researchers to addressing the general public, they employ less
jargon and detail while often paying greater attention to the implications
of the work being covered. Of course, it is rare to find literature,
reviews that speak directly to the general'public.- Instead, reviews
written for more specialized audiences are sometimes distilled and.
simplified by popular writers before appearing tn’ periodicals intended for

)

large general audiences.

L4

. Applying the Taxonomy to Award- Hinning Reviews

In order to illustrate how the taxonomy can be applied, and to uncover
problems in its application, my two research assistants David Tom and Ron
‘Ribble, and I undertook the pleasant task of. reading the seven reviews that

have won AERA's Research Review Award. We independently attempted to
describe each of the reviews by using the characteristics and categories in
Table 1. Table 2 presents the fruit of our labor. Contained in each cell
are those categories that at.least-twp of us agreed pertained to the
review, Half of the listed‘categories received three votes and half
receired two votess One of every eight category nominations received only
one rote. These are not listed. Before examining the table, it will be

instructive to detail how the taxonomy was applied to one of the reviews..

a ty iy e o = o= E Y
-

Place Table 2 about here
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Noreen Hebb (1982), the 1984 winner -of the Research Rev1ew Award,

performed a review concern1ng student interact1on 1n small learning groups.

- Webb's focus was to examine research bear1ng on ‘the relationship between
“interaction and achievement and research exploring the predictors of

interaction in small groups" (p. 422). At the end of the paper, some, -but

considerebly less, attention was given to research methods through Hebp's
discussion of interpretive problems arising from "noncomparable designs,
lack of detailed or appropr1ate observat1on procedures. 1nappropriate unit
of observation and simplistic analytic strategy (p. 439) _

The integration goal of Webb's review is exemplified by her use of -

sumaary statements such as "the research relating 1nteraction in groups and
L 4

.achievement generally shows that giving help and receiving help are

positively related to achievement, and off-task and passive behavior are

negatively related to achievement” (p. 427). At the end Qf her paper; she

identifies central issues in the area, based primarily on her assessment ofﬂ

résearch design and observational probiems with past research.

,
Though she clearly believes interaction variables can enhance our

understanding of small group learning, Webb takes a generally neutral

ppsit{en toward the research meant to demonstrate this contention.  In one

instance she calls the research "not sufficiently consistent at this time
to warrant an unqualified conclusion” (p. 441). |

One problem that arises in applying the taxonomy is illufitrated by our
approach to the first three categories. Taxonomy users are faced with the
decisien of whether to apply the categories from the perspective of a
reader or from the inferred perspective ef the author. In some instances
the catagory nominettons might differ. .Thes, a reviewer might claim;

neutrality toward an area but a reader might perceive the paper is

16
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. an example of advocacy. In our application, we attempted to infer the

" intent of the author when making our judgments. Either approach can be

~

employed, houevér,.endwan interesting set of issues arise concerﬁing

¢

aceompTish. These issues relate to judgments of review quality, to ke
discussed later. ' ‘ o BN ¢
Hi;h Fegard to coverage, Webb attempted to be fairly exhaustive,
within'fhe limiting criteria of -only incfuding studies involving
individual learning and systemeticallj measured. interaction (ep. 422-

423). Applying the coverage categories led us to consider whether a

~literature review can ever be truly exhaustive. Al1 authors of reviemgy,

must necessarily exclude a multitude of work that 1tes near the boJ;dary
of their problem domain,.werks that other reviewers might choose to
include. To solve this problem in applying the label, we chose to
operationally define "exhaustive" as meaning comprehensive coverage
within the l1mitations of the author's definition of the area. ﬂe
also chose to Iabel as exhaustive reviews that confined themselves to
particular time periods, for example all research conducted after 1975,

if the author comprehensively examined the delineated period. Other

users of the taxonomy might Ehoose to operationally define exhaustiveness
ih a different manner. .

Hebb'§ rev%ew was organized by grouping studies thatAshared,the

same conceptual underpinning, though the concepts might‘be termed narrowly
abstract. For example, her categorization of research under headings such
s "helping behavior®, "off-task and passive behavior", “ability groups
composition and reward structgre" are concepts closely tied to observable

measurement procedures. In discerning an author's organization scheme, we

17
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found a good indicator was the headings employed to distinguish subtopics

within the paper.
. Finally, the level of specificity of study descriptions and the tact
that Webb's discussion focused on how small group research might best be
conducted in the future indicated that specialized researchers were clearly
“her primary audience.

| Persons examining Table 2 to discover the key to uritingtan
award-winning review.will probably be disappointed. Besides an emphasis on
research integration and identification of central issues, the foci and
goals that generally define the competition, there 1S little consistency
across the seVen papers. In fact, even within the focus and goal
categories the pApers‘are not homogeneous; Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton's
(1978) paper was primarily a methodological critique of seli-concept
measures and Thomas'* (1982) paper uas clearly mednt to take issue with the .
backsto basics movenent. Boruch and Wortman (1979) focused on ‘\:3 |
" methodological issues in'evaluation research.

