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“A substantive, thorough,
sophisticated literature review 1s a pre-
condition for doing substantive,
thorough, sophisticated research.”

Boote, D.N. & Beile, P. (2005). Scholars before researchers: On the centrality of the
dissertation literature review in research preparation. Educational Researcher, 34(6), 3-135.
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“However, 1n education research . . .it
1s very difficult for us to assume
shared knowledge, methodologies, or
even commonly agreed-upon
problems” (p. 3-4)
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BY THE NUMBERS ...

Alton-Lee, A. (1998). A troubleshooter’s checklist for prospective authors derived
from reviewers’ critical feedback. Teaching and Teacher Education, 14(8), 887-890.
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BY THE NUMBERS ...

58 manuscripts submitted for review; 142 reviews
finding 369 criticisms:

Alton-Lee, A. (1998). A troubleshooter’s checklist for prospective authors derived
from reviewers’ critical feedback. Teaching and Teacher Education, 14(8), 887-890.
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BY THE NUMBERS ...

58 manuscripts submitted for review; 142 reviews
finding 369 criticisms:

1. Methodological 1ssues

Alton-Lee, A. (1998). A troubleshooter’s checklist for prospective authors derived
from reviewers’ critical feedback. Teaching and Teacher Education, 14(8), 887-890.
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58 manuscripts submitted for review; 142 reviews
ﬁnding 3609 criticisms:

1. Methodological 1ssues

2. Theoretical shortcomings (31 times)

Alton-Lee, A. (1998). A troubleshooter’s checklist for prospective authors derived
from reviewers’ critical feedback. Teaching and Teacher Education, 14(8), 887-890.
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58 manuscripts submitted for review; 142 reviews
ﬁnding 3609 criticisms:

1. Methodological 1ssues
2. Theoretical shortcomings (31 times)

3. Inadequate literature reviews (29)

Alton-Lee, A. (1998). A troubleshooter’s checklist for prospective authors derived
from reviewers’ critical feedback. Teaching and Teacher Education, 14(8), 887-890.
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58 manuscripts submitted for review; 142 reviews
ﬁnding 3609 criticisms:

1. Methodological 1ssues

2. Theoretical shortcomings (31 times)

3. Inadequate literature reviews (29)

4. Narrow focus (23)

Alton-Lee, A. (1998). A troubleshooter’s checklist for prospective authors derived
from reviewers’ critical feedback. Teaching and Teacher Education, 14(8), 887-890.
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58 manuscripts submitted for review; 142 reviews
ﬁnding 3609 criticisms:

1. Methodological issues

2. Theoretical shortcomings (31 times)
3. Inadequate literature reviews (29)
4. Narrow focus (23)

5. Failure to add to the international literature (20)

Alton-Lee, A. (1998). A troubleshooter’s checklist for prospective authors derived
from reviewers’ critical feedback. Teaching and Teacher Education, 14(8), 887-890.
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Category

Criterion

1. Coverage

2. Synthesis

3. Methodology

4. Significance

5. Rhetoric

. Justified criteria for inclusion and

exclusion from review.

. Distinguished what has been

done in the field from what needs
to be done.

. Placed the topic or problem in the

broader scholarly literature

. Placed the research in the histori-

cal context of the field.

. Acquired and enhanced the sub-

ject vocabulary.

. Articulated important variables

and phenomena relevant to
the topic.

. Synthesized and gained a new

perspective on the literature.

. Identified the main methodolo-

gies and research techniques
that have been used in the field,
and their advantages and
disadvantages.

Related ideas and theories in the
field to research methodologies.

Rationalized the practical signifi-
cance of the research problem.

. Rationalized the scholarly

significance of the research
problem.
Was written with a coherent,

clear structure that supported the
review.
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“It 1s productive 1nsight that
distinguishes a synthetic review . . . from
the plodding research summaries that
characterize most dissertations.” (p. 11)




How does

the theory
relate to
practice in
this area?
Questions a
Literature
Review Can
Answer
What
variables
and
challengges
exist in the
research
methods?

