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Abstract 

 

Objective – In 2009, a typology by Grant and Booth introduced the concept of a systematized 

review in which authors (typically students) selectively employ various elements of the 

systematic review process. As academic librarians who help research teams to select and conduct 

a variety of evidence synthesis types, we have fielded inquiries from teams interested in 
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conducting systematized reviews for publication. While the typology is widely referenced, we 

were aware of no formal methodological guide to a systematized review type.  

 

The objective of this scoping review is to identify and describe the extent of published 

systematized reviews, and to 1) identify and collate, where available, sources used for the 

conceptualization and conduct of the systematized reviews, 2) determine if explanations 

provided were based on constraints, and 3) describe common methodological characteristics. 

 

Methods – Articles titled as a systematized review that attempted the collocation and synthesis of 

literature and included an adequate description of their methodology were included. We 

searched on September 1, 2023, the following five sources: Google Scholar, Lens.org, Web of 

Science Core Collection, Scopus, and MEDLINE. We performed screening and data extraction in 

duplicate. Data extraction elements included common methodological characteristics relating to 

various steps of the evidence synthesis process. Descriptive, aggregate statistics, and 

categorization of reasons for selecting the systematized review type were the primary analysis for 

this review. 

 

Results – Our review found 171 systematized reviews that met inclusion criteria. These were 

published between 2013 and 2023, and the number has increased each year. Resources or 

constraints were mentioned in only 32 included reviews, and only 19 had a single author. The 

methodological attributes of published systematized reviews vary significantly. A small number 

(15) of reviews searched only one database or source, while the majority searched between 2 and 

6 sources. The majority (134) provided no search details or a non-reproducible search strategy. 

Only 36 included reviews mentioned librarian involvement. 

 

Conclusion – Librarians should stay abreast of emerging evidence synthesis practices and the 

context in which researchers operate. It is unclear why and how authors choose the systematized 

review type because most did not report a source for their conceptualization, nor justify their 

choice. The majority of published reviews did not connect their methodological departures to the 

kinds of resource constraints typically associated with student work. The expectation that the 

elements of the systematic review process that authors chose to incorporate should be conducted 

and reported according to standards was not widely met.   

 

Librarians, as methodological guides, participants, or evaluators can play a key role in 

reinforcing the expectations of this review type and the standards that should be met when 

publishing a systematized review. Publishers and consumers of systematized reviews are 

advised to consider how each modification of standard systematic review methodology may 

introduce bias and affect the value of the evidence presented in published systematized reviews. 

 

 

Introduction 

 

Synthesis of evidence can take many forms, ranging from well-established methodologies, such as 

systematic reviews or scoping reviews, to lesser-known types, such as rapid reviews and realist reviews. 

Many typologies of evidence syntheses exist, each of which may include a number of distinct review 

types ranging from a handful to, in one case, 48 types (Grant & Booth, 2009; Munn et al., 2018; Sutton et 

al., 2019). Arguably, the most robust current effort to develop and maintain a comprehensive taxonomy 
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of evidence synthesis types, the Evidence Synthesis Taxonomy Initiative (ESTI), identified a staggering 

1,010 unique review types present in the literature (Munn & Pollock, 2024). 

 

The systematized review is a type that was initially reported by Grant and Booth (2009) in their typology 

of reviews, characterized chiefly as a way for students to model their understanding of the systematic 

review process while modifying it to accommodate the needs and constraints of their academic program. 

This characterization matches what we have observed in our professional contexts. Given the attention 

this typology received, as evidenced by its more than 11,000 citations (Google Scholar, December 23, 

2024), it stands to reason that review types mentioned within this typology have received significant 

exposure. Grant and Booth’s (2009) typology provides a basic description of each review type and its 

perceived strengths and weaknesses, but not enough detail to be used as a methodological guide. In the 

subsequent typology, Sutton et al. (2019) provided examples of each review type along with known 

official guidance or methodological guides, where available. Other than the characterization in Grant and 

Booth (2009), we were aware of no additional guidance documents for systematized reviews.  

 

As academic librarians, we regularly help researchers, including students, identify and select the 

appropriate type of review for their topic and context. Discernment of how to align the research question 

with the most appropriate review type is a core competency for librarians supporting or participating in 

evidence syntheses (Townsend et al., 2017). Tools specifically designed to provide guidance on selecting 

an appropriate review methodology, such as the Right Review tool (Amog et al., 2022) which covers 41 

types of reviews, are frequently incorporated into library consultations and online resource guides. 

Despite the lack of inclusion of systematized reviews as a type in the Right Review tool, there is a 

growing number of this type of review being published in scholarly literature.  

 

We were therefore interested in understanding what is being published as systematized reviews, what 

are their methodological characteristics, what documents are authors citing for their methodology, and 

why authors of these reviews are choosing this type of review. The answers to these questions may help 

librarians who support evidence synthesis teams to proactively address the factors that lead authors to 

pursue a systematized review or to label it as such. By examining researcher and publisher practices as 

reflected in published reviews, in the context of the most relevant standards, we aim to help librarians be 

better prepared for conversations with research teams who express interest in conducting, publishing, or 

using systematized reviews. 

 

Review Objectives 

 

The purpose of this scoping review is to describe the extent and state of systematized reviews published 

in the scholarly literature (Khalil et al., 2024) and to describe their methodological characteristics. 

Additionally, this study sought to identify and collate the reasons why researchers chose the 

systematized review.  