The award committees have shown no préierence for either neutral or
advocacy-type papers, nor for a particular coverage‘strategy. ‘The
organizationuof papers has primariiy been conceptual and the audience
primarily specialized researchers. These consistencies however, are
reflective of how often these characteristics appear within the domain of
all reviews, as we shall see shortly.

In sum,.it appears that reviews of diverse form can be judged to be of
the highest quality. The point {is important because it underscores the
nonjudgmental character of the taionony. In fact, the omission of quality

criteria from the taxonomy is deliberate. .Not to beg this important

question, however, I will later return to the problem of what makes a

18
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quality review'aad how the taxonomy can.facilitate quality judgments.
First, however,f}'uoula like to describe two more apgiieatians of the
taxonomy. One concerns how. reliably the scheme can be applied .to
describing reviews and the other concerns how often different.types of

reviews actually appear within the fields of education and psychology.

ASses;ing the Reliability of Category Placements

" While the main purpose of the taxonomy is to catalog the various °

features of present-day reviews, the scheme would be of added utility if
& the category labels could be applied to reviews in a reliable manner, that |
: is, with a high degree of consistency across readers. To test whether this

was the case, I asked my research assiStants, Tom and Ribble;;to read and

categorize 37 literature'reviewe in psychology and education. The revieﬁs

were choeen from computer printouts of all documents published during the

first six months of 1983 that were given the descriptor 'ligerature'review“

by ERIC or Psychological Abstracts.

R S D GD Gy N D 0 W Gy G g b S S g D D S g = -

Table 3 presents the intercoder reliability, measured by Cohen's
Kappa, and the percent- agreement for each of the six review
characteristics. The "First Code" columns relate to the reader's choice of -
the primary caiegory.placement for each characteristic. The "First Plus
Second Code” EQiumns define agreement as occurring when both readers
nominatea a category as either the primary or secondary ‘characteristic of

~ the review. As an example, assume one reader said a review's primary goal
was integration and secondary goal was'criticism whilq the other reader‘

said criticism was primary and iptegration secondary. For the “First Code"
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w S !
analysis this would be considered a disagreement. For the "First Plus .
.Second Code" analews thlS would be considered two agreements r

The results.are not very éncouraging For first codes, the Kappa s
are”unacceptably low. In the, case of two categories, goal and coverage,
'the low reliabilities signify the readers were .able to agreé on only about
half of their Judgments. For two other categories ~organization and
audience, the significantly Tower values for Kappa than for
‘percent-agreenent indicate that .most codes fell into only one category, a
conceptual organizatipn and a specialized r;searcher audience. Kappa, in
these instances, adjusts downward the percent agreement rates to account
for what could have been concordance baspd simply on repeated use of these
single categorjes rather than-any "trué" disgrimination by the readers (see
Fyick and Simmel, 1978). o

The Kappa 5 for first plus second codes are somewhat more inspiring,
based partly on a more even distribution of codes across categories and .
partly because the definition of agreement was less strict. This latter
influencc is especially pronounced on the results for the‘goal category.
Jhat is, the two readers catégorized many reviews as having the'twin goals.
of integration and identification of central issues. They had difficulty,
however, agreeing on uhich goal was primary and which was secondary.

One might conclude from the reliability data that the taxonomy is
poorly defined‘or does not capture significant distinctions among reviews.
I think there are good arguments against such a conclusion. First, the
categories are the inductive product of interactions with scholars actively
engaged in the reviewing process. Second, few of over one hundred

‘reviewers who were asked to describe their own reviews using the taxonomy'

haye objected to the categories or suggested different ones.
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Instead of a lack of clarity in the definitions, I think the low
reliabiljties reflect the facf that most reviews require multiple codings
foy{sgveral of the categories. For instance, most reyiews have more than
one focus and goal. Thus, coders are often asked to make subtle
distinqtions in emphasis. Also reflected in_?he Tow re]iébilitie;‘is a
lack of declarative statements on the part of the reviewers concerning what
their papers are meant to accomplish. and how they yére éonstructed. <Thi;
lack of information is especially dramaggc in the case . of tﬁ; reviewer's
coverage strategy, the catego}y which gave the rea@ers the greatest

'hifficulty.‘ To illustrate, Jackson (1980) repérted that of 36 reviews
randomiy chqéeﬁ from prestigious social science 3ournals, only one gave any
indication of the indexes and information retrieval systemé used to search
the literature and only seven‘indicated whether they had analyzed the full
set of studies or a subset. Such informatfon would clearly help readers
discern the intended coverage qf a ;eview. |
| Regardless of the sources of the disagreements, the Tow Yeliaﬁiliiies
‘indicate that if the taxonomy is to,be applied by readers, the consensus of

multip}é readers will be necessary to actomplish a trustworthy

categorization'of reviews.