What are the
epistemological/

glgmlg%]:ral the been done
discipline? and what
neecs to be

Adapted from Hart, 1998 clone?
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. Uploaded to Flickr by Jo and Paul’s Pics on 09.09.08

-
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Problem Formulation
Laterature Searching
Laterature Evaluation & Summarizing
Analysis & Interpretation
Writing & Structuring
Publishing & Presenting

Adapted from Cooper’s (1998) 5 stages for writing literature reviews
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Problem Formulation
(Charting the Course)

Step 1




GOOD LUCK '
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|

What's your direction?
Goals? Purpose?
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Click to LOOK INSIDE!

8 Coldilocks and
the l hl‘ee bC:lI’Q

d.?”l«ﬂ“(ﬂ {-qn
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TARGETING JOURNALS:
KNOW YOUR AUDIENCE

-

Attention
Dog Guardians

Pick up after your
dogs "Thank you

Attention Dogs
Grrrrr, bark, woof
Good dog

District of North Vancouver

Bylaw 5981-11()) Q
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VWHO MAKES IT INTO
THE EXCLUSIVE CLUB?

What specific topic are you
reviewing?

For what purpose? What do
you hope to learn?

What is your scope? (what will
be included?)

What definitions?

What methods?
What time frame?

What level of quality?
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CHECKPOINT 1:
PROBLEM STATEMENT




Literature SearChing (Step 2)

Strategies for being LESS messy
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[aterature Searching siep2)

Strategies for being LESS messy

What your research supposedly What your research actually
looks like: looks like:

Data Acquisition

Controller

Prototype Computer

Figure 1. Experimental Diagram
Figure 2. Experimental Mess

PHD Comics available at http://www.phdcomics.com/
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http://www.phdcomics.com
http://www.phdcomics.com

LEARN How To READ

JORGE CHAM © 2010

WWWwW, PHDCOMICJ. C.OM
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LEARN How To READ

® Read what you need

JORGE CHAM © 2010

WWW._PHDCOMICS.COM
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LEARN How To READ

® Read what you need

® Read what 1s relevant

JORGE CWAM © 2010
30 '

WWW._PHDCOMICS.COM
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LEARN How To READ

® Read what you need
® Read what 1s relevant

® [Find the most important
information 1n articles

JORGE CWAM © 2010

WWW_ PHPCOMICS.COM
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LEARN How To READ

® Read what you need

® Read what 1s relevant

® [Find the most important >
information 1n articles 8=
G
3
® (definitions, key data, 8-
= )
additional key sources, topic W, PHDCOMICS. COM

sentences)
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LEARN How To READ

® Read what you need

® Read what 1s relevant

® [Find the most important >
information 1n articles 8=
G
3
® (definitions, key data, 8-
= )
additional key sources, topic W, PHDCOMICS. COM

sentences)

® Know when to skim & when to dive
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LEARN How To READ

® Read what you need

® Read what 1s relevant

® [Find the most important ~
information in articles 2l
;
® (definitions, key data, § =
additional key sources, topic ‘ " WWW. PHDCOMICS. COM

sentences)
® Know when to skim & when to dive

® [ carn how to read faster
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“O RGAN lZE YOU Rs ELVES,,(D&C 88:119

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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“O RGAN lZE YOU Rs ELVES,,(D&C 88:119

e Group into categories (Excel can help)

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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“O RGAN lZE YOU Rs ELVES,,(D&C 88:119

e Group into categories (Excel can help)

e Pay attention to previous review articles

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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“O RGAN lZE YOU Rs ELVES,,(D&C 88:119

e Group into categories (Excel can help)
e Pay attention to previous review articles

e Keep notes

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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“O RGAN lZE YOU Rs ELVES,,(D&C 88:119

e Group into categories (Excel can help)
e Pay attention to previous review articles
e Keep notes

® Don’t forget to list page numbers and sources!

