
Editorial 
Which reporting guideline should I use and why? 
 
This special issue has highlighted the many different approaches and methods for doing a 
literature review. These have included the established methods for undertaking a 
systematic review with meta-analysis as developed by the Cochrane Collaboration (Higgins 
and Green 2019) to more recent innovations involving the synthesis of both qualitative and 
quantitative? data, alongside scoping reviews which map out the scope of existing research, 
telling us what is known about a particular topic. We argue that no review method is better 
than another; what is important is that the method used is appropriate to the focus of the 
review and is comprehensively undertaken. For example, a scoping review is used when we 
want to scope or map out the existing literature and to identify research gaps. It does not 
undertake an in-depth synthesis of the literature and is therefore unlikely to be the method 
of choice for those reviewing the literature to justify an empirical project. Where a deeper 
level of synthesis is required and where the nuances of the research really matter in order 
to justify a potential research question, a method of reviewing the literature which requires 
synthesis and analysis is required.  
 
 
Over recent years we have seen the development of many methods for doing a literature 
review. This rise in methods has generated discussion about the use of different approaches 
and challenged the assumption that a Cochrane systematic review is appropriate in all 
cases. As with all research, the appropriate method depends on the research question. 
However, it can be argued that the proliferation of methods is confusing for both scholars 
and readers alike (Booth et al 2012, Aveyard and Bradbury-Jones 2019) and whether so 
many different types are required and, in fact are really so different from each other, is a 
topic of debate.  
 
Authors setting out to write a literature review need to be able to navigate the wide choice 
of methods available. In a previous publication, we have called for clarity and consolidation 
of methods used in papers that report a literature review (Aveyard and Bradbury-Jones 
(2019) and while there is no quick fix for this, we have recommended that authors identify a 
published method that is clearly described. An example is Thomas and Harden’s thematic 
synthesis (2008). This is a concise and accessible publication which outlines the method for 
doing a thematic synthesis.   If authors adhere to a published method for doing a literature 
review this will help to ensure that we build on and consolidate existing methods rather 
than develop further approaches. For example, it is not uncommon for authors to create a 
new name for their review, and whilst this is imaginative, it is perhaps not helpful in 
achieving consistency in the scholarly development of the field.  The caveat here is that, as 
with all research methods, new developments in the ways of doing a review will arise and 
we need to be responsive to this. However, these should be the exception and the need for 
such developments should be clearly documented. 
 
Once authors have identified the method for doing a literature review that is the right 
approach for their task, the use of a reporting guideline can help guide and support the 
writing process. Those familiar with academic reporting more generally will be aware of the 
EQUATOR -network website, on which there is reference to many different reporting 



guidelines which are increasingly a stipulated requirement by journals for papers submitted 
for publication.  For those doing a literature review, these include the PRISMA-P statement 
(Page 2021) for systematic reviews with meta-analysis, the ENTREQ guidelines (Tong et al 
2012) for reviews of qualitative research, and the eMERGe guidelines for the reviews 
undertaken using a meta-ethnographic approach (France et al 2019). There are PRISMA-ScR 
guidelines for doing a scoping review. Of course, given the different methods for doing a 
review, there is not a corresponding guideline for each one. Until the emergence of ENTREQ 
and eMERGe, the PRISMA guidelines were often regarded as the default reporting guideline 
for all reviews and it is not impossible that this assumption persists; yet using an 
inappropriate reporting guideline risks shoe-horning a method into a guideline to which it 
simply doesn’t fit.  Therefore, it is the task of the authors to identify an appropriate 
reporting guideline and to include this with their review on submission of their paper for 
publication. This means that reporting guidelines may need to be considered to be broad 
brush rather than specific to certain types of reviews; for example, in the revised PRISMA 
guidelines, Page et al (2021) argue that these guidelines can be applied not only to 
systematic reviews with meta-analysis but to reviews where no meta-analysis is possible 
and also to mixed methods reviews.  
 