A Survey of Literature Review Authors
While readeis may Have difffculty categorizing reviews, the authors of
reviéws should find the taxonomy adequately describes their intents and
practices. To discovef if this was the case and also to obtain some
baseline data on how frequently different pres of reviews appear in the
education and psychology literature, I undertook a survey of recent review
authors. The sample for the survey was generated by conducting a computer

search of ERIC and PsychInfe in which all documents assigned the descriptor
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"Titerature review" were retrieved thatvhad been publis; d during 1984 and
were on-line by December 4, 1984, For §gl_ 168 such documents ex15ted
with publication dates'through June 1984. For Pszchlnfo, 100 documents
through May 1984 were found. I then excluded 43 documents from ERIC and
four from PsychInfo because their abstracts indicated they.we#e primaril}
annotated biblfographies of projectfreports. 0f the remaining 125 ERIC

\

documents, my research assistants retrieved the addresses of 65 randomly

~chosen first authors from our university library.. 0f the 96'Pszohlnfo

documents 75 first authorsnwere sent questionnaires.1

The questionnaire described the taxonomy to authors and asked them to
rank order, within each characteristic, those categories that appl1ed to

their review while leaving blank those categories that were irrelevant. Of

" the 140 questionnaires that were mailed, 108, or 77% were returned

completed seven were returned undelivered, and five were ré!urned with an

e’ »
v, =

author comment that their paper was in fact not a review.

The categories provided to authors appeared to adequately capture the
vast majority of'review characteristics. Authors infrequently made use of
the opportunity to provide their own categories to des¢ribe.their.revdews.

For example, 12 authors supplied their own description of focus and four of

_these ‘were simply more specific depictions of categories provided in the

taxonomy. No author-offered focus was repeated morevthan once. Perhaps
most troubling to me was'the one author/who described his uork.as a
“nonempirical, nontheoretical assessment of reality.” This response left
me wondering why I was studying literature reviews rather than writing such
papers myself! |

The most curtous finding regarding author comments concerned the

twelve authors who supplied self-definitions of perspective. - I found that

R2
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most of these could be reclassified as descriptions of foci or goals.
While ﬂre percentage of these misunderstandings was small and most of the
authors providing self described perspectives also ranked either the |
neutral or espousal alternatives,. it would be informative to know if the
misuse of this category was caused by an-unclear def1nition or by a
reluctance on the part of the authors to assert their perspective. I
‘suspétt the latter was more often the case.
None of the other characteristics leadlmore than six. percent of
reviewers to supply descriptors that were'othee than speetfications‘qf
" categories already in‘the'taxonomy and no consistency in authorzoffered
‘descrdptdrs was evident. K This indicates that the addition of more
categories to the taxonomy is probably unnecessary. In- general then, the
responses of\authors were more encouraging.then the reliabiﬁity of reader
codirngs. Anthors apparéently felt comfortable describing their-reviews in
the taxonomy's terms. " |
Perhaps the best testimony to the taxonomies robustness came from a
group of ten reviews abstracted by ERIC that had appeared in a journal

called Analyttc Chemistny. I debated for some time over whether these

papers should be included in the sample, given their somewhat exotic
topics, such as "dynamic electrochemistry“ and "atomic ebsorption, atomic
fidorescence and flame emission spectometry.” I decided to include the
papers and only one author retﬁ?ﬁid.the survey saying his reply would be
inappropriate. All nine other chemistry authors returned the completed
questionnaire without comment.

Table 4 presents the descriptive results of the survey. The first two
columns list the characteristics and categories. Columns three and four

list the percent of respondents who chose each category as a primary or
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secondary description of their review. The final column presents the

number of reviewers who omitted the characteristic entirely from the

I

description -of their paper. |

, ' ’
b .
----------—---% ———————— '
-
.

Place Table 4 about here
- The responses reveqléd‘that about half of all reviews primd;i]y
focused "oh research outcomes, and three of four péid some attention to
embirical results. One in five pfimarily focused on practical ’
applications, and an equal number focused on theory. Only one review in
ten took a; its primary focus attention'tozresgarch.methods. '
The most frequent goal-of a review was to critfcally apalyzé'theﬁ
A relevahf literéture, wifh " two in five authors saying critical analysis
was their primary objective. About one author in four cited formulating
general statements and identifyihg-central issues as the primary goal and
about one in ten cited resolving conflicts or bridging gaps between
theories or“ideas as their paramount interest. / ‘

The perspective ;ategory was dominate& by ag}hors who said they took a
dispassionate view of the literature (81%) and the organization of most
reviews was conceptual (76%). |

About two of every three reviewers said they based their conclusions
on all of the relevant material and about hqlf of these said all the
material was cited in their paper. About one in five reviewers said they
used a representative coverage strategy and one in ten a central or pivotal
coverage strategy.

