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Workshop schedule

1. Welcome & Introductions – Who am I? Who are you?

2. What are systematic reviews and why are they important?

3. What are the steps of conducting a systematic review?

4. Software to assist with conducting QES

5. EPPI Reviewer to conduct QES

 - Screening

 - Report generation

 - Data extraction

6.   Synthesising qualitative evidence

7.   Q&A session
2



Evidence synthesis
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▪ Student engagement and educational technology in higher education

▪ Student engagement and the flipped learning approach (K-12)

▪ Artificial Intelligence in Higher Education

▪ Systematic Reviews in Educational Research (co editor)

▪ COVID-19 studies on teaching and learning in K-12 (rapid review)

▪ COVID-19 studies on teaching and learning in higher education

▪ Teaching and learning in secondary schools during COVID-19

Current reviews include…

▪ Artificial intelligence in education – meta review

▪ Language bias & methodological approaches to evidence synthesis – meta review

▪ Mothers undertaking doctoral studies – systematic review

▪ Experiences of disabled pre-service teachers – scoping review

▪ Programming and computational thinking in K-12 – meta review

https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-019-0176-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103819
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-019-0171-0
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F978-3-658-27602-7
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=3794
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=3802
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=3831
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Galaxy Messier 101, Credit: NASA/JPL-Caltech/STScI

Evidence synthesis

“Rather than looking at 

any study in isolation, 

we need to look at the 

body of evidence” 1

1. Nordenbo (2009, p. 22)



What are SRs and why are they important?
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▪ "a review of research literature 

using systematic and explicit, 

accountable methods“1

➢Transparent and explicit

➢Replicable and updatable

➢ Identify gaps, contradictions or 

(in)consistencies

➢Can help inform policy and 

practice

1. Gough et al. (2012, p. 2) Collins, Coughlin, Miller, & Kirk (2015, p. 1)



Review Family
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Traditional 
review family

• Critical 
review

• Integrative 
review

• Narrative 
review

• Narrative 
summary

• State of the 
art review

Systematic 
review family

• Meta-
analysis

• Systematic 
review

Review of 
review family

• Review of 
reviews

• Umbrella 
review

Rapid review 
family

• Rapid 
reviews

• Rapid 
evidence 
assessment

• Rapid realist 
synthesis

Qualitative 
review family

• Qualitative 
evidence 
synthesis

• Qualitative 
meta-
synthesis

• Meta-
Ethnography

Mixed 
methods 

review family

• Mixed 
methods 
synthesis

• Narrative 
synthesis

Purpose 
specific review 

family

• Content 
analysis

• Scoping 
review

• Mapping 
review

Sutton et al. (2019)



Which review?
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Scoping review

• “Preliminary assessment of potential size and scope of available research literature. 
Aims to identify nature and extent of research evidence” (Grant & Booth, 2009)

• No quality assessment

• Often one overarching question with sub-questions

What is the nature and scope of K-12 learning analytics research exploring student engagement?

Bond, Bergdahl et al. (2023)



Which review?
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Systematic review

• “Seeks to systematically search for, appraise and synthesise research evidence, 
often adhering to guidelines on the conduct of a review” (Grant & Booth, 2009)

• Must perform quality assessment

Bond (2020)
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Benefits
Search and retrieval skills

Exposure to many research 
& writing styles

Broad understanding of a 
topic

Identification of research 
gaps

Challenges
Understanding of method

Software

Scope and retrieval

Resources (time and people)
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Are systematic reviews ‘harder’ to get published? (blog)

On average, 19 days longer to receive an initial response to a systematic review article, and 40 days longer to final 

acceptance, with the overall process taking 66 days longer on average for the entire publication process.

http://drmelissabond.weebly.com/blog/are-systematic-reviews-harder-to-get-published


Systematic review process
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➢ Review question and conceptual framework

Retrieved from YourHealthNet:
http://navigatingeffectivetreatments.org.au/exploring_systematic_reviews.html (12 Feb, 2019)



Review questions
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▪ Identify and clearly define the question/s your review will address. 

➢PICOTS framework (see Boland et al., 2017):



Review questions
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▪ Identify and clearly define the question/s your review will address. 

