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Chapter Outline

In this chapter, we first provide a historical sketlﬁr; the develop-
ment of various forms of literature revi luding meta-
analyses, meta-syntheses, and mixed metho@search syntheses
(MMRS), and we introduce and lain basic concepts and
definitions related to these vario &s‘\of literature reviews.
Second, we present an overvjg %he stages for conducting
MMRS literature reviews. Third Hiscuss ontological orientations
for MMRS and how thes tations influence the MMRS pro-
cess. Fourth, we provide pracgal guidelines for conducting MMRS.
Finally, we discuss po nt'ql strengths and challenges for MMRS.

HISTORICAL SKETCH, CONCEPTS, AND DEFINITIONS

in®asing amount of published scientific research articles and books has

@an impetus for conducting literature reviews. When researchers, policy
oakers, and practitioners want to read about a topic or problem they are inter-

ested in, it is way more time-efficient to read one or a few good literature

O reviews than to be swamped by all primary-level studies (also called original
studies) published on the topic or problem. Review authors who conduct a

literature review seek to synthesize the content of primary-level studies and

other primary-level data sources on a certain topic, problem, intervention,

program, or phenomenon of interest. In Box 1.1, we explain the terminology
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used in this book to refer to persons who conduct a literature review and to
persons who conduct a primary-level study. In the remainder of this section,
we provide a historical sketch of the development of various forms of litera-
ture reviews, and we introduce and explain basic concepts and definitions
related to various forms of literature reviews.

A

The first known records of review authors conducting literature review
to synthesize existing knowledge and empirical evidence on a cert%

phenomenon of interest date back to the 18th century (Chalmers, He ;
Cooper, 2002). Most of these earliest literature reviews were quantj d&
nature. Quantitative, statistical methods (e.g., correlation c & s Jand
average correlations; Pearson, 1904) were used to synthesi &\pirical
evidence from quantitative primary-level studies. In 1976, V. Glass
introduced the term meta-analysis to describe staﬁic‘al methods for
synthesizing quantitative primary-level studies (Chaﬁe 1.,2002). During
the 20th century, meta-analyses were frequently us ynthesize quantita-

tive primary-level evidence on the effe&ness of various treatments,

interventions, and programs. % 4

Box 1.1 Termfn Used in This Book

Throughout this boofg we referto persons who conduct a literature
review as review rsis‘/\/e use this term to refer to anybody who
is undertakin atule review for research purposes. Accordingly,
conduct a literature review for their master’s
theses bral® dissertations are referred to as review authors
throu@t is book even though they may not be authors of a

blish®& work. The term review authors is consistent with the ter-
%ogy proposed and used by leading organizations promoting

d disseminating literature reviews, such as the Campbell

ollaboration and the Cochrane Collaboration.

We use the term researchers to refer to researchers who con-
duct primary-level studies. In a primary-level study, researchers
typically collect qualitative and/or quantitative data directly from
their research participants, for example, through interviews, obser-
vations, and/or questionnaires. These primary-level studies are the
data included in literature reviews.

e
S
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The practice of conducting quantitative effectiveness reviews was
strongly influenced by the evidence-based practice (EBP) movement. EBP
is based on the premise that high-quality research is needed to help determine
what works and what types of policy and practice initiatives are likely to be
most effective (Evans & Benefield, 2001). In other words, high-quality

research is expected to serve as the foundation for policy and practice dec1
sions and actions. The EBP movement encouraged review authors to cond \

systematic reviews (Hammersley, 2001). These systematic review
expected to deliver high-quality cumulative knowledge that coul

policy and practice (Clegg, 2005). The Cochrane Collab, r’a 15)
describes systematic reviews as follows: 4 systematic revi pts to
identify, appraise and synthesize all the empirical evidence eets pre-

specified eligibility criteria to answer a given revi questzon Review
authors conducting systematic reviews use explicim aimed at mini-
mizing bias, in order to produce more reliable fin that can be used to
inform decision making. Systematic revie re characterized by (a) a clearly
stated set of objectives with predefined ghgiByl %criteria for primary-level
studies; (b) an explicit, reproducible gi®fodology; (c) a systematic search
that attempts to identify all primarytudies that would meet the eligibil-