) About a third of the papers were directed toward specialized scholafs,

a third toward genéral scholars, or a third toward practitioners. Policy

24
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ﬁﬁ
makers and the general public were rarely the audience of reviews
catalogued by the two abstracting services. ‘
Because of the interest surrounding meta-analysis, I thought it u]d“\

be informative to determine the percent of reviews that might be considered

. legitimate candidates for quantitative synthesis. About Qne reviewer in

six (17.6%) claimed their papers primarily focused on research\ou$c9mes and

had as a goal the formulation of general statements'from nultiple‘;ecific.

instances. This might be considered a broad definition of ajmeta-a alysis

\

literature coverage then the number of reviews fipe for peta'analySisinas : \
one in eight (13%). This,%idding can be interpréted in %qp ys. First, ' )
advocates of meta-analysis can cléim ihat their téchnﬁques”@ré appliéable
to the largest intersection of review foci and goals. At t;e same time,_
however, this type of review represents only a small portion of all
literature reviews. The survey, therefore, indicates that other aspects of
literature reviewing should not be neglected because of inordinate
attention paid to issues surrounding quantitative s&nthesis.

To discover any }elations bétwgen the different characteristics of
reviews, I performed a correlational and factor analysis of the reviewers'
responses. «I will only describe some of ihe/results in the most general
terms. All the correlations I cite fell between r = .25.and r = .5 and

reached at least the .01 level of significance.2

-

First, reviewers tended to view the characteristics of perspective and . y
organization as containing muﬁuaIly exclusive categories. This was :
evidenced by negafive intra-characteristic correlations, by limited use of

secondary rankings, and by unsolicited comments from respondents. With

’
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regard to coverage an exhaustive strategy was seen as exclusive of all .
others However, use of an exhaustive st\ategy with both representative
" and central.Citations appeared frequently [r = .28), as did the two
N -

.

selective strategies (r = .38). - L.
The focus and goal categories revealed some pOSitive ' .i, | .
intra-characteristic relations. Reviews that focused on research methods | |
also’tended to focus-on research outcomes (r = .41) or theories (r = 41)
The goal of resolving conflicts in the literature frequenfly;appeared in
conjunction with either formulating general statements (r = .41) or Cos
‘bridging theoretical gaps (r = .41). Critical analysis frequently appeared |
with identifying central issues (r = .28). | | -
With regard to inter-characteristic relations, a focus on researcn : g\”'.
outcomes was associated witn the goals of formulating generalities | |
(r = .49) ang resalving conflict {r = .36) while writigg for an aUdlinQ of
either specialtized (r = .29) or general scholars (r = ,36). Focusing on
methods was associated with critical analysis (r =. .29) and identifying
central issues (r = .33) as goals, a methodological'organization (r = .29),
and writing for general scholars (r = .353._ A theoretical focus was "
associated with selectively covering works that were representative of the
Tliterature (r = .36) and writing for general scholars (r = .25). |
A goal of formulating generalizations was associated wit?/exhaustiye ©.
coverage but selective citation (representative citation, r =/.27; central
citation, r = .25) and with an audience of scholars (specialized, r = .28;
general, r = ,30). Bridging thegretical gaps as a goal. covaried with
selective citation (representative citation, r = .30; central citation,
= 2.6), a historical organization (r =,.34) and either a.general scholar

(r = .32) or policy-maker (r = .34) audience.

-
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~ While these associations appear intuitively appealing they should not-

~lead to a conclusion that a small number of similarly-structured prototypes.

underly most reviews., The fettor analysis I performed revealed a first .

.principle camponent explaining only five percent of the variance and ten

~ factors with eigenvalues greater than one. Beyond the integrative research

t

population, no frequently occurring pattern of multiple review

: characteristics was discernible. Both the descripti@ and relational data

reveal a body of scholarship, called literature review, that is diverse and

held together only by the broadest’ tenets of secondary analysis and
critical synthesis that form-the general definition. ‘
Using the Taxonoqy to Help Judge the Quality of Reviews

'Perhaps the most perplexing question stemming from the increased

'dependence on literature reviews as a source of information concerns how to

distinguish good reviews from‘bad'ones.- We have seen thétjdirerse types of

[

reviews exist and-there is no reason to believe one type is intrinsically

more valuable or valid than another.‘_General‘discussions df review

quality, thesefore, will employ criteria of a highly abstract nature,
Teaving much to the judgment of the’ihdividual;assessorl | .