 

Methods 

 

We published our proposed methods in the form of a scoping review protocol (Premji & Cabugos, 2023). 

The exploratory nature of our research questions makes a scoping review an appropriate method for this 

research. Scoping reviews can be conducted to identify and map key characteristics related to a concept 

(Peters et al., 2020) and have been implemented in the past to characterize and describe methodological 

elements of a specific review methodology (Khalil et al., 2024). Below, we describe the final methods 

implemented in our study, making specific reference to any deviations from the published protocol. 
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This scoping review was conducted following the JBI scoping review methodology (Peters et al., 2020) 

and is reported according to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis 

(PRISMA) Scoping Review guidelines (Tricco et al., 2018). 

Eligibility Criteria 

Population 

In keeping with the Population Concept Context (PCC) framework, we have retained the Population 

heading for this element. However, in our review, the population is our sample, namely, published 

systematized reviews explicitly titled as such. 

 

During the pilot screening stage, it became clear in some cases that the authors do not appear to have 

intended to conduct a systematized review, even when this term is used in the title. Because we are 

interested in the characteristics of systematized reviews as a specific review type, we added an exclusion 

criterion related to the intent to conduct a systematized review. We implemented this by excluding 

studies that did not use the term systematized review or its variants (with reference to their study) 

beyond the title or abstract. We interpreted the lack of use of the term specifying the type of review in the 

body of the article as a lack of awareness of a distinction between systematized reviews and other 

codified synthesis methods or traditional literature reviews. For the same reason, we also excluded 

reviews that did not describe any methodological departures from those of a systematic review.  

Concept 

The concept of interest in our scoping review is the methodological elements or characteristics typically 

found in evidence synthesis reviews, as selected from the PRISMA 2020 reporting guideline (Page et al., 

2021) or the critical appraisal tool, AMSTAR-2 (Shea et al., 2017). Specifically, we extracted elements 

relating to the search, selection, data extraction, and risk of bias steps of the review process, as well as 

other characteristics, such as number of authors and the involvement of other specialists, such as 

librarians. Since we were interested in extracting details relating to the methodology implemented in 

these reviews, we excluded reviews that did not provide a fulsome description of the methodology for 

collocating and synthesizing existing literature for their review. Furthermore, we excluded reviews 

whose synthesis was primarily bibliometric. 

Context 

The context of our review is global. We did not limit the sample to systematized review publications from 

any specific region or from any discipline. We did not limit the searches by language filters and screened 

all articles (with the help of Google Translate, for articles written in a language other than English). Due 

to the inability of the author team to assess research in other languages, we did not extract data from non-

English language articles, instead collating those that clearly met the inclusion criteria in a citation list 

that is included in the supplemental data. 

Publication Characteristics 

We included published systematized reviews. The reviews must have been published in a scholarly 

journal or conference proceedings. We excluded theses, dissertations, preprints, and publications from 

journals that only published graduate student work from a given institution. We added this additional 
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exclusion criterion due to the significant number of theses and articles from student journals noted 

during the screening process. We made this modification to our criteria to explore the attributes of 

systematized reviews that editors and peer reviewers accept for publication.  

Information Sources and Search Strategies 

To locate systematized reviews, we searched five sources: 

 

● Web of Science Core Collection (Clarivate), specifically, Science Citation Index, Social Sciences 

Citation Index, Arts & Humanities Citation Index, and Emerging Sources Index 

● Scopus (Elsevier) 

● MEDLINE (Ovid) 

● Google Scholar (via Publish or Perish) 

● Lens.org 

We used the search strategies published within our protocol and conducted the final searches on 

September 1, 2023 (Table 1). We did not conduct any additional supplementary searches in the grey 

literature or via citation chaining.  

 

Table 1 

Search Strategies and Number of Results as Run on September 1, 2023 

 

Source Search query Results 

Web of Science 

Collection 

TI=( ("systemati?ed") NEAR/3 ("review") ) 168 

Scopus (Elsevier) TITLE (("systematized" OR "systematised") W/3 ("review")) 201 

MEDLINE (Ovid) (("systemati?ed") adj4 (review)).ti 106 

Google Scholar (via 

Publish or Perish) 

Title words field: ("systematized review" OR "systematized * 

review" OR "systematized * * review" OR "systematized * * * 

review" OR "systematised review" OR "systematised * review" 

OR "systematised * * review" OR "systematised * * * review") 

525 

Lens.org title:(( "systematized review" ~3 )) OR title:(( "systematised 

review" ~3 )) 

370 

 

The search results were exported in RIS format and deduplicated in Covidence software.  

Screening 

We conducted a pilot title-abstract screening test using 50 random records in Excel (instead of the 25 

originally planned). Following the pilot, each record was screened in Covidence in duplicate. We 

resolved conflicts via discussion and consensus. We retrieved the full-text articles of the records included 

after title-abstract screening and uploaded them to Covidence. We conducted full-text screening in 

duplicate and resolved conflicts through discussion and consensus. The implemented inclusion and 
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exclusion criteria, including the reasons for exclusion at the full-text screening stage, are shown in Table 

2. 

 

Table 2 

Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria as Implemented During the Screening Stages 

 

 Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 

Population Publications explicitly titled as a 

systematized review. 

 

 

 

Publication not identified as a 

systematized review in the title. 

  

Reason for exclusion code: Not titled 

systematized review 

Additional mention of systematized 

review in the article as an indication 

of the intent to conduct a 

systematized review. 