validity of the findings of the included

primary-level studies, for exam through the assessment of risk of bias;

ity criteria; (d) an assessment

and (e) a systematic prgsentation and synthesis of the characteristics and
findings of the includ ary-level studies (Green et al., 2011). Advantages

of these systematf litQatulp reviews include (a) a quick assimilation of large

amounts of j g#On by researchers, policy makers, and practitioners,

through cgias¥ g theSe systematic reviews; (b) the use of explicit and trans-
parent rnO that limit bias in identifying and rejecting studies; (c) reliable
mlrr“ate conclusions because of the systematic methods used; (d) the

ent of generalizability of findings and consistency of results due to

@nal comparison of the results from the different included primary-level
Qudws, (e) an identification of the reasons for potential heterogeneity and,

consequently, the generation of new hypotheses about particular subgroups;
(f) the generation of new perspectives and frameworks that transcend the
retrieved primary-level studies; and (g) a potential reduction of the delay
between research discoveries and implementation of effective strategies in
practice (Gough, Oliver, & Thomas, 2012; Greenhalgh, 1997; Moher,

Stewart, & Shekelle, 2012).
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However, over time there was a growing recognition that simply quanti-
tatively synthesizing the existing quantitative evidence on the effects of certain
treatments, interventions, and programs was not sufficient for accurately @
informing policy and practice decisions and actions, and that it was necessary \
to capture the bigger picture. To determine which treatments, interventions,
and programs were not only effective, but also feasible, appropriate, an
meaningful, it was necessary to synthesize the existing empirical evidence og¢
for instance, user perspectives; participant behaviors, experiences, and Q
ences; and implementer behaviors, experiences, and preferences &
Booth, Harris, & Noyes, 2013). These questions on feasibili ,’ hte-
ness, and meaningfulness urged review authors also to syntheg xxisting
qualitative evidence on treatments, interventions, and progr interest.
Several qualitative meta-synthesis methods for surﬁidzing qualitative
erstanding from

primary-level studies and for generating new insigh

interrelated qualitative research findings were devlggtd, such as formal

grounded theory (Eaves, 2001; KearneyQ998, 2001), meta-ethnography
M‘[ic synthesis (Thomas &

(Britten et al., 2002; Noblit & Hare, 19
Harden, 2008), and meta-aggregative s# (Hannes & Lockwood, 2011).

In addition to the mono-meth

antitative and qualitative literature
reviews (i.e., meta-analyses aj assyntheses), review authors developed
approaches for combining empi evidence described in various kinds of
primary-level studies bygusing varidus kinds of qualitative and quantitative
synthesis techniques, ®ugR{ a 5gle literature review, to answer complex review
questions and s plBx topics and problems. When a team of review
authors unde rature review by applying the principles of mixed meth-
ods resea; @), ¢ say that they undertake a mixed methods research
synthesi(MMRS). The data included in an MMRS are findings extracted from
Vaw:a 1tative, quantitative, and MMR primary articles, and various qualita-

titative, and mixed synthesis techniques are used to integrate the

@ry-level studies within the MMRS (Heyvaert, Maes, & Onghena, 2013).
Other terms that are used to describe an MMRS are mixed methods synthesis
(Harden & Thomas, 2005), mixed research synthesis (Sandelowski, Voils, &

O Barroso, 2006; Voils, Sandelowski, Barroso, & Hasselblad, 2008), and mixed
studies review (Pluye, Gagnon, Griffiths, & Johnson-Lafleur, 2009). Following
the general definition of MMR proposed by R. Burke Johnson, Anthony J.
Onwuegbuzie, and Lisa A. Turner (2007), we define an MMRS as a literature

review in which review authors combine qualitative, quantitative, and MMR
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primary-level studies and apply a mixed methods approach to synthesize and
integrate those studies (e.g., using qualitative, quantitative, and MMR viewpoints,
data collection techniques, data synthesis techniques, and inferential techniques), @
to enhance the breadth and depth of understanding complex phenomena, \
problems, and topics (Heyvaert et al., 2013). 0

A discourse that inspired the development and use of qualitative literatur

reviews (i.e., meta-syntheses) in addition to quantitative literature reVie’\
(i.e., meta-analyses), and eventually the development and use of MMR &
ture reviews, was the complex interventions discourse (Anders t

2013; Petticrew et al., 2013; Squires, Valentine, & Grimshaw, o) G dy

a complex intervention or program, MMRS literature revie &several
advantages over mono-method literature reviews.