We argue that this is appropriate given there are many common features of a review that 
exist across the different methods. There are more similarities than differences in the 
literature review process, as all reviews place emphasis on the need for a focused research 
question and a planned search strategy. Thereafter, in-depth reviews recommend a process 
of data extraction, critical appraisal and synthesis to ensure that new findings come from 
the review; the key element here is that these findings should reflect a new interpretation 
of the papers whether this is achieved through some form of synthesis depending on the 
type of data included in the review’s studies. Scoping reviews require less depth in the 
analysis and interpretation of the papers as it is the overall mapping of the research that is 
important in these reviews.  In some instances there will be an exact fit between the 
reporting guideline and the publication itself. For example, a systematic review with meta-
analysis has a corresponding guideline in the PRISMA checklist (Page et al 2021) and meta-
ethnography has a corresponding guideline in the eMERGe guidelines (France et al 2019). 
However overall, the principle is that reporting guidelines need to be relevant to the overall 
type of review rather than the exact review type and methods for doing a literature review 
should not be shoehorned into a guideline that is inappropriate for them. If a journal 
requests a specific guideline, for example PRISMA, as a default requirement, discussion with 
the journal editor would be a useful first step in clarifying the exact expectations.  
 
At the Journal of Clinical Nursing, we are committed to the publication of well conducted 
literature reviews and we are delighted to showcase so many within this special issue. 
Moving forward, we promote the judicious use of reporting guidelines which can be justified 
and which are relevant to the identified method undertaken in the review. We encourage 
further discussion of the appropriate use of guidelines, especially where this is unclear or 
where the Prisma guidelines appear to be the default even where alternative guidelines 
might be usefully referred to instead.  
 
References 
 



Aveyard H, Bradbury-Jones C (2019) An analysis of current practice in undertaking literature reviews: a 
focussed mapping review and synthesis. BMC Medical Research Methodology 19:105  
 
Booth A, Papaioannou D, Sutton A. Systematic approaches to a successful literature review Sage London; 2012. 
 
France EF, Cunningham M, Ring N, Uny I, Duncan E, Jepson R, Maxwell M, Roberts R, Turley R, Booth A, 
Britten N, Flemming K, Gallagher I, Garside R, Hannes K, Lewin S, Noblit G, Pope C, Thomas J, Vanstone M 
Higginbottom G, Noyes J (2019) Improving reporting of meta-ethnography: the eMERGe reporting guideline . 
Journal of Advanced Nursing 75 5 1126-39 
 
Fraser A, Dunstan F (2010) On the impossibility of being expert. British Medical Journal 341 c6815 
Greenhalgh T (2014), @trishgreenhalgh, on Twitter 3–5 May 2014 

 

Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T, Page MJ, Welch VA (editors). Cochrane Handbook for 
Systematic Reviews of Interventions version 6.0 (updated July 2019). Cochrane, 2019. Available from 
www.training.cochrane.org/handbook. 
 
Noblit GW and Hare RD (1988) Meta-ethnography, synthesising qualitative studies, in Qualitative Research 

Methods, Volume 11. London. SAGE Publications 

 

Page MJ, McKenzie JE , Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, Shamseer L, Tetzlaff JM, Akl EA, 

Brennan SE, Chou R, Glanville J , Grimshaw JM , Hróbjartsson A, Lalu M , Li T, Loder EW, Mayo-Wilson E, 

McDonald S , McGuinness LA, Stewart LA, Thomas, J, Tricco AC , Welch VA Whiting, P, Moher D (2021) 

The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews BMJ 2021;372:n71 

 
Thomas J and Harden A (2008) Methods for the thematic synthesis of qualitative research in systematic reviews. 

BMC Medical Research Methodology 8: 45 

 
Thorne S (2017) Meta-synthetic madness : what kind of monster have we created. Qualitative Health Research 
Vol. 27(1) 3 –12 
 
Walsh D and Downe S (2005) Meta-synthesis method for qualitative research: A literature review. Journal of 

Advanced Nursing 50(2): 204–11 

 
Whittemore R and Knafl K (2005) The integrative review: Updated methodology. Journal of Advanced Nursing 

52: 546–53 

 
 
 
 
 