Strike and Posner (1983) suggested that‘the,question of synthesis
quality has-two parts. The first part involves the intellectual quality
and soundness of the synthesis and the second involves its utility. With
regard to intellectual quality, Strike and Posner offered three criteria.
First: ) L | >’ ‘ |

A qualdty synthesis will elerifr and resolve; rather than

obscure, inconsistencies or tensions b:?ween material

synthesfzed. (p 356-357)
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Second: . . "

4 | |

) A quality synthesis uill resuit in a progressive problem shift
oot

coo exhibit[ing] such features as 1ncreased explanatory and
predictive power and expanded empirical conzent increased
- theoretical ability to explain ideas synthesized, expanded scope
of application, and an jncreased capacity to identify .and pursue
unsolved problems . (p. 357) t '
And finally:. o .
A successful synthesis will satisfy the fhrhel.crtteria for good
theories; Suchtstandards as consistency, parsinony,;elegance;
and fruitfulness characterize a good synthesis. {p. 357)
.Strike and Posner's (1983) criteria are indisputable elements of good
’ szntheses: The’difficuity in applyihg them, however, goes beyond the fact
that they involve a great deal of‘subjective.Judgmeqt. Especiallyvfor the
¢riteria of resolving cdnflict and creating progressive problem shifts, the
ability to assess whether a review has performed these fuhctions may tehe
' 'years to develop, since they are dependent on the impaet the synthesis .has
on a field, rather than solely on the intrinsic quaiities of the synthesis‘
~itse1f. The third criterion, involving consistencty, - parsimony,’ and
"elegance, strikes closer to the kind of criterfa individual readers will
apply when they first encounter a review.

There is some empirical evidence- that readers.of reviews do, in fact,
intuitively ehploy semething 1ike Strike and Posner's (1983) third
criteria. In a recent study of.quality criteria for research reviews
{Cooper, in press), I ashed fourteen graduate students in education and
psychology to read six reviews on the effect of desegregation on black

student's achievement. The six reviews had been written simuyltaneously as

& ‘Y
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part of‘a:panel.sponsored'by NIE's Desegregation Studies Team. First,
readers were asked to make judgments concerning five aspects of each
-review:' the clarjty of problem definition,'fhe exhaustiveness of the |
coVered research the validity of the revieuers‘ evaluations of the covered
studies, the quality of the synthesis, and the clarity of writing. Factor‘
- .analyses revealed that a single quality component accounted for betweéen 58%
and 83% of tﬂe variance in the five dimens ions nhen the analysis was
conducted separately for each review. A standardized cooposite of the'five
. Judgments correlated’ between r= .84 and .96 witn the readers® overall
judgment of a review's quality. It might be‘concludEd,_tnen, that reuiews
that were seen asestrong on one quality, dimension also'tended to be seen as
strong on. others. N ' : o :

A second analysis related the readers quality Judgments to their
perceptions of the reviewer s.ﬁbsition.concerning the effects of
degegregation. Somewhat surprisingly, quality judgments were not related
to the revieuers or readers' position on the desegregation issue.
Instead, the quality}of a review was positively correlated §ith the
“readers"confidence in.how clearly they could interpret where the'revieuer
stood on the issue. More interpretability neant higher quaqity ratings..

L}

The preeminence of presentatlgn factors' on quality Judgnents was
further substantiated by open-end

evaluative~comnents supplied by the

readers. In thése comments. the readers most often mentioned that a paper |
'was either well or poe:ly organized. Second most frequently mentioned was. -
writing style, in particular the author s ability or inability to keep ‘the
interest.of the reader."Third was ‘how well or poorly focused the paper was

on the desegregation issué and fourth was how well or poorly the reviewers

-
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L3

useéd citations to substantiate their claims. All of these criteria appear

,f

to be congruent with Strike and Posner's third notion. ; !
In sum, then, "the general criteria for good literature reviewing range

from the lofty pursuits of resolving conflict and stimulating progressive

problem shifts to ‘the rather.down-to earth concern of presenting material

effectively enough to get one's point across. Delineating such abstract

~criteria, however, may not clarify the problem of how to judge quality as

much as make poteptial reviewers w ary about pursuing such a complex task.
The taxonomy, I think ‘can help make evaluating reviews more

manageable. Strike and Posner's (1983) second part to assessing quality

". involved utility. In their words, ". . . useful syntheses will be

syntheses which answer the question asked" (p 357 358). This can be

_ translated into two questions involving the six characteristics of reviews.

| First, do the foci, goals, perspective, coverage, organization and ‘audience

of the reView form a logical whole? Second, does the review attend to the
foci, meet the goals, and employ the expositony design the reviewer set for
it? I will. examine each question in turn. ,

With regard to the logic of a review, we can ask whether an author has
chosen a set of characteristics that are internally consistent. For
instance,‘revieuers who establish'the goal of integrating research to form
general statements are being inconsistent‘if they*couple this objective
with a selective coverage.of the literature.' Likewise, exhaustive citation
of a literature would be counter-productive for a review with the goal of
identifying central issues, or for one written for practitioners or policy

-

makers. Obviously, assessing the congruence of matchings could go on.