First, most interventions and programs used in the 4@cial sciences, crime

and justice sciences, educational sciences, p y, international
development, social welfare, and biomedical and he iences are multilay-
ered and consist of multiple components. omparison with mono-method

literature reviews, MMRS literature revjsws More appropriate to study

these multiple components and layer

-

yers interact.
(rttoners are often interested not only in

lese components and layers are
related, and how these components

Second, policy makers andfpra
the effectiveness of complex i

feasibility, appropriatengss, and mcaningfulness. The following question is
related to the effectiv%f a\ intervention or program: How effective is (the
1 a

aentions and programs but also in their

intervention/pro ressing (the problem)? The following question is
related to the 1 of an intervention or program: What are barriers and
Jacilitatoy @ﬂe enting (the intervention/program)? The following
question@ted to the appropriateness of an intervention or program: Are
(th@intervention s/program’s) desired outcomes consistent with the target
@ riorities and/or beliefs? The following question is related to the

ingfulness of an intervention or program: How do (the target groups) feel
Qout participating in (the intervention/program)? In comparison with mono-

method literature reviews, MMRS literature reviews are more appropriate to
O study different but related review questions on effectiveness, feasibility,
appropriateness, and meaningfulness of a single intervention or program in the
various review strands. Questions on the effectiveness, feasibility, appropriate-
ness, and meaningfulness of complex interventions and programs will be
discussed in closer detail in Chapter 2.
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Third, complex interventions and programs are not magic bullets that
will always hit their target, and their effects often depend on context and
implementation (Pawson, Greenhalgh, Harvey, & Walshe, 2005). MMRS
literature reviews offer the opportunity to answer a diverse range of comple-
mentary questions on these complex interventions and programs in the
various review strands, such as follows: What is it about this intervention g

program that works, for whom, in what circumstances, in what respects, LQ

why? (Pawson et al., 2005). It can, for instance, be interesting to st
question of why the program or intervention worked or did not w &
applied in different contexts or circumstances, deploye K ent
stakeholders, or used for different purposes. We will discu 1S§§ssue in
closer detail in Chapters 5 and 7.

Fourth, multiple types of empirical evidence often e&egarding a single
intervention or program, which are reported in qum
MMR primary-level studies. MMRS literature revie 1 the opportunity to
integrate these different types of research ane on the same intervention

or program in a single literature review. % e

OVERVIEW OF THE STA

, qualitative, and

CONDUCTING MMRS LI URE REVIEWS

An MMRS process 11y§ncludes eight stages. In this first chapter, we
provide a brief o ofthe stages that will be discussed in the remainder
of this book.

write a protocol for your MMRS. In this protocol you
ent all methodological and substantive choices that you
wilinake throughout the MMRS process. The protocol helps you to plan

will achieve your review objectives and answer your review
@ions, for instance, by deciding which MMRS design, which sampling

Qrategy, which search strategies, which inclusion and exclusion criteria,

O

and which synthesis approaches are most appropriate for reaching your
review objectives and answering your review questions. We will discuss
review protocols, review objectives, review questions, and MMRS designs
in Chapter 2.

Second, you will select a sampling strategy that is appropriate for your
MMRS. You will decide whether you will conduct an exhaustive, selective, or

e
S
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purposeful search for primary-level studies to be included in your MMRS.
Third, in accordance with the selected sampling strategy, you will search for
primary-level studies that might be relevant to your MMRS. Fourth, you will
apply the inclusion and exclusion criteria that were stipulated in the protocol
to the primary-level studies that were retrieved by the search process. This
fourth stage will enable you to filter out irrelevant studies, as well as to kee

only the primary-level studies that are relevant for answering your reVieQ

questions. We will discuss sampling strategies, search strategies, and in

and exclusion criteria in Chapter 3. &
Fifth, you may opt to appraise critically the methodologic ﬁ o the

primary-level studies you retrieved. In Chapter 4, we will provj &nce on

how to appraise critically the retrieved studies. We will different

approaches to quality assessment of the retrieved qualita&uquantitative, and

MMR primary-level studies. Also in Chapter 4, we Q

ment the critical appraisal process, how to asse

ss how to docu-
eement on critical
appraisal scores, and how to valorize the@gptcome of the critical appraisal
exercise. e