 

No mention of systematized review 

in the body of the article, indicating a 

lack of intent. 

 

Reason for exclusion code: No intent 

Concept 

(primarily assessed at 

the full-text screening 

stage) 

To complete data extraction, the 

publications must provide details of 

the methods used in the review, 

including at minimum: the search, 

selection, extraction methods and a 

synthesis that is not purely 

bibliometric in focus. 

Systematized reviews that did not 

include a methods section or did not 

provide a basic description of the 

search, selection, and extraction steps 

of their review or reviews that 

appeared to be bibliometric or 

content analysis. 

 

Reason for exclusion code: 

Insufficient/lacking methods 

Reason for exclusion code: 

Bibliometric or other focus 

Context Any geographic region and any 

language, as long as it is possible to 

paste the text into Google Translate to 

evaluate whether it is a systematized 

review. 

Non-English systematized reviews 

were excluded at full-text screening, 

but have been collated and listed in 

the Appendix. 

 

Reason for exclusion code: Non-

English systematized reviews 

Publication 

characteristics 

Published in a journal or as a 

complete conference proceeding 

paper. 

Preprints, protocols, theses, self-

published/archived documents, or 

articles from journals that publish 

only student work. 

 

Reason for exclusion code: Wrong 

format 
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Extraction 

We refined our data extraction template based on dual independent extraction of ten reviews. A full list 

of the data categories extracted can be found in the extraction instrument (provided in the Appendix). 

Data items are defined in a data dictionary provided in the supplemental data.   

 

We completed all data extraction for this study, in duplicate, in Google Sheets. We resolved conflicts 

through discussion and consensus. 

Data Analysis and Presentation 

Analysis of the results was done with simple counts, percentages, and frequencies using pivot tables and 

formulas in Google Sheets. For a select number of data items, we performed further categorization or 

coding prior to analysis. In analyzing data items that referenced source documents, we excluded in-text 

citations that lacked a corresponding full citation in the reference list. 

 

Results / Analyses 

 

The search of five sources resulted in 1,379 records. Of these, 682 duplicates were automatically identified 

by Covidence. A further 142 duplicates were manually identified during screening and removed. The 

inter-rater agreement level from the pilot screening test of 50 random records was 96%. Both authors 

independently screened a total of 555 records using the title and abstract information in Covidence; 167 

records were excluded during this stage of screening. The proportionate agreement for the title-abstract 

screening was 96.6%, and the Cohen’s Kappa reported by Covidence for this stage of screening was 0.918. 

We were unable to retrieve full-texts for 8 records. The full-text of 380 records were retrieved and 

assessed in duplicate. After evaluating eligibility, 171 systematized review publications were included. 

The proportionate agreement for the full-text screening was 88.5%, and the Cohen’s Kappa as reported by 

Covidence was 0.769.  

 

A PRISMA flow diagram of the results from searching and screening is presented in Figure 1. 



Evidence Based Library and Information Practice 2026, 21.1 

 

 174 

 
Figure 1 

PRISMA flow diagram. 
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Publication Characteristics 

The included systematized reviews were published between 2013 to 2023, and the number of publications 

per year has generally increased over time (Figure 2).  

 
Figure 2 

Bar chart showing the number of included systematized reviews by publication year (N total = 171). 

 

We characterized the discipline of the journal in which each included review was published. The greatest 

proportion of included reviews was categorized as multidisciplinary (n = 79, 46.2%), followed by Health 

(n = 65, 38.0%), Social Sciences (n = 20, 11.7%), STEM (n = 6, 3.5%), and Arts/Humanities (n = 1, 0.6%). 

 

We analyzed the disciplines against publication year to identify any trends in uptake of systematized 

reviews in specific disciplines over time (Figure 3). The earliest systematized review publications in our 

included studies list, which were published in 2013 and 2014, were from health disciplines.  
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Figure 3 

Breakdown of discipline of included studies by publication year (N total = 171). 

 

Grant and Booth’s (2009) typology (hereafter referred to as “the typology”) contains the first and most 

widely referenced characterization of systematized reviews as a type, and therefore provides a 

framework for our analysis of the methodological characteristics of published systematized reviews.  

 

The availability of multiple reviewers is identified in the typology as a common constraint (typically 

faced by students) that motivates authors to pursue a systematized review. Thus, we were interested in 

the number of such reviews that have a single author. Figure 4 shows the number of reviews plotted 

against the number of authors listed on each included systematized review. Only 19 of the systematized 

reviews had a single author (11.1%). We did not code for whether the authors were students when the 

work was conducted. Most (106, 62%) of the reviews had between two and four authors. 
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Figure 4 

Chart showing the count of included reviews by number of authors listed (N total = 171). 

Inconsistent Terminology 

Authors sometimes refer to their studies parenthetically as systematic reviews even when they include 

systematized review in the title (Grant and Booth, 2009). Noting this occurrence in the screening phase, 

we became interested in identifying how frequently authors of included reviews referred to their review 

as something other than a systematized review (e.g., systematic review or scoping review) in one part of 

their manuscript while still titling their review a systematized review. We found 22 systematized reviews 

(12.9%) that referred to their review as another type of evidence synthesis review at least once in their 

manuscript, most frequently as a systematic review. 