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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“O RGAN lZE YOU Rs ELVES,,(D&C 88:119

e Group into categories (Excel can help)
e Pay attention to previous review articles
e Keep notes
® Don’t forget to list page numbers and sources!

e Note methodological strengths

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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“O RGAN lZE YOU RS ELVES,,(D&C 88:119

e Group into categories (Excel can help)

e Pay attention to previous review articles

e Keep notes
® Don’t forget to list page numbers and sources!
e Note methodological strengths

e Note methodological weaknesses

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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“O RGAN lZE YOU RS ELVES,,(D&C 88:119

e Group into categories (Excel can help)

e Pay attention to previous review articles

e Keep notes
® Don’t forget to list page numbers and sources!
e Note methodological strengths
e Note methodological weaknesses

e Note relevance to your project

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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® Try identitying key journals or books, and working

from there

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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® Try identitying key journals or books, and working

from there

® [earn advanced searching techniques

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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® Try identitying key journals or books, and working

from there

® [earn advanced searching techniques

® Farm references from key articles you read

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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® Try identitying key journals or books, and working

from there

® [earn advanced searching techniques

® Farm references from key articles you read

® Keep your focus on quality; mark your best examples

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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® Try identitying key journals or books, and working

from there

® [earn advanced searching techniques

® Farm references from key articles you read

® Keep your focus on quality; mark your best examples

® Try Web of Science

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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® Try identitying key journals or books, and working

from there
® [earn advanced searching techniques
® Farm references from key articles you read
® Keep your focus on quality; mark your best examples

® Try Web of Science

® Fvaluate reference list for currency and coverage

Moot of these suggestions from Galvan, 2009
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AN SEE WHERE THIS 1§
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LIT REVIEW METHODS




“If our objective 1s to analyze and then
evaluate an argument, we need some clear
methods for doing so. Whatever method we
use, 1t needs to be clear, consistent and

* )
systematiC. — Har p.87
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POSSIBLE INCLUSION
CRITERIA

Consider:
¢ The purpose of your review
e Definitions
e Context

¢ Timeliness




CHECKPOINT 2:
METHODS SECTION




EXAMPLE FROM MOOS
& AZEVEDO




Article Summarizing &

Critiquing

Step 3




CRITIQUING

Data Claim

SO

evidence

Warrant

since

Backing

because

Adapted from Stephen Toulmin, 1958, quoted in Hart, pp. 87-95
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u o ——————— . W W

Data - - Claim

Car washes can use up to 250,000 S0
gallons of water in the main summer car owners should restrict
weeks. This quantity depletes water washing their cars in areas
reservoirs by 20% during a season of the country where there is
when there is heavy water usage. a water shortage (restriction).
Warrant
since

water Is essential and
people should not waste it in
times of shortage.

Backing
because
water shortages cause inconvenience, are a danger to
people and can be costly to consumers.

Figure 4.2 An argument for saving water

From Hart, pp. 87-93
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Art by Michelle Kempner - http://blog.craftzine.com/archive/2008/06/learn_to_draw_comic_characters.html
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Sample

Context

Question

Method

Results

MacGregor (1999) videotaped 7th and 11th graders while they used a
commercially produced instructional hypermedia system to learn about 12
biodomes (e.g., tundra, desert, temperate deciduous forest). The focus of this study
was to investigate the relationship between students’ computer self-efficacy and
their navigation in this hypermedia learning environment. Students’ navigations
were grouped into three categories: concept connector, sequential studier, or video
viewer. The students were characterized as being concept connector navigators if
they demonstrated need for further examples by cross-linking to other related nodes
of information. Sequential studiers were described as students who accessed objects
on the screen in a sequential order, typically from left to right or top to bottom.
Students who were typified as being video viewers demonstrated a primary interest
in videos. Results indicate that there is substantial variability in how students use
hypermedia. In particular, students with higher levels of self-efficacy tended to
structure their navigation in a more purposeful manner because they made
nonsequential connections of nodes (concept connectors). On the other hand,
students with lower self-efficacy tended to be characterized as sequential studiers,
due to their sequential navigation of the hypermedia environment.
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CHECKPOINT 3:
ANNOTATED
BIBLIOGRAPHY




Analyzing/Interpreting

(Step 4)

TUESE FINDINGS | HOW LONG IC
SUSGEST A OU SFEND
LOGICAL CORSE | MAKING TMESE
CF ACTION QUARTS ?

Calvin & Hobbes by Bill Watterson

Saturday, February 20, 2010



¢ The “So What?” principle (Elder Boyd K.
Packer)

s “What does 1t all mean?”

N2

¢ “How would I group this information into
piles?”

3¢ It’s the contribution the Literature review

makes to the research base to provide

direction for the future
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DON’T
JUST
CRITIQUE!