- While 1 would have liked to provide a complete list of what characteristics¢,

do and don't fit together, I don't belfeve such a cataloging is possible.

i -
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Some matchings may make sense for certain topic areas but not for others.
The point is that having a cbmmon, structured §cheme for discussing the
characteristics of reviews allows assessment and debate of matchings that
do occur. | . -

The taxonomy also allows readers to more comprehensivelj-judge whether
a review did what it set oQt to do. An authar who claims to have written a
review of practices, meant to i&entify central issues, from a dispassionate
- perspective, and coverijng all the relevant literature, provides readers
with several self—imposed standards. The key to the use of the taxonomy in
this fashion, of course, lies in the willingness of reviewers to state
explicitly what they are up to. As we . have eeen. for certain |
characteristics such clarity has not prevailed in the past. I would
‘suggest that more important than the creation of any sipgle, uniform sch@‘e
for describing reviews is that authors of reviews thoroughly descrtbe the
intent and nature of their work, in whatever terms make them comfortable

The importance of authors describing their intentions and practices
recently became persopa}ly salient to me when I was asked to be a member of
‘this year's AERA Research Review Award Cdnnitteez Being a committee member
gave me the opportunity to examine.my own process of review evaluation. As
I read through the numerous candidates, I found I.could not even begin the
task .until I thought I understood why and how a review was being carried
out. Next, I mused over whether the foti,'goals, and ‘procedures of the
‘review contained a credible internal logic. These two judgments were
minimum criteria. If a revtew did not‘meet them I could not give it
further consideration. The next stéﬁ involved-a judgment of the complefity

or difficulty of the task set by the reviewer. Thus, goals became an
- . '
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important_discriminating criterion. Ip general, I found linguistic
bridge-bdildigg and conflict resolutionlnére more lofty pursuits than
generalizatfon. criticism, or. issue identification, though reviews that
attempted to integrate large bodies of literature relating to broad
conceptnge}e also'deemgd very worthwhile. The final critgria:concerned
how well the authors accomplished the goals they set for themselves. Thus,
* the evaluation was much li;e weightjng the performance of a dive or
gymnastic routihe by fts degree of difficulty.” The conjunction of the‘last
‘tuo:judgmenié, IAtﬁink; was mgant to predjct'which reviews we§e most likely
to aéhieve*strike and Pgsner's (1983) criterion 6f precipi@ating‘a
progressive problem‘;hfft. | : . )
‘ If.authors make titéir- aims. and p;'ocedures clear, the pr"ocesis of'
_judging quality not only becomes-more feasible, but it‘can be more
opject{ve; d§ well. Présent]y, this increased objectivify is evident in
the area of integrative research‘revieys. For‘example, éar]ier I defined a
meta-analysis as 'an integrative review of research outcomes, seeking
genéralities, synthesizing the entire relevant lite;ature in a
dispassionate fashion. A review with sdch charactéristics can be held up
to a‘fajrly explicit and objective set of standards. Estéblishing these |
criteria has occupied ihis author's attentidq.for several yéars (see
Codper;.1984§). Some 1ikely candidatgs appear in Figure 2. Questions that
can be asked about integrative research reviews include: (a).do the
operations appearing in the literature,fit the review's abstract
‘definitions?; (b) is enpugh attention paid to the methodological details of
studies?4 (c) was the literature search thorough?; (d) were studies
eva?u&téd using explicit and consistent rules?; and (e) were valid

procedures used to combine the results of separate studies? Because the

&
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.process of evaluating integrative research reviews parallels that of
evaluating primary research, the establishment of quality criteria for
these reviews is somewhat easier than for other types of syntheses. It fis
important to recognize that, beyond the bgneral criteria discussed earlier,
.Ano set of specific rules will apply to all tyges of reviews. Each cluster

of review characteristics will require a séf of distinct ﬁsandards.

""""

" Place Figure 3 about here
....... mmmemmgmmm e

Other Uses for the Taxonomy

,.Before.cdqcluding, there are two other important use for the taxonosiy.
First, many editors of books and journals, directors of information
.clearihghouses: éﬁd funding agencies solicit reviews from particular
authors or solicit review proposals. The taionomy can be used by editors
ar agencies to communicate to botential authqrs what they are after. This
can‘be especially helpful if a reyiew s meant to fulfill‘a particular néed
or if multiple reviews on the same topic are being solicited and éach

- review is meant to take a different approach. I'wi]l shortly be developing
for the ERIC ciearinghouses Just such an application for the taxonomy,
along with a means for evaluatinglwhéther using the taxonomy to direct .
authoré' efforts enhances readers' perceptions of the utility of the
Information Analysis Products sponsored by the Clearinghouses.