➢PICOTS framework (see Boland et al., 2017):

oPopulation (e.g. the types of students)

o Intervention (e.g. the specific technology)

oComparator (e.g. compared to traditional classrooms)

oOutcome/s (e.g. student engagement)

oTiming (e.g. between 2012 and 2019)

oSetting (e.g. Africa) OR Study design (e.g. RCTs)
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Chen, Lui, & Martinelli (2017)

1. What is the scope of the studies that have been published on flipped 

classrooms in medical education? 

2. What is the research quality of the studies examined? 

3. What are the effects of the flipped classroom, as reported by controlled

studies? 

oPopulation: 

o Intervention: 

oComparator: 

oOutcome:



Facilitating student engagement 
through the flipped learning approach 

in K-12

1. What are the characteristics (countries, educational settings, participants, subjects, length of studies) of 
and methods used in research on flipped learning and student engagement in K-12? 

2. How is research on flipped learning in K-12 theoretically grounded? 

3. Which indicators of student engagement and disengagement are affected as a result of using the flipped 
learning approach in K-12? 

4. What technology has been used in K-12 applications of flipped learning research, and how is it linked to 
engagement? 

Research questions 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103819 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.103819


Bioecological Student Engagement Framework

16
Bond (2020), Adapted from Bronfenbrenner (1979; 1986) & Bronfenbrenner & 
Ceci (1994)



Systematic review process
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➢ Review question and conceptual framework

➢ Search strategy: search string and selection criteria

Retrieved from YourHealthNet:
http://navigatingeffectivetreatments.org.au/exploring_systematic_reviews.html (12 Feb, 2019)
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Developing search strings

▪ Your search string combines the key concepts of your question, in order to 

retrieve accurate results.

▪ Each database is different, so it’s best to begin with a master list of terms.

▪ According to Bramer et al. (2018), it is important to:

➢ Identify example articles that can answer your question.

➢ Decide which key concepts address the different elements of the question.

➢ Decide which elements should be used for the best results.

➢ Choose an appropriate database to begin with (e.g. WoS).

➢ Use the thesaurus feature of the database to identify synonyms.
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Brainstorming search terms
Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3 Concept 4

Key concepts

Free text terms

Author keywords/

keywords plus

Identify the key concept of your review question/s

Brainstorm synonyms, acronyms/abbreviations, use a thesaurus or Google, 

look at words in titles/abstracts

Do a quick search in WoS using your concepts and write down relevant 

author keywords/keywords plus
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Brainstorming search terms
Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3 Concept 4

Key concepts

Free text terms

Author keywords/

keywords plus

Identify the key concept of your review question/s

Brainstorm synonyms, acronyms/abbreviations, use a thesaurus or Google, 

look at words in titles/abstracts

Do a quick search in WoS using your concepts and write down relevant 

author keywords/keywords plus
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Brainstorming search terms
Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3 Concept 4

Key concepts Higher education students Science, Engineering, 

Technology

African context Mobile learning

Free text terms • higher education

• Undergraduate

• Postgraduate

• university

• Science 

• Engineering

• Technology

• STEM

• Africa • mobile learning

• mLearning

• m-learning

Author keywords/

keywords plus

mobile devices
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Example search strings
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Example search strings
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Search strategy

1. Decide what types of studies and data will answer your question.

➢ Empirical research only?

➢ Grey literature?

➢ Both quantitative and qualitative data?

2. Which databases/platforms will you search in?*

❑ Web of Science

❑ EBSCO Host (e.g. ERIC)

❑ Scopus

❑ PsycINFO

❑ ProQuest

❑ Teacher Reference Center

❑ Science Direct
* Gusenbauer & Haddaway (2019)



➢ Use of previous reviews to construct search string
➢ ERIC, Web of Science, Scopus, ProQuest, PsycINFO, Teacher Reference 

Center, Education Source, Google Scholar
Search

25

Student engagement & flipped learning K-12
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Record keeping log
Database searched Web of Science

Search Set 1 and 2

Date of search 10/7/2017

Person searching Melissa Bond and Svenja Bedenlier

Database settings Refined by: LANGUAGES: ( ENGLISH ) AND DOCUMENT TYPES: ( ARTICLE ) 

Timespan: 1995-2017. Indexes: SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, ESCI. 