Conceptualization 

We were interested to see what authors cited for the conceptualization, definition, or description of the 

systematized review type to gain insight into how the concept of systematized reviews is propagating. Of 

the 116 studies that included a reference for their conceptualization of systematized reviews, 114 cited a 

source that offers methodological guidance for some element of the review process, including choice of 

methodology. Grant & Booth (2009) was the most commonly cited source for conceptualization (n = 73). 

Eight reviews cited a published study. Types represented among these were systematized review, 

systematic review, systematic mapping review, narrative review, primary research article, and a review 

method of the author’s own conception with systematic elements. Some reviews cited multiple sources in 

either or both of these categories, so they are not mutually exclusive.  
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Conducting Standards Cited 

Given Grant and Booth’s (2009) characterization of the systematized review type as a modification that 

contains elements from a systematic review, we were interested in what guided authors’ conduct of the 

included reviews. Of the 54 (31.6%) included systematized reviews that cited a source of guidance for 

their overall methodological conduct, 52 cited a source that offers methodological guidance for some 

element of the review process, including selection of methodology.  A further 3 cited published 

systematic reviews, which we assume were used as models. One included review cited both a 

methodological guidance document and a published review and is therefore counted in both categories. 

We classified the cited references into these broad categories because the multifaceted nature of many 

resource types would otherwise have resulted in almost as many categories as references. Various 

versions of the PRISMA statement, which are designed to guide reporting rather than conduct of the 

methodology, were nevertheless cited as a guide for overall conduct of the review. These include the 2009 

PRISMA statement (11 citations), the 2020 PRISMA statement (7 citations), the 2009 PRISMA statement 

for health care interventions (4 citations), and the PRISMA-Protocol statement (3 citations). Grant & Booth 

(2009) was cited 10 times. Two other notable mentions included a paper offering methodological 

guidance on systematic review conduct adapted for the field of engineering (Borrego et al., 2014) (seven 

citations) and three documents with a common author (Codina, 2020, 2018b, 2018a). Codina 2018a and 

2020 offer guidance on the conduct of systematized reviews for social science research, and were 

collectively cited in three included reviews. Codina 2018b offers guidance on searching, and was cited in 

one included review.    

Reporting Standards Cited 

Versions of the PRISMA reporting standards were explicitly cited for reporting the entire review in 22 

reviews (12.9%). An additional 62 reviews included a PRISMA flow diagram, but only 39 reviews (22.8%) 

cited a PRISMA document in association with the PRISMA flow diagram, but not the rest of the review. 

Most (110 reviews, 64.3%) did not cite any reporting standards for guiding any element of the reporting 

in their review.  

 

The various versions of the 2009 and 2020 PRISMA statements, PRISMA extension, or articles about 

PRISMA were the primary documents referenced as reporting guidance, as shown in Table 3. 

 

Table 3 

Documents Cited for the Reporting Guidance Within the Included Systematized Reviews 

 

Document cited 
Number of 

reviews citing  

2020 PRISMA Statement 7 

2009 PRISMA Statement 6 

2009 PRISMA for Health Care Interventions 4 

PRISMA-ScR 3 

Vrabel (2015) 1 

Urrútia & Bonfill (2010) 1 
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Explanation for Choosing Systematized Review Label  

We also extracted details on whether authors justified their choice to label their study a systematized 

review and if they related it to some type of constraint mentioned in the typology, such as lack of time or 

resources. While many of the studies in our review included a description of the typical characteristics of 

systematized reviews, we only coded such a description as an explanation if the authors explicitly 

connected it to the conditions of their study. Less than a third (n = 47, 27.5%) of the included studies 

explained their choice to use the systematized review label in their review.  

 

We further categorized what the explanation was related to, with categories not being mutually 

exclusive, so a single review could mention multiple categories. Of the 47 reviews that explained their 

choice of review type, 32 of these mentioned resource constraints. Reviewer availability (such as a second 

screener) was the most frequently mentioned constraint (n = 25, 53.2%), and time (n = 6, 12.8%) was the 

least mentioned. Some reviews mentioned constraints but did not specify what those were (n = 7, 14.9%). 

A further 15 reviews stated reasons that were not resource based (31.2%). These included the perceived 

suitability of the systematized review type to the study’s discipline or target corpus, or to the intended 

scope of the research question.   

 

We then coded for all the steps of the review process that were affected by the stated constraint (Figure 

5). We relied on author reporting of the steps impacted, except in the case of solo author publications 

where we could anticipate that the availability of a second screener and extractor would be impacted. 

 

 
Figure 5 

Steps of the review impacted by the modifications associated with the choice of the systematized review 

type (N total = 47 reviews that explained their choice of review type).  
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Protocols 

The production of an independently verifiable research protocol prior to data collection is an expected 

step in codified evidence synthesis methodologies, including the systematic review. As this is an element 

of review quality (reflected in the AMSTAR-2 instrument), we wanted to examine its presence in 

systematized review implementation, even though this is not a step explicitly mentioned in the typology. 

The majority (n = 161, 94.2%) of included studies did not mention a protocol. Of the 10 reviews in which a 

protocol was mentioned, 3 (1.8%) linked to a published protocol, and another 2 (1.2%) mentioned a 

protocol in a manner that left its publication status unclear. Notably, five (2.9%) mentioned the absence or 

lack of a protocol, indicating awareness of this requirement for other evidence synthesis review types.  

Bibliographic Sources Searched 

Reduction in the number of sources searched is a possible modification explicitly mentioned in Grant and 

Booth’s (2009) conceptualization of systematized reviews, relative to the expectations of systematic 

review methodology. The number of sources searched (not including grey literature sources) by the 

included reviews is charted in Figure 6.  