Finally, the iaxonomy can be used as a framework for graduate
~education courses fn literature reviewing. Students in education and
psychology literally can take five or six statistics and methods courses

without ever directly addressing the problems and procedures of literature

review. This situation '! slowly changiné. Hopefully, the taxonomy will
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facilitate the qevelopment of such cou#éé% by suggesting'a course structure
and relevant issues that cﬁurses need to address. | ‘
ponélus}on |
i mentioned earlier that this paper was a working document meant to

stimulate discussion. My major aims have been to 1n£erest others in a

topic that has gained 1n&reasing'§alience in education and psychology and
| to frame some of the questions the topic has engendered. My own .
involvement with literature reviewsbegan‘with th§ circumscribed task of
‘-how to besf combine the statistical_resufts of indépendent empirical |
studies. Shortly thereafter, I came to believe thé’literature search was
at least as, if not more, crucial to the outcome of’researqh reviews than-
the synthesis process itself. Finally, I saw that research synthesis was
only'oﬁe species of a broad genus. The genus; hbngvef; existed without
organizing principles. As botﬁ'consuﬁers and producers of reviews, .

education and psychology researchers could only benefit from others

improving'on my "fieldglasses® andi'guidebonk'.,
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Footnotes
1 For PsychInfo, every fourth reviewer on the computer printout was
not contacted. For ERIC, every fourth and fifth reviewer was passed over.

If an address for a first author could not be found, we returned to the

beginning of the list and repeated the procedure. Much more dif#iculty was -

encountered in locating ERIC authors--the entire iisting was exhausted in
“obtaining the 65 authors sampled. This was because ERIC contains more
- documents by doctoral candidates and by authors not affiliated with

universities. Our primary sources of addresses were: (a) the publication

itself; (b) professiona] organization directories (i.e., APA and AERA); and

(c) directories of Americah University faculty members.

2 Correlations and factor analyses.uere performed on data converted. to
reflect whether or not a categori'was mentioned by a_reviener, regardless’
of its ranking. Thus, if a category received any rank it was given a value
of i, ii it was omitted it was assigned a value of 0. A second set of -
‘analyses that retained the ranking distinétions but‘treated then as
interval rather'than ordinal data produced results similar to those

described above.
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Figure 1.
Psychological Abstracts and ERIC Databases.

Notes:

FIGURE 1
(Figure Caption)

¥

Percentage of documents described as literature reviews in the

aPsycholggical Abstracts data is based on the percentage of total
.docqments assigned the descriptors "Literature Beview“_ér “Review of
. the Literature.” | . S

bERIC data is based on the percentage of total documents assigned the

descriptors “Literature Review” or "Research Revieus Totals
include both RIE(ED) and CIJE(EJ) documents. In 1980, ERIé
1ns£ituted a document.type designation for literature reviews (070).
The Use of the Jescriptor "Literature Review" was deemphas ized and

the descriptor “Research Review” was eliminated.
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TABLE 1

A Taxonomy of Literature Reviews

®
Characteristic : “ Categories
Focus : Research Outcomes
SO N, . Research Methods
ﬂ/f o S o Theories , ,
Vot ' Practices or Applications

Goal Integration
. . - a Generalization
b) Conflict Resolution
: ‘ » ¢) Linguistic Bridge-building
\ ' Criticism
’ - Identification of Central Issues

Perspective ‘ , Neutral Representation
< _ ‘ Espousal of Position J

Covérage . "Exhaustive

Exhaustive with Selective Citation :

Representative
Central or Pivotal

Organization : : Historicel
. ' Conceptual
Methodological

Audience , Specialized Scholars
. . General Scholars |

' ‘ Practitioners or Policy Makers
- General Public
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- ‘ - , TABLE 2 : :
' 2

A Categorization of Reviews Winning AERA‘s Research Review Award (1978-1984)

Year of Award and First Author

: 1984 1983 1982 1981 . .1980 1979 - . 1978
Characteristic Webb  Stipek -Thomas . " Boruch Paulson - Witkin Shavelson
Focus i Outcomes.. Outcomes (3) Outcomes (3) Practices (3) Outcomes (2) Outcomes (3) Methods t3)