No. Of records obtained 9,517

Search string TS=(learner* or student*) AND TS=("higher education" OR universit* OR college* OR undergrad* OR 

graduate OR postgrad*) AND TS=(“educational technolog*” or “learning technolog*” OR “digital learning” OR 

“digital education” OR "app" OR “digital technolog*” OR “digital media” OR “social media” OR “social 

network*” OR “social web” OR vodcast* OR podcast* OR “digital broadcasting” OR blog* OR weblog* OR 

“electronic publishing” OR microblog* OR “interactive whiteboard*” OR simulation* OR forum* OR 

"computer-mediated communication” OR “computer * network*” OR ePortfolio OR e-Portfolio OR 

eAssessment OR e-Assessment OR “computer-based testing” OR “computer-assisted testing” OR OER OR 

“open educational resource*” OR “open access” OR “open source*” OR “information and communication 

technolog*” OR “information technolog*” OR “social tagging” OR tablet* OR “handheld device*” OR “mobile 

device*” OR "smart*phone*" OR “electronic book*” OR eBook*) NOT TS=("K-12" OR kindergarten* OR 

"corporate training*" OR "professional training*" OR "primary school*" OR "middle school*" OR "vocational 

education" OR "adult education") 
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Keep search information within software
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Search strategy

3. Decide on the study inclusion/exclusion criteria

▪ For example:



Systematic review process
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➢ Review question and conceptual framework

➢ Search strategy: search string and selection criteria

➢ Study screening

❑ Title & Abstract

Retrieved from YourHealthNet:
http://navigatingeffectivetreatments.org.au/exploring_systematic_reviews.html (12 Feb, 2019)



Systematic review process
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➢ Review question and conceptual framework

➢ Search strategy: search string and selection criteria

➢ Study screening

❑ Title & Abstract

➢ Study retrieval

➢ Screen on full text



● EPPI Reviewer
● 760 screened on title and abstract, 341 on full textScreening

Student engagement & flipped learning K-12

Search
Screening 

T&A
Screening 

full text
Quality 

appraisal
Synthesis

118 studies 107 studies341 studies760 studies949 studies



Systematic review process
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➢ Review question and conceptual framework

➢ Search strategy: search string and selection criteria

➢ Study screening

❑ Title & Abstract

➢ Study retrieval

➢ Screen on full text

➢ Data Extraction

Retrieved from YourHealthNet:
http://navigatingeffectivetreatments.org.au/exploring_systematic_reviews.html (12 Feb, 2019)
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Data extraction
1. Decide what data you want to extract

➢ Look at previous SRs as to what should be included

➢ Descriptive (e.g. study and participant characteristics)

➢ Analytical (e.g. outcomes)

➢ Keep it relevant

➢ Conceptual framework

2. Decide how and where you will store extracted information

➢ SR software does this for you

3. Highlight where in articles the data comes from (page number)



Data extraction example



Data extraction example

(Bond & Bedenlier, 2019)



Data extraction example



Line by line PDF coding

Coding report

Text entered 

via Info box

Assigned text from PDF



Data extraction examples



Systematic review process
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➢ Review question and conceptual framework

➢ Search strategy: search string and selection criteria

➢ Study screening

❑ Title & Abstract

➢ Study retrieval

➢ Screen on full text

➢ Data Extraction

➢ Quality assessment

Retrieved from YourHealthNet:
http://navigatingeffectivetreatments.org.au/exploring_systematic_reviews.html (12 Feb, 2019)
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Quality assessment

Quality Appraisal (Gough 2007)

➢ Is the study design appropriate to my research/review question(s)?

➢ How is the quality of study methods? 

➢ Is the study relevant to my research/review question(s)? 