Sixth, you will extract relevant m the included primary-level

studies. In Chapter 5, we will disc descriptive data can be extracted

from the primary-level studie in an MMRS literature review. The
descriptive data extraction proc nsists of four steps: (1) deciding which
data will be extracted gnd developing a preliminary data extraction form

and coding guide, ( ti@ the extraction form and the coding guide,

(3) conducting ¢lic @

differences ip 2gdn between review authors. We will describe, discuss,
and illus % four steps in Chapter 5.

Sevdgth, Jin accordance with the purpose of the MMRS, the review

nta Bxtraction, and (4) identifying and discussing

qu@dlion(s) posed, and the data included in the MMRS, you will select and use
te data synthesis approaches to describe, summarize, evaluate, inter-
and/or integrate the primary-level data. We will discuss data synthesis

Q)proaches that can be used within various MMRS in Chapters 6, 7, and 8.

O

Eighth, you will write, edit, and disseminate your MMRS report. In
Chapter 9, we will first discuss the writing process and how the intended audi-
ence for the MMRS influences this writing process. Furthermore, we will
discuss ethics in the writing process and the sections to be included in the
MMRS report. Finally, we will discuss publication outlets for MMRS litera-
ture reviews.

e
S
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Figure 1.1 Stages for Conducting MMRS Literature Reviews

Review protocol,
including
review objectives, 5 Chapter 2
review questions, TS
and MMRS design

&
L

Sampling

9
Systematic search L Chapter 3 6\

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

@l

&

Critical appraisal Chapter 4
Descriptive data extraction Chapter 5
Chapters

6,78
Chapter 9

In Fi Qwe rovide a visual overview of these eight stages for con-
ducting YWMBS literature reviews, and we indicate which stages will be

di%l in which chapters of our book.

Q)NTOLOGCAL ORIENTATIONS
FOR MMRS LITERATURE REVIEWS

O

Ontology is the study of what is, the study of reality. It has often been argued
that researchers who conduct primary-level research should be explicit about
their ontological orientation toward research. At the synthesis level too,
review authors should reflect on their ontological orientation toward research
and how this orientation influences their MMRS. Ontological orientations

e
S
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toward research are often positioned on a continuum with on the one end the

realist orientations and on the other end the idealist orientations. Researchers

following realist orientations consider reality to be an external, concrete @
structure, whereas researchers following idealist orientations consider reality \

to be constructed, to be a projection of human imagination (Morgan & 0
Smircich, 1980).

<
Review authors with realist orientations toward research synthesis tre \
the primary reports included in their review as more or less faithfully -

ing the primary-level studies that were conducted and the findings r

in those primary reports as more or less faithfully reflecting t % on
under study, regardless of how those primary-level studies selves
ontologically located (Sandelowski, Voils, Leeman, & Crande ). These
review authors believe that research syntheses can prode€e the best evidence
currently available to guide and improve poli ractice. Realist
orientations toward research synthesis correspond strategy generally

often go beyond what is described apgd edted in the primary studies they

promoted by the EBP movement we discu earlier.
Review authors with idealist orient% d research synthesis will
retrieved. They often seek to reveal fattefps or relationships between concepts

o

to challenge reigning knowledghgié

and structures that remained hig Ore. These review authors often intend
ims and dominant discourses, including
the strategies put forwagd by propdhents of the EBP movement (Eisenhart,
1998; Sandelowski 5@007; Sandelowski et al., 2012).

We have tw anremarks related to the realist-idealist continuum.