LEVELS OF
INTERPRETATION

Ar t
Argument

AE t Ar t

Over-arching Analysis
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ORGANIZING STRUCTURE

% Chronological
% Philosophical

s Theoretical

% Methodological

S

comparison

NA

% Meta-analyses

A

% Point, counterpoint

Al

% Model comparison
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VISUALIZING DATA

Can you organize your interpretation of
the literature into a ...
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Table 1 Summary of conceptual change models

TABLE?

The model

Authors

Characteristics

Strengths

Weaknesses

Theory of
conceptual change

Revisionist theory
of conceptual
change

Teaching for
conceptual change

Processes of change

Posner ct al. (1982)

Strike & Posner
(1992)

Hewson et al.
(1998)

Merenluoto and
Lehtinen (2004)

Identified key cognition
factors contributing
to conceptual change
in students’ learning

Added affective factors
(e.g., motivation) as
contributing  factors
to students’ concep-
tual change learning
process

Recognized the signifi-
cant role of the
istructor’s teaching
in students’ concep-
tual change learning
process

Recognized the differ-
ent paths that stu-
dents may take based
on their different
cognitive, metacogni-
tive, and motivational
sensitivity to the task

[Lack of focus on the
role of instructors in
students’ conceptual
change learning pro-
cess

Still lack of focus on the
role of instructors in
students’ conceptual
change learning pro-
cess

[Lack of attention to the
dynamic relationship
between teaching and
learning

[.ack of attention to the

impact of the
instructor’s  teaching
on the paths that

students may take

Song, L.; Hannafin, M; &

Hill, J. (2007).

Reconciling beliefs and

practices in teaching and

learning. Educational

Technology, Research, and

Development. 55(1): 27-50.
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community

nmle ariing '3;;;,‘;;

\:'k » d°|n'g“'ﬂrm' H
& Ry | Learning

Wenter, E. (1998). Communtties

of Practice. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press

meaning

bar 1’65‘171‘ m""\

«‘b‘f(pe[gencemw-«

\inmm,..

s

Figurc 0.1. Components of a social theory of learning: an inital inventory,
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DRAWING?

e

2

. Larmr———————l Ko R e ——_
Presentation Group Work Reflection
Why. Visualize and Expeneance Why: Collaborative Experience Why. Future apphcation through

and Hands-on Leaming visuahization and reflection

West, R. E. (2005). Master’s Thesis.
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SOMETHING ELSE?




CHECKPOINT 4:
EXTENDED OUTLINE &
VISUAL




Writing & Revising

Step 5




MAKING WRITING A HABIT

Adapted from J. Amos Hatch (2002) Doing Qualitative Research in Educational Settings
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MAKING WRITING A HABIT

Adapted from J. Amos Hatch (2002) Doing Qualitative Research in Educational Settings

¢ Embrace imperfection, and just write
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MAKING WRITING A HABIT

Adapted from J. Amos Hatch (2002) Doing Qualitative Research in Educational Settings

¢ Embrace imperfection, and just write

¢ Avoild Avoiding
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MAKING WRITING A HABIT

Adapted from J. Amos Hatch (2002) Doing Qualitative Research in Educational Settings

R

¢ Embrace imperfection, and just write

¢ Avoild Avoiding

Al

¢ Create a writing ritual/habit to compensate for excuses
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MAKING WRITING A HABIT

Adapted from J. Amos Hatch (2002) Doing Qualitative Research in Educational Settings

R

¢ Embrace imperfection, and just write

5% Avold Avoiding

Al

¢ Create a writing ritual/habit to compensate for excuses

A

2 Set production goals/deadlines (use the baby steps!)
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Adapted from J. Amos Hatch (2002) Doing Qualitative Research in Educational Settings

S

¢ Embrace imperfection, and just write

% Avoid Avoiding

Al

¢ Create a writing ritual/habit to compensate for excuses

A

2 Set production goals/deadlines (use the baby steps!)

¢ Get details right the first time
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Adapted from J. Amos Hatch (2002) Doing Qualitative Research in Educational Settings