Roots in “medicine” studies

• CASP Checklists - Critical Appraisals Skills Programme

• Systematic Reviews, Randomized Controlled Trials, Cohort Studies, Case 

Control Studies, Economic Evaluations, Diagnostic Studies, Qualitative studies 

and Clinical Prediction Rule

• GRADE - Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and Evaluations

• JBI Critical Appraisal Tools - Joanna Briggs Institute, trustworthiness, relevance 

and results

https://casp-uk.net/casp-tools-checklists/

https://casp-uk.net/casp-tools-checklists/


Quality assessment examples



Systematic review process
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➢ Review question and conceptual framework

➢ Search strategy: search string and selection criteria

➢ Study screening

❑ Title & Abstract

➢ Study retrieval

➢ Screen on full text

➢ Data Extraction

➢ Quality assessment

➢ Synthesis

Retrieved from YourHealthNet:
http://navigatingeffectivetreatments.org.au/exploring_systematic_reviews.html (12 Feb, 2019)
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Synthesis

1. How can you pull the results together?

➢ Why choose that method?

➢ Does it accurately represent what was found?

2. Overall, what is the research suggesting in relation to the question?

3. How can you best describe and represent what the research is saying?

4. How clearly or confidently can the review question be answered?

Ask yourself the following questions:
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Narrative Synthesis

A valid method to analyse and 

assemble evidence (Petticrew & 

Roberts, 2006).

1. A narrative description of the study 

and participant characteristics.

2. A summary of key results, 

preferably informed by the 

theoretical framework.

3. Tabulation of the studies, providing 

an overview of the study setting, 

methods, participants, intervention 

and study findings.
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Narrative Synthesis
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Narrative Synthesis – Tabulation example (Bond, 2020)
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Content analysis Co-occurrence analysis

Bond et al. (2021)





Systematic review process

49

➢ Review question and conceptual framework

➢ Search strategy: search string and selection criteria

➢ Study screening

❑ Title & Abstract

➢ Study retrieval

➢ Screen on full text

➢ Data Extraction

➢ Quality assessment

➢ Synthesis

➢ Report

Retrieved from YourHealthNet:
http://navigatingeffectivetreatments.org.au/exploring_systematic_reviews.html (12 Feb, 2019)
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PRISMA reporting guidelines

Page et al. (2021) - https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
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Interactive evidence gap maps

https://youtu.be/nW353pA75io

• Created for each research 
question

• Freely available open 
access

• Filterable, searchable

• Can download references

• Direct links to studies

• Can assist synthesis

https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=3794 

https://youtu.be/nW353pA75io
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=3794
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EPPI-Visualiser

EPPI-Visualiser is a new web database tool, displaying the studies and coding conducted in your review.

➢ Any changes made in your review are updated live in the database.

Source: https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/eppi-vis/login/open?webdbid=23 https://youtu.be/bhQuGpeB2Lo

https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/eppi-vis/login/open?webdbid=23
https://youtu.be/bhQuGpeB2Lo


Software to help conduct QES

53



Rayyan
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• https://www.rayyan.ai

• Keywords to ease spotting irrelevant studies 

• Labels to enrich your library

• Overview of the descriptive data

https://www.rayyan.ai/


Leximancer
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• Content analysis/text mining

• Semantic relations

• Concept mapping 

• Online portal

• Not free 

• Free webinars 

• Visit: https://www.leximancer.com/

https://www.leximancer.com/


NVivo
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https://lumivero.com/products/nvivo/

https://lumivero.com/products/nvivo/


57

https://www.vosviewer.com/

https://www.vosviewer.com/


EPPI-Reviewer
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EPPI-Reviewer evidence synthesis software was created to support the methodological work 

conducted at the EPPI-Centre.

EPPI-Reviewer helps by:

➢ keeping your review process explicit and replicable

➢ enabling you to work with many others in one review

➢ keeping your data in one place

➢ helping with large screening loads through priority screening

➢ enabling updates to your review, including through machine learning

➢ allowing the easy creation of interactive evidence gap maps

➢ Web-based - accessed from any device with an internet connection. 

➢ Developed for all types of systematic review.

➢ Designed for flexibility.

https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/EPPIReviewer-Web/home 

https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/EPPIReviewer-Web/home


EPPI-Reviewer Gateway
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https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=2914

➢ Create a new account.

➢ Activate your account.