First, it is in tinuum, not a dichotomy. Many review authors hold

ontologic tiorls situated somewhere in between the realist and the
. An example of an intermediate ontological orientation, which
1e&bit more toward the idealist position, is a team of review authors who

ty as a social construction (Morgan & Smircich, 1980). Second, the

ntinuum. Although the realist ontological orientation is often associated

Q@tidealist continuum is not the same as the quantitative—qualitative

with quantitative synthesis approaches (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000),
O several qualitative synthesis approaches can also be associated with the realist
ontological orientation. For instance, the meta-aggregative approach to
qualitative evidence synthesis we will discuss in Chapter 6 is situated on the
realist side of the ontological orientations continuum. However, most of the
review authors situated on the idealist orientation side of the continuum are

indeed qualitative review authors.
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We recommend that you explicitly report on your ontological orientation
toward research in the MMRS report, as this orientation will undeniably
influence the decisions you make throughout the MMRS process. For
instance, your ontological orientation will influence the purpose of the MMRS
(Chapter 2): Do you aim to synthesize the best evidence currently available to
guide and improve policy and practice? Or do you aim to question reignigﬁ
knowledge claims and dominant discourses? Furthermore, your ontologic, \
orientation will, for instance, influence whether you consider it desir
conduct a systematic, exhaustive search for empirical evidence or whegieer
prefer to use certain purposeful sampling strategies (Chapter ,’ Jyou
consider it desirable to appraise the primary reports you retrie % ter 4),

which data synthesis approaches you consider to be appro for your
MMRS (Chapters 6, 7, and 8), and which reporting styQ?u consider to be

appropriate for communicating the findings of yo
you envision (Chapter 9).

to the audience

Review authors’ core ontological assulggptions are linked to their episte-
mological stance and their favored synthgge Ns. Epistemology refers to

the theory of knowledge; it is the studygo¥hehature and scope of knowledge.
Review authors with a realist ontoloientation toward research synthesis

will most likely hold the epistgy pical stance that it is possible to accumu-

late knowledge, that empirical ary-level studies can be valid sources of
knowledge, and that t can accumulate knowledge by using positivist
techniques such as i atiﬁ1 and falsification. Review authors with an
idealist ontologicg @

gnce that they can obtain phenomenological insights by

the epistemo
means 0@ ive’ processes and by means of critically reflecting on

tatlpn toward research synthesis will most likely hold
specific fgoceses, behaviors, and so on, in specific settings.
TICAL GUIDELINES FOR
QONDUCTING MMRS LITERATURE REVIEWS

O In this section we want to provide some practical guidelines for conducting
MMRS literature reviews that may be perceived as common sense but are often

overlooked by novice review authors. Our practical guidelines include keeping
a review diary, monitoring the congruence of the choices you make throughout
the MMRS process, and providing rationales for these choices. We start with
discussing the advantages of keeping a review diary in Practical Tip 1.1.
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Practical Tip 1.1: Keeping a Review Diary

We strongly advise you to keep a review diary while you are con-
ducting your MMRS. A review diary is a digital or written record of
everything that was done, considered, and reflected on during the
MMRS process. The main reason for keeping a review diary is that
you keep an audit trail during the entire MMRS process. In yg

data were synthesized), the reasons why you have t @
certain choices, the reasons why you have cogsider@®certain
choices, and the reasons why you have made x&]al choices.

First of all, the review diary will urge@t write down
explicitly all the choices met throughout the RS journey, as
well as the advantages and disadvarﬁrelated to each choice
alternative. It can help you to refjeet all these choices, the
choice alternatives, and their c ces, as well as to engage
in a dialogue on these choic@h the other members of your
review team.

Second, if you accura ecorded every decision made, the
review diary will bg a great Welp when you are writing up your
MMRS report. Fogin§an®, in the Methods section of your MMRS
report, you wi i wn how exactly you conducted each stage

of the MMR y you did what you did. When you took
detailed our actions as well as the justifications for your
actiog £ the MMRS process, writing up the Methods section

straightforward. Also for the Introduction, Findings, and
Wssion sections, a detailed review diary will be of great help.
ce review authors particularly experience that writing the
iscussion section is very hard, especially when they have to write
it from scratch and when there remains only a limited amount of
time to write this final section. However, if you already during the
MMRS process kept detailed notes on the obstacles met, possible
limitations of your MMRS process you considered, possible inter-
pretations of your findings, possible implications of your MMRS,
and suggestions for future research, policy, and practice based on