S

¢ Embrace imperfection, and just write

% Avoid Avoiding

Al

¢ Create a writing ritual/habit to compensate for excuses

A

2 Set production goals/deadlines (use the baby steps!)

¢ Get details right the first time

Al

¢ Quit at a good place
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Adapted from J. Amos Hatch (2002) Doing Qualitative Research in Educational Settings

S

¢ Embrace imperfection, and just write

% Avoid Avoiding

Al

¢ Create a writing ritual/habit to compensate for excuses

A

2 Set production goals/deadlines (use the baby steps!)
¢ Get details right the first time

¢ Quit at a good place

% Read like a writer, and write like a reader
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A

2% Remember the “Jonathan
Tavernari Principle”

Work through the droughts, go

with the runs

Stuart Johnson, Deseret News, Oct. 6, 2009
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REVISING

[DRAFT APPROVED! ]

r.-
] 0O
s S
o [
=
E
.
]
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3 LEVELS OF REVIEW

-
—

¢ Non-expert

-
—

¢ Expert from your held

-
— .

¢ Expert from this specific area

Tara Gray, (2005). Publish & Flourish: Become a Prolific Scholar.
Las Cruces, NM: New Mexico State University
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CHECKPOINT 5:
DEADLINES FOR
ARTICLE DRAFTS




Presenting &
Publishing

Step 6




“Being a writer, he 1s quite naturally curious about
Heaven and Hell. So upon meeting Saint Peter at the
pearly gates, he asks if it would be possible to visit Hell
briefly before ascending to Heaven. Saint Peter, obliging
as ever, 1s happy to grant the writer’s request. In a
flash, they arrive in writer’s Hell where they feast their
eyes upon thousands of writers planted in front of
thousands of typewriters, arranged in rows as far as the
eye could see, a damp, dark, foul place, full of the
overpowering stench of decomposition and putrefaction.
"Just as | expected," says the writer to Saint Peter. "I'm
ready to see Heaven now."

In a flash, they arrive in writer’s Heaven where they feast their
eyes upon thousands of writers planted in front of thousands
of typewriters, arranged in rows as far as the eye could see, a
damp, dark, foul place, full of the overpowering stench of
decomposition and putrefaction. "But this 1s the same as Hell,"
the writer objects."

Not at all," says Saint Peter. "Their work 1s published.”

— Heimpel, 1999
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* A Good Literature Review is organized around a coherent set of questions.
e A Poor Literature Review rambles from topic to topic without a clear focus.

* A Good Literature Review includes the major landmark studies
e A Poor Literature Review omits these or mixes them with trivial studies without
making distinctions about quality or relevance.

A Good Literature Review critically evaluates the quality of the research according to
clear criteria.
e A Poor Literature Review simply summarizes research findings.

e A Good Literature Review uses quotes, illustrations, graphs, and/or tables to present
and justify the critical analysis of the literature.
e A Poor Literature Review lists studies without presenting critical evidence.

e A Good Literature Review takes the form of a logical argument that concludes with a
clear rationale for additional research.
e A Poor Literature Review fails to build a clear rationale.

A Good Literature Review is interesting to read because it is clear, coherent, and
systematic in its organization and presentation.
e A Poor Literature Review 1s boring or obtuse.

* A Good Literature Review presents research evidence in a meaningful order.
e A Poor Literature Review mixes studies without acknowledging chronological
developments.

Source: unknown, but it was given to me by Dr. Tom Reeves (UGA)
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JUST REMEMBER ...




Slides will be posted on http://byuipt.net/wests/rick/presenting
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ADDITIONAL SOURCES

Cooper, H. (1998). Synthesizing research: A guide for literature reviews. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Pan, M. L. (2008). Preparing literature reviews: Qualitative and quantitative approaches (3rd Ed.).
Glendale, CA: Pyrczak Publishing.

Galvan, J. L. (2009). Writing Literature Reviews. Glendale, CA: Pryczak. (chapters 10 & 14).

Heimpel. (2005). Legitimizing Electronic Scholarly Publication: A Discursive Proposal. (2005, August
31). Text.Serial Journal. Retrieved January 9, 2010, from http://journals.sfu.ca/chwp/index.php/chwp/
article/viewArticle/A.15

Hart, C. (1998). Doing a literature review: Releasing the social science research imagination.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
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