 
Figure 6 

Number of scholarly sources listed by authors of included reviews as part of their search strategy (N total 

= 171).  

 

Transparent reporting of sources in a review and appropriate selection of sources to minimize bias are 

important in all evidence synthesis types. Reporting only the name of a vendor platform (such as 

ProQuest or Ovid) or reporting a given database without mentioning the vendor platform is a common 

error in search reporting and reduces transparency and reproducibility of the search methods. We 

extracted the exact list of scholarly sources reported by authors of each systematized review. From this, 

we coded for mentions of searching a vendor platform or journal publisher site (such as Taylor & Francis 
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or Wiley) as a source, as well as whether reviews included Google Scholar in their list of databases 

searched (as it is well known that Google Scholar does not provide an adequate level of reproducibility in 

searches). Of the 171 included reviews, 56 (32.7%) mentioned either a vendor platform (n = 31), a journal 

publisher (n = 28), or Google Scholar search (n = 25).  

Search Date 

The date of the search is a required element of the PRISMA reporting standard (Page et al., 2021) and 

helps readers understand how current the data collection is in a review. Close to one third (n = 55, 32.2%) 

of included reviews provided no search date, whereas 49 included reviews (28.7%) provided exact search 

dates. The remaining 67 reviews (39.2%) provided either a range of dates exceeding a two-week period or 

provided only the month and year of the search. 

Search Strategies  

We were interested in whether the authors provided sufficient information about the search strategy to 

allow it to be reproduced. We defined this as having, at a minimum, a search string that could 

theoretically be executed as written in the appropriate search tool with information about the fields 

searched and the search date. A list of keywords or a narrative description of how search terms were 

combined was not coded as a reproducible search. Only 37 (21.6%) of included reviews reported at least 

one reproducible search strategy (Figure 7). 

 

 
Figure 7 

Reproducibility of search strategies reported in the included systematized reviews (N Total = 171). 
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Use of Limits 

Strategies to increase the feasibility or narrow the scope of a systematized review are common practices 

in systematized reviews, as conceptualized in the typology. These could be done using a variety of limits, 

such as limiting to peer-reviewed publications, limiting the publication dates or language in included 

studies. We recorded the frequency of use of the above-mentioned limits in the included reviews (Figure 

8). We further coded whether the use of a limit was accompanied by a justification. We did not evaluate 

the justifications provided, only noted their presence or absence. Of the limits we coded, the most used 

was the language limit (n=127, 74.3%, 16 (12.6%) of which bore a justification. A little over half of 

included reviews (n = 89) used a date limit, with 56.2% (n = 50) of those providing a justification. The 

peer-reviewed limit was applied in 38.0% of included reviews (n = 65), 23% of which were accompanied 

by a justification. 

  

 
Figure 8 

Use of date, language, and peer-review limits in included reviews (N total = 171).  

Note: The data labels show the absolute number of included reviews, while the horizontal axis shows the 

percentage. 

 

For those reviews that used date limits (n = 89, 52%), we extracted the range of limits used (Figure 9). We 

rounded partial years up to the next full year. We inferred a justification for date limits that we readily 

recognized as associated with a topic, namely, the start of the recent COVID-19 pandemic. 
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Figure 9 

Range of date limits used in included reviews (N total = 89).  

 

As shown in Figure 9, shorter ranges of dates (up to 5 years and 6-10 years) were accompanied by a 

justification more frequently than longer ranges. 

 

We also extracted and categorized mentions of other limits. Format (for example, excluding books, theses, 

etc.) was the most commonly mentioned limit (n = 34), followed by access (n = 10). Limiting to human 

studies was mentioned only once. The use of a cap on the number of results screened was mentioned in 

three reviews. The use of a journal list or limiting to specific Web of Science categories was mentioned in 

two reviews. Five additional limits were not amenable to coding as they were multi-faceted or we were 

unable to interpret their description. 

Grey Literature, Citation Searching, Tasks in Duplicate and Risk of Bias 

We also coded for the presence or absence of several best practices in the conduct of systematic reviews. 

Some were steps identified in the typology as commonly impacted in systematized reviews, including 

screening or extraction in duplicate, or a formal Risk of Bias assessment. Additionally, we recorded 

whether reviews mentioned grey literature searching and citation searching. 

 

As shown in Figure 10, separate grey literature searching was done in 24 reviews (14.0 %), and citation 

searching was mentioned in 66 reviews (38.6 %). Confirmed duplicate screening and extraction was 

mentioned in 30 (17.6 %) and 19 (11.1 %) reviews, respectively. Less than a third of included reviews (49, 

28.8%) conducted quality appraisal (Risk of Bias assessment), while 121 (70.8%) did not. While we did not 

record the exact number, we did notice that some authors attributed their choice not to do quality 

appraisal to the description in the typology. 
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Figure 10 

Inclusion of grey literature searching, citation searching, duplicate screening, duplicate data extraction 

and inclusion of Risk of Bias (RoB) within the included reviews.  

Note: N total = 171 for grey literature, citation searching, and duplicate screening; however, N total = 170 

for duplicate data extraction and inclusion of RoB as one included review was an empty review (i.e., no 

included studies). 