(Continued)
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(Continued)

your study, writing the Discussion may not be so hard after all.
Taking such notes during the MMRS process might help you to
think about the content and structure of the Discussion before fully
writing it out in the final stage, as well as might enhance the quality
and clarity of this section. We will discuss the content of the ®
various sections and subsections to be included in the MMR
report in Chapter 9, but we find it important to convince you n
at the beginning of your MMRS journey, of the impqgta
keeping detailed notes throughout the entire MMRS pr e\

o
Review questions—Review objectives

* MMRS design—Review questions; review objectives

e Sampling strategy—Design; review questions; review
objectives

e Search strategy—Sampling strategy; design; review questions;
review objectives

e Data synthesis approach—Collected data; design; review
questions; review objectives
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We advise you to write down explicitly all the methodological and
substantive choices you made throughout the entire MMRS process
and to reflect on the consistency between the choices: Is there a good
fit between each of the choices you made? Would another choice
alternative result in a better fit? For instance, would another MMRS
design be a better fit for your review objectives and review questions? ®

A rationale refers to a reason, an argument, or a justificatio®t %an
por-

give for making certain choices. In Practical Tip 1.3, we disgy

tance of rationales for the methodological and substantive ch@icesfyou make
throughout the MMRS process.

Practical Tip 1.3: Importance »f Rationales for Your
Methodological and Svhstantive Choices

Throughout the MMRS proces™ 9

choices, such as follows: Whg review objective? How should
I formulate my review q @ ¢ Which design would be optimal
for my MMRS? Thinking abo®rationales is thinking about the pros
and cons for every §hoige alternative. For instance, in Chapter 2,
we will discuss t aj%r MMRS designs: segregated, integrated,
and conting ign (Sandelowski et al., 2006). Thinking about
the desi efor your MMRS, you can consider each of the

Ite

three atives, and list for each of the alternatives the
pros @nd gons, for instance:

Why would this Why would this

design be design be
beneficial for my detrimental for my
MMRS? MMRS?

Segregated design

Integrated design

Contingent design

(Continued)
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(Continued)

This thinking about rationales can be reflected in the MMRS
report. Of course, it is not desirable to discuss in the MMRS report
each choice alternative for each methodological and substantive
choice made throughout the MMRS process. However, the choice
alternatives that were selected should be explicitly mentioned in ¢
the MMRS report (e.g., which MMRS design was used), and a ratio
nale for selecting this alternative should be provided (e.g., expl
ing why this design worked for your MMRS). We will d'@cu%

in closer detail in Chapter 9. \

POTENTIALS AND PITFALLS é

FOR MMRS LITERATURE REVIEWS

' literature reviews. First,

Waligdtive or quantitative literature

We see two major advantages of conduc

in comparison with a mono-method_d
review, an MMRS can allow greate ess and broader insights, and it can
allow for exploring multiplg on a topic, problem, intervention,
program, or phenomenon of inf8geét. Accordingly, a more diverse range of
complementary questiogg on the t8pic, problem, intervention, program, or

phenomenon of inte bedstudied within an MMRS, for instance: What

stances, in

complex
approachigd fipm different perspectives, resulting in possibly more complete,
co@iete, and nuanced answers in comparison with mono-method literature
his might result in more useful suggestions for policy and practice.
Qample, in the MMRS of James Thomas et al. (2004), the combination
Qf quantitative controlled-trial studies describing the effects of interventions
that promoted healthy eating with qualitative studies that examined the
perspectives and understandings of children concerning barriers to and
facilitators of fruit and vegetable intake increased the policy relevance of the
literature review because it has the potential to inspire and inform the devel-
opment of more effective and appropriate healthy-eating interventions
(Harden & Thomas, 2005).
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Second, the combination of various synthesis methods in an MMRS brings
along possible advantages, such as (a) adding confidence in the literature
review’s conclusions when different synthesis methods, used for synthesizing
various sources of primary-level evidence on a single phenomenon of interest,
result in similar conclusions, and (b) revealing and developing challenging or

integrating theories by comparing and combining the inferences that res%l
from the diverse synthesis methods. Furthermore, the combination of qualit, \

tive and quantitative synthesis approaches holds the possibility to unco
explain discrepancies between the findings of the included pri -
studies. For example, in the previously mentioned MMRS o ﬂ& al.
n-depth
and nuanced exploration of the statistical heterogeneity det ithin the
quantitative strand of the MMRS.
Although the mixing of qualitative, quantitative R empirical data