Methods Theories (2) " Practices (2) , R Metﬁoda (2) ~ Practices (3) Theorfes (1)
Coal lntegfation (3) Integration (3) Contral Issues (2) Central issves (3) Central Issues (3) Central Issves (2)  Criticism (2)
Central Issues {3) Central Issues (3) Criticism (2) integration (3) integration (2) Integration (2) Central lssdosA(z)
Porspective Neutra] (3) Neutral (3) Espoutal (3) Neutral (3) Neutral (3) Espousal (2)  Espousal (2)
Coverage Exhaustive (3) Exhaustive (3)  Selective (3) Selective (2) Selective (2) Represent (2) Selective (2)
Represent (3) Represent (2) Represent (2)

Organizatfon- Conceptual (3) Conceptusl (35 Conceptual (3) Conceptual (2) ‘Conceptual (3) Conceptual (2) Operations (2)

Operatfons (2) , Historfical (2) Historfcatl (2) ponceptual:(Z)

t

Audfence Specialized {(3). Specialized (3) Practitioner (2) Policy Makers (3) Specialized (2) Speciélized (2) Specialized (3) .
Practitioner (2) Practitioner (2)

Ceneral (2) ’
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TABLE 3

Relisbilities and Agreement Rates for Two Users of the Taxonomy

First Code ‘ ' First Plus Second Code

‘ Cohen's K I Agreement Cohen's K X Aggregent
-~ N S ‘ .
Focus " .48 682 s est
Gal - .20 . 48T .78 862
. k
Perspective :' .33 E 782 no sffond codes
; Coverage .32 492 : few second codes
Organizatidn - .23 sz '“ 45 614
~ Audience o .33 : 84T o :60 73%




FIGURE 2
(Figure Caption)

-

- .

| Figgre 2. 'Thg_lntegéative Review Conceptualized as a Research Project

Reprinted with permission from Cooper, H. Scientific guidelines for

conducting integrdtive research reviews. Review of Educational Research, -
1982, 52, 291-302. Copyright 1982 by the American Educational Research

Association.
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Siage of Resesrch

" Suame Characteriss

Daia Eviluation  * Asalysis sod faterprotation  Public Presestation

Problem Formulation

. MMM What evidence should b ln-  What procedures should be
N cluded in the review? used to fad relevant evi-
dence?

Mﬁ-aialnlo- Consiructing definitions | Determining which sources
that disinguish srelevant  of potentially relevant
from irvelevant studies. studies 10 examine.

1. Differences. in included Differences in the resesrch
operationa! deflnitions. contained in sources of in-
2 Differences inoperational  formation.
detail.

Procedural Differences
That Creste Variation in
~ Review Conclusions

s

Sources of Potential inval- 1. Narrow concepts might 1. Accessed studies might be
idity in Roview Conclu-  make mevisw conciusions  qualitatively different
sions less definitive and robust.  from the target populn-

1. Superficial operational  tion of studies.
detail might obscure in- 2. People sampled in scces-
teracting variables. sible studics might be dif-
. ferent from target popu-
lation of people.

m evidence What procedures should be  What information should be
included inthe  wsel to make infersnces  includod in the review fo-
sbout the literatwie a3 3  port? g

‘ /

Applying criteria to separsie smuum mmcﬂufhu
“valid® from “iavalid” separale imporiast from
studies. unimporiant information.

lnimunmiaquluycﬁ- mﬁqucuinmlaolnh- m&mm

teria. ence. oditonal judgment.
2. Differences in the m-
ence of moaquality crite- *
ria.
lNuqulﬁyhdoulnqN i Idul'uwn 1. Omission of review pro-
mhptbmmllm. mmm - cedurss might make con-

l.Onmmnauudyreyom 2 Rcmw-bued evidencs 1. Omission of review find-

make - conclusions might be used to infer ings and study procedyres
i causality. might make coaclusions
re obsolets.

-

/.
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..Characteristic

TABLE 4

Percentages of Authors Using Various Categories to Describe Their Reviews

Categories | '
. Percentage of Authors Using as Descriptor
Primary Secondary Omitted
Focus ”Résearch Outcomes 56 12 25
Research Methods .- .9 17 47 -
Theories . 19 23 32
Practices or Applications . 22 23 26
Goal _ ~ Integration
: : a) Generalization 23 19 35
b) Conflict Resolution 7 11 59
c) Linguistic Bridge-building 8 6 68
Criticism _ 42 16 24
Identification of Central Issues 24 21 34
Perspective Neutral Representation | 81 4 'Qﬂb 14
. Espousal of Position - 18 18 .z 65
Coverage Exhaustive 37 2 52
. Exhaustive with Representative Citation 21 4 70
Exhaustive with Central Citation 14 7 75
Representative 19 6 70
Central or Pivotal -7 6 78
Organization Historical 7 9 77
Conceptual 76 6 17
Methodological 15 13 70 -
Audience Specialized Scholars 39 26 28
’ General Scholars 34 23 7
Practitioners 31 18 8
Policy Makers 4 5 2
General Publfc 2 5 Y7
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