Librarian Involvement 

Involvement of librarians in evidence syntheses is mentioned in conduct standards, including evidence of 

the value they add to the quality of published evidence synthesis (Lefebvre et al., 2024). 78.9% of included 

reviews (n = 135) did not mention a librarian in any way (Table 4). Of the remaining 36 reviews, the most 

frequent mention came in the form of an acknowledgment (n = 17, 9.9%), followed by a mention 

elsewhere in the manuscript (n = 10, 5.8%), most often the methods section. The codes were mutually 

exclusive, and we applied the code corresponding to the highest level of involvement mentioned in each 

review. We designated the inclusion in the acknowledgments to represent a more substantive 

involvement than a mention in the body of the paper. Three reviews (1.8%) had a clearly identifiable 

librarian co-author, and six reviews (3.5%) were studies from within the Library and Information Sciences 

disciplines where librarians and information sciences professionals were expected to make up the 

majority of the review author team. 

 

Table 4 

Librarian Involvement Mentioned in the Included Reviews (N total = 171) 

 

Librarian involvement Count Percentage 

Co-author 3 1.8% 

Librarian or IS mentioned in manuscript 10 5.8% 

Librarian thanked in acknowledgements 17 9.9% 

LIS/IS study 6 3.5% 

Not mentioned 135 78.9% 

Total 171 100.0% 
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Discussion  

 

In this scoping review, we summarized some of the common methodological characteristics of 

systematized reviews published in the peer-reviewed scholarly literature, within the conceptualization of 

which we include both conference proceedings and journal articles. Some notable points are discussed 

below. 

How is the Idea of Systematized Reviews Propagating?  

Grant and Booth (2009) do not appear to claim the coinage of “systematized review” in their typology, 

but it is clearly considered a foundational document or an introduction to this terminology/concept for 

authors of the included reviews. A substantial number (73, 42.7%) of our included studies cite the 

typology for conceptualization or methodology. That the example provided in the 2009 typology is not 

titled a systematized review, and that the earliest of our included studies is from 2013, suggests the term 

was at least not prevalent until the publication of the typology. 

How Are Review Authors Using the Grant and Booth (2009) Typology?  

Grant and Booth’s (2009) typology of reviews provides a useful overview of prominent types present in 

the health information landscape. In a field of proliferating and evolving review methods, they note the 

value of this inventory and characterization “given the importance evidence-based practice places upon 

the retrieval of appropriate information, such diverse terminology could, if unchecked, perpetuate a 

confusion of indistinct and misapplied terms” (p. 93). While their typology aids the reader and 

prospective review author alike in anticipating strengths and weaknesses of the methods associated with 

each review type, we observe that the characterization of the systematized review phenomenon therein is 

frequently being mistaken for a standard for conduct, akin to what is articulated in guidance documents 

like the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions (Higgins et al., 2024). While we did 

identify one author of guidance documents for the conduct of systematized reviews (Codina, 2020, 

2018a), these are not among the commonly cited guides in our included reviews. More frequently cited 

are evidence synthesis reporting standards, or Grant and Booth’s typology itself.  

Are Systematized Reviews Modeled on Systematic Reviews?  

Most of the conceptualizations of systematized reviews in the included reviews appear to have systematic 

reviews as the standard from which their methods depart, which comports with Grant and Booth’s (2009) 

characterization of the type. While we did not extract the content of conceptualizations because we did 

not anticipate their regular provision, we did observe some variability in interpretation. A few of the 

conceptualizations mentioned in the reviews include particular suitability for the synthesis of social 

science literature or non-traditional publication formats, as well as both narrowly and broadly scoped 

questions. 

 

Grant and Booth (2009) observed that the development of novel review types is in part driven by the 

need to synthesize a wider variety of works as more disciplines adopt evidence based practice. As 

systematized reviews gain greater representation in the peer-reviewed literature (as suggested by the 

modest but steady annual increase in publications we observed), the conceptualization of the 

systematized review type as a modification with variable expressions may make it amenable to becoming 

a catch-all label. Conversely, various reviews that take inspiration from the typology attribute disparate 

particulars to the systematized review type that we could not find in Grant and Booth’s (2009) 
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description. Many studies did not justify choosing a systematized review, suggesting this type is seen as a 

standard option in its own right, albeit with little consistency in methodological attributes. In some cases, 

we suspect it is conflated with the systematic review, which we observe is sometimes viewed as the 

generic evidence synthesis type. Interestingly, the frequency of justifying the choice of systematized 

review is, if anything, increasing over time. 

 

During the scoping search and screening phase of this study, we encountered several related review 

names, some of which are listed below. Those in which “systematized” and “review” were within three 

words of each other were in our search results and therefore screened, but most did not meet all our 

inclusion criteria.  

 

● Systematized scoping review 

● Systematized bibliographic review 

● Systematized narrative review 

● Systematised literature review 

● Semi-systematic review 

● Systematized methodological review 

● Rapid systematized literature review 

● Systematized survey 

 

The variants that include narrative, literature, and bibliographic can be expected, but the variants that 

include scoping and rapid may imply that systematized is a label that some authors perceive as being 

applicable to review types beyond the systematic review. Or it could simply be that authors use 

systematized and systematic as synonyms without knowing the specific implications of the terms. We 

gather from examples that a systematization, a term that also appeared in our screening set, may have 

discipline-specific meaning distinct from that of a systematized review, but with which we lack 

familiarity. Future research could further explore the motivations of authors of published systematized 

reviews.   

Are Modifications to Systematic Review Methodology in Systematized Reviews Prompted by Resource 

Constraints? 