(2004), the insights gained within the qualitative strand allo

and synthesis techniques in an MMRS can hold mu opportunities, there
are possible challenges concerning the ifgplementation of an MMRS. In
comparison with mono-method literaturegmvi ®eview authors conducting
an MMRS have to deal with a more ous amount of data and more
divergent data. A more Voluminount of data included in a literature
review results in an increased % Of time and resources needed to conduct

each stage of the MMRS. For in
texts will have to be scregned in the data collection stage, and a potential larger

e, a larger number of abstracts and full-

number of studies wi tcﬁ)e critically appraised and synthesized.

Furthermore
»

lenging a§the Point where insights generated from different types of studies need

ata 1ficluded in an MMRS can be very divergent as the
MMRS can be qualitative, quantitative, and MMR
es on the phenomenon of interest. This is particularly chal-

\

studies inclug
primary-1

to @integrated. Review authors should try to synthesize and integrate the various
rimary-level studies without ignoring the methodological identity of,
@sing the intrinsic value of, all these various types of primary-level studies.
Q Another important challenge is that without a meaningful integration or
“mix” of the qualitative and quantitative strands, a literature review can hardly
be called an “MMRS.” Especially when the qualitative and quantitative
subteams, who are respectively involved in the qualitative and quantitative
strand of an MMRS, are composed of purely qualitative and purely quantita-
tive methodologists, skill specialization might hinder the integration of the
findings (Bryman, 2007). We will elaborate on the team issue in Chapter 2.
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Finally, we want to stress that the answer to the question of whether it
makes sense to perform an MMRS on a certain topic depends on the topic at
hand, on the kinds of empirical evidence available in the research domain, on @
the purpose of the synthesis, and on the posed review questions. Pawson \
(2008) noted that “method mix is the new methodological Holy Grail” 0
(p- 120). Someone intending to conduct a literature review might nowadays b
inclined to conduct an MMRS because conducting MMR is hot and trendQ

However, MMRS—and MMR in general—is neither a Holy Grail i
the ultimate aim for every review author nor the perfect choice for evegmli

@ive
and to
answer the posed review questions. Conducting an MMRS is a

and expensive enterprise. Accordingly, the decision tﬁlduct an MMRS
should be a deliberate, rational, and well-justified i
pose and the review questions should be the key dri

ture review. Sometimes, conducting a mono-method qualitativgo

literature review is way more appropriate to reach the review g

The review pur-
r whether to choose
an MMR approach. We will discuss this issg@ further in the next chapter.

A

Summary Points

o We refer to persons who ct a literature review as review authors.

e When a team of rdyiew authofls undertakes a literature review by apply-

uantitative, and MMR primary articles, and various quali-
tafjye, Muantitative, and mixed synthesis techniques are used to inte-
grate the primary-level studies within the MMRS.
terature reviews were already conducted in the 18th century. Most of
O the earliest literature reviews were quantitative in nature. To determine
Q which treatments, interventions, and programs were not only effective
but also feasible, appropriate, and meaningful, qualitative and mixed
methods approaches to literature reviews were developed.
e The complex interventions discourse inspired the development and use
of MMRS literature reviews.
e The MMRS process includes eight stages: (1) writing the review protocol
(including review objectives, review questions, and MMRS design);
(2) sampling; (3) searching for primary-level studies; (4) applying
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inclusion and exclusion criteria; (5) possibly critically appraising the
methodological quality of the primary-level studies; (6) extracting relevant

data from the primary-level studies; (7) interpreting, synthesizing, and @
integrating the data; and (8) writing and disseminating the MMRS report. &

It is important to reflect on your ontological orientation toward research

and on how this orientation influences your MMRS. .
We strongly advise you to keep a review diary. This is a digital or wrj

ten record of everything that was done, considered, and refle

during the MMRS process.
There should be congruence between the choices you G @ou‘t
the MMRS process.