A key component of the characterization of systematized reviews is that they are typically conducted by 

students, who generally cannot involve co-authors at the level expected for full systematic reviews (Grant 

and Booth, 2009). While we did not have the means to identify which reviews had student authors, we 

noted that the included reviews did in some cases mention that the paper was initially conceived or 

conducted by a postgraduate student. However, this was not the case for the majority of included 

reviews. Only 19 of the included systematized reviews had a single author (though not necessarily a 

postgraduate student), and 25 reviews mentioned the lack of a second person for screening or extraction 

as a constraint that contributed to their choice of the systematized review type. It should be noted that we 

intentionally excluded theses, and articles from student journals, to examine reviews that enter the peer-

reviewed literature. These were a substantial number of the systematized reviews excluded based on 

format/publication status. 

 

The relative frequency of various departures from systematic review standards was surprising because, 

counter to the characterization in the typology, they are not primarily resource-based. Time was the least 
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mentioned constraint (n = 6 studies), and elements we expected to see attenuated relative to systematic 

review methodology, such as the number of databases searched, were not frequently affected. 

Conversely, relatively non-resource dependent elements, such as observance of reporting standards, 

could be improved in many of the systematized reviews in this sample. The substantial number of 

included reviews where we had to code “unclear” for whether they had done screening and data 

extraction in duplicate is just one example. The prevalence of unclear reporting is despite the frequency 

with which reporting guides, such as PRISMA variants, were cited for the conduct of reviews, which 

indicates a lack of differentiation between methodological and reporting guidance.  

 

Together, our observations suggest that, to ensure review methods are well matched to research goals, 

building familiarity among review authors, publishers, and consumers of the variety of codified review 

types and their particular trade-offs between “rigour and relevance” (Grant & Booth, 2009, p. 92) is at 

least as important as addressing resource constraints.  

Are Published Systematized Reviews Utilized to Model the Systematic Review Process While Stopping 

Short of Conducting a Full Review?  

The search stage, as Grant and Booth (2009) observe, offers an opportunity for authors to demonstrate 

awareness of systematic review standards while adapting the method to fit resource constraints by 

developing a robust search string but limiting the scope to a single database. We therefore expected that 

the search stage, and any modifications thereto, would be well documented.  

 

Based on the results we observed, it appears most authors of systematized reviews are not choosing to 

limit their search to one database, as only 15 of the included reviews (8.8%) searched only a single 

source/database. The majority (n = 134, 78.9%) of the reviews searched 3 or more scholarly sources. 

However, the number of reviews that provided reproducible search strategies for at least one database (n 

= 37, 21.6%) was low. Our results show that there is room for improvement in the demonstration of the 

technical proficiency of the search step, especially in the reporting of the search, as we did not assess the 

comprehensiveness of the search strategies provided.  

Limitations 

We sought explicitly titled systematized reviews that provided a minimum description of the methods 

used and synthesized traditional sources of information, such as scholarly and grey literature, as would 

be expected for a literature review, rather than a content or bibliometric analysis. Furthermore, we only 

included reviews published in sources where we expected editorial and peer review, to characterize what 

journal editors and academic peer reviewers would accept as a publishable systematized review. These 

explicit requirements would result in some systematized reviews being excluded, either because their 

description of the method therein did not meet our threshold, or they were published as theses or in 

primarily student-oriented journals from a single institution. These requirements led to a final sample 

size of 171. We note that the majority of the 126 records we excluded due to format (theses, student 

journals) were indeed student work. Due to this choice of scope, we did not characterize what may be a 

substantial proportion of publicly available systematized reviews. 

  

Our search strategy included only English language keywords. A cursory search for translations of 

“systematized review” that appear in Portuguese and Spanish language reviews (“revisão 

sistematizada”, “revisión sistematizada”) respectively retrieve 372 and 269 records in an all fields search 

for the Scholarly Works category of the Lens.org database (on December 22, 2024). These retrieval 
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numbers suggest there is a substantial corpus we could not consider given that we did not search using 

terms for systematized reviews in other languages. Furthermore, while we did not exclude systematized 

reviews in languages other than English until the full-text screening stage, we recognize that any specific 

trends that may appear in systematized reviews in another language (such as common citing documents 

or methodological processes) would not be captured in our results. 

  

In keeping with expectations for scoping reviews, we did not update the search prior to publication as 

would be required for a systematic review of a fast-developing evidence base (Aromataris et al., 2024). 

Our review provides a picture of scholarly practice at a defined point in time and, therefore, is not in 

jeopardy of being superseded by recent publications. Moreover, our review did not show temporal 

methodological trends, nor are we aware of any emerging conditions that suggest our recommendations 

would cease to apply in the face of the most recent publications as they largely serve as a focused 

reminder of existing standards. 

  

A challenge we encountered frequently during data extraction was missing or unclear information. In 

those cases, we attempted to be consistent in our approach, and where possible, generous in our 

interpretation; however, it is possible that in certain cases, we may have misinterpreted what authors 

reported based on the word choice used. 

  

While it is not a limitation of this study, readers should be aware that, despite its use across a variety of 

disciplines, the Grant and Booth (2009) typology that introduced the systematized review type was 

focused on reviews in the health and health information literature, as is the subsequent typology (Sutton 

et al., 2019)  that placed it in the context of review families. 

 

Conclusion 

Implications for Practice 

Librarian awareness of these attributes of published systematized reviews can help direct their 

educational efforts, and their attention as peer reviewers and authors. Below, we provide some actionable 

recommendations to improve the quality of published systematized reviews and ensure that knowledge 

users understand how to properly evaluate this type of review. These recommendations are based on the 

findings of this scoping review and our awareness of evidence synthesis standards. 

For Review Authors 

Consult resources, such as the Right Review Tool, and research librarians to select a review type best 

suited to research goals.  

 

We applaud the inclination of researchers undertaking a narrative review to add systematic elements. It is 

quite acceptable to include a methods section and demonstrate elements of systematicity without adding 

the label of “systematized review.” If they choose to label the resultant study as a systematized review, 

the utility of the study will be supported by adherence to key standards, including to:    

    

1. Publish/deposit a research protocol prior to initiation of the study and describe which steps of the 

underlying (typically systematic) review type the authors will attempt to implement to a 

standard, and which steps will not be completed to the same extent or omitted altogether.  
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2. Utilize a methodological conduct guidance document to guide the steps of the review that are to 

be done systematically.  

3. Justify or explain the choice to do a systematized review in the methods section and explain the 

purpose and constraints within which the review is being conducted, if any exist. 

4. Increase the adherence to reporting standards for the steps/elements of the review that were 

conducted systematically. Explicitly report deviations from methodological practice or absence of 

a step/requirement (e.g. we only used a single screener, or we did not have an a priori protocol). 

Good reporting allows readers to understand exactly what methodological steps were done and 

how.  

For Readers/Consumers of Systematized Reviews 

Readers should understand that, despite the similarity of terms, systematic and systematized refer to two 

different types of reviews. Despite the characterization of systematized reviews as having systematic 

elements modelled on systematic review methodology (Grant & Booth, 2009), the most recently published 

typology (Sutton et al., 2019) that mentions both these review types places systematized reviews in a 

category called Purpose Specific Reviews, rather than the Systematic Review Family. Systematized 

reviews are most frequently not designed with rigour as the prioritized value, so they are not necessarily 

appropriate for practitioner decision-making. However, if a systematized review is the best available 

information source, then the reader should assess the methodological quality of the review using an 

appropriate, validated, quality appraisal tool to understand the risk of bias of the review, as would be 

expected in evidence based practice.  

For Journals and Peer Reviewers 

Since the underlying review type for the systematized review is typically the systematic review, expect 

the same level of reporting as one would expect from a systematic review. Where specific steps were 

omitted or modified, require the authors to explicitly report that a given step was not done. While a 

systematized review cannot be held to the conducting standard of a systematic review for all steps, it can 

and should be held to transparent reporting using a standard such as PRISMA (Page et al., 2021). 

 

In conclusion, the typology of reviews that introduced the systematized review label closes with a call to 

action for “an internationally agreed set of discrete, coherent and mutually exclusive review types” 

(Grant and Booth, 2009, p. 106) to inform various interested parties in the commissioning, production, 

and use of evidence synthesis products. The methodological heterogeneity among the systematized 

reviews included in this scoping review comports with Grant and Booth’s (2009) characterization of this 

review type. Our findings highlight that it remains incumbent upon review authors to make their 

methods clear through both title selection and thorough reporting, and for reviewers/readers/consumers 

of systematized reviews to be cognizant of the implications thereof.  
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Appendix 

Data Extraction Instrument Built in Google Sheets 

 

Column heading Input type Options, if applicable 

Citation Open text N/A 

DOI Open text N/A 

Publication year Open text N/A 

Discipline Dropdown Health, Humanities, Social Sciences, Science, 

Multidisciplinary 

Number of authors Open text N/A 

Number of scholarly sources searched 

(AMSTAR 2 - item 4) 

Open text N/A 

Exact text of scholarly sources list Open text N/A 

Grey literature searched Dropdown Yes, No, Unclear 

Search date provided (PRISMA 2020 

Expanded Checklist - item 6) 

Dropdown Yes, No, Range provided 

Citation searching (AMSTAR 2 - item 

4) 

Dropdown Yes, No 

Reproducible search included 

(PRISMA 2020 - item 7) 

Dropdown None, Not reproducible 1 DB, >1 DB 

Protocol (PRISMA 2020 - item 24b) Dropdown Mentioned absence, Not mentioned, 

Mentioned, Published link provided 

Date limit used Dropdown Yes, No 

Range of limit used Dropdown 5 yrs or less, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, >20 

years 

Date limit justification reason Open text N/A 

Other limits found Open text N/A 

Screening in duplicate (AMSTAR 2- 

item 5) 

Dropdown Yes, No, Unclear 

Data extraction in duplicate 

(AMSTAR 2 - item 6) 

Dropdown Yes, No, Unclear 
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Risk of Bias conducted Dropdown Yes, No, Unclear 

Conducting guide Dropdown Guide or handbook referenced, published 

example referenced, None 

Reporting guide  Dropdown Guide or handbook referenced, published 

example referenced, None 

Justification for selecting a 

systematized review mentioned 

Dropdown Yes, No 

Exact text used in justification for 

choice of methodology 

Open text N/A 

Citation provided for 

conceptualization of a systematized 

review (e.g. Grant & Booth, 2009) 

Open text N/A 

Librarian involvement Dropdown Not mentioned, Librarian coauthor, 

Librarian mentioned in methods, 

Librarian mentioned in acknowledgement, 

LIS/IS study 

Additional comments Open text N/A 
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