e A first advantage of conducting MMRS literature re s that, in
comparison with a mono-method qualitative or qlantitative literature
review, an MMRS can allow greater richness der insights, and
it can allow for exploring multiple facets on a , problem, interven-

tion, program, or phenomenon of infiggest.
A second advantage is that the compma Mvarious synthesis methods

in an MMRS may allow us to ( offfidence in the literature review’s
conclusions when different is methods, used for synthesizing
various sources of pri evidence on a single phenomenon of
interest, result in similar ¢ sions; (b) reveal and develop challenging

or integrating thegqqies by comfiparing and combining the inferences that

result from th: se synthesis methods; and (c) uncover and explain

discrepan %

e of conducting an MMRS literature review is that, in

the findings of the included primary-level studies.

a mono-method literature review, you have to deal
a Jhore voluminous amount of data and more divergent data.
Qsecond challenge is that without a meaningful integration or “mix”

the qualitative and quantitative strands, a literature review can hardly
be called an “MMRS.”

Q e The review purpose and the review questions should be the key drivers

O for choosing an MMRS approach.
Questions for Thought

e Think about your ontological orientation toward research synthesis. Do
you situate yourself more on the realist end of the ontological
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orientations continuum, and do you believe that research syntheses can
produce the best evidence currently available to guide and improve
policy and practice? Or do you situate yourself more on the idealist end
of the ontological orientations continuum, and do you intend to reveal
patterns or relationships between concepts and structures that remained
hidden before, and/or to undermine reigning knowledge claims an
dominant discourses by means of your research synthesis? Or do y
situate yourself somewhere in between the realist and the t
position? K
e Think about the topic, problem, intervention, program, x on
you want to focus your literature review on. Consider quan-
titative literature review, a qualitative literature revie MMRS
would be the most appropriate approach for your&rature review. You

can do this by listing your preliminary revi
questions and by listing for each of the e approaches (i.e.,

tives and review

quantitative literature review, qualitdjige literature review, and MMRS)
whether it is likely to allow you t% N review objectives and to

answer your review questions,

wstance relate to the Questions for Thought we posed earlier. In addi-
O on, you can reflect on any topic mentioned in this first chapter in your
review diary.

Q e Create an overview table in your review diary, including five

columns.

O o In the first column of this table, you list the major MMRS stages that
were depicted in Figure 1.1: (1) writing the review protocol (includ-
ing review objectives, review questions, and MMRS design);
(2) sampling; (3) searching for primary-level studies; (4) applying

e
S
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inclusion and exclusion criteria; (5) possibly critically appraising the
methodological quality of the primary-level studies; (6) extracting
relevant data from the primary-level studies; (7) interpreting, synthe- @
sizing, and integrating the data; and (8) writing and disseminating the &
MMRS report. 0

o In the second column, you will later on mention the specific ChOngQ
made within each of these stages. For instance, for the sampling sta;
(which will be discussed in Chapter 3), you can note down in the
column whether you will conduct an exhaustive, selective, or pyapo:
search for primary-level studies to be included in your

o In the third column, you will leave a place to add raj or the
choices described in the second column. A ratio ers to a
reason, an argument, or a justification that ym@ give for making

certain choices (Practical Tip 1.3). Q

o In the fourth column, you will leave a plac flect on the congru-
ence of your choices for the differdglpstages of your MMRS (Practical
Tip 1.2). For instance, for the sgmpl ﬁge, you can note down in
the fourth column whether chbice to conduct an exhaustive,
selective, or purposeful se r primary-level studies is congruent
with your review obj review questions.

o In the fifth column, yo 1 leave a place to reflect on the congru-
ence of each @f your chbices with your ontological orientation
toward rese nthesis. For instance, for the sampling stage, you

can notg @“
e

€X

A
@u described in your review diary.

€aggestions for Further Reading

in the fifth column whether your choice to conduct an
ective, or purposeful search for primary-level studies
ith the ontological orientation toward research synthe-

Definition, framework, and potential. Quality & Quantity, 47, 659-676.
doi:10.1007/s11135-011-9538-6

Sandelowski, M., Voils, C. 1., Leeman, J., & Crandell, J. L. (2012). Mapping the mixed
methods-mixed research synthesis terrain. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 6,
317-331. doi:10.1177/1558689811427913

: Heyvaert, M., Maes, B., & Onghena, P. (2013). Mixed methods research synthesis:
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