➢ Login using your EPPI-Reviewer 

username and password to manage your 

account and reviews.

❑When sharing reviews in particular.

➢ Forgotten password and username 

facility.

https://youtube.com/playlist?list=PL9xuE5D2RaCIEZbXObTKzZ7OaGMJp3Bjr

https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=2914
https://youtube.com/playlist?list=PL9xuE5D2RaCIEZbXObTKzZ7OaGMJp3Bjr


EPPI-Reviewer

60

https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/eppireviewer-web

▪ Works with modern browsers (Firefox, 

Safari, Chrome).

▪ Works on web-enabled devices, e.g. 

smartphones and tablets.

▪ Uses the same data as EPPI-Reviewer 4.

▪ Based on same tech as Google Docs and 

Gmail.

▪ PubMed and OpenAlex integrated.

▪ Machine learning incl. priority screening

https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/eppireviewer-web


EPPI-Reviewer Home Screen
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▪ Quick overview of included, excluded, 

deleted and duplicate items.

▪ Can also create a new review from here 

instead of from the account manager.



EPPI-Reviewer Home Screen
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My Reviews

• Easily toggle in between reviews 

you have access to.

My Work

• Displays any coding assignments 

assigned to you.

• Click on a blue number to go to a 

list of those items.

Sources

• Lists all imported files.

• Click on Report to produce an 

itemised record of search meta 

data.



Importing Items
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▪ Importing items is easy

https://youtu.be/Emkuq5H_FB0

https://youtu.be/Emkuq5H_FB0


Importing Items
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▪ Manually add items

➢ Make sure you choose the correct 

reference type

https://youtu.be/Emkuq5H_FB0

https://youtu.be/Emkuq5H_FB0


Managing Duplicates
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▪ Click Get New Duplicates to run the process.

▪ Mark Automatically will speed it up.

▪ 1st To-Do takes you to the first possible duplicate in the list.

▪ Buttons to mark items as duplicate, not a duplicate or master.

https://youtu.be/DGcIOWX61xc

https://youtu.be/DGcIOWX61xc
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OpenAlex to update or keep up-to-date
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OpenAlex to update or keep up-to-date



Screening
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▪ Displayed in green.

▪ Allow 2 types of codes:

➢ Include

➢ Exclude

▪ Allows include v exclude comparisons.



Screening

69

▪ Displayed in green.

▪ Allow 2 types of codes:

➢ Include

➢ Exclude

▪ Allows include v exclude comparisons.

▪ Can be in normal or comparison (double 

coding) data entry mode.

Normal mode

Comparison mode



Screening
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▪ Displayed in green.

▪ Allow 2 types of codes:

➢ Include

➢ Exclude

▪ Allows include v exclude comparisons.

▪ Can be in normal or comparison (double 

coding) data entry mode.

▪ Can only have one level of hierarchy.

➢ Enables easier production of frequency

reports and reconciliation.

Normal mode

Comparison mode
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Screening

Title

Abstract

To edit an item record, 

click on the Edit button

Coding tool Info box

Add new codes Edit codes Auto Advance
Navigation
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Screening

Customise phrases Show relevant and irrelevant terms

Add terms or change the style
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Find PDFs

❖ Use Google or Google Scholar to locate PDFs, or click 

on the blue URL or DOI text.

❖ Scroll to the bottom of the item record and click on the blue 

Upload button.



Bulk import PDFs
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▪ Link to a Zotero Group Library and bulk import PDFs.

➢ Only free for up to 300MB

https://youtu.be/nWG9i5spHyc

https://youtu.be/nWG9i5spHyc


• Complex coding tools 

supported

• Both quantitative and 

qualitative codes

• Coding tools allow for 

multi-stage reviews to 

occur within the one review

• Consider your coding tool 

first, if you’re going to 

create EGMs

Data Extraction



Hands-on QES Activity

Today, you’ll be working on a systematic review exploring the experiences of mothers undertaking 

doctoral education (e.g., PhD, EdD).



RQs & Inclusion / exclusion criteria

1. Where, when and by whom has research on doctoral education and motherhood been published?

2. What are the characteristics of and methods used in doctoral education and motherhood research?

3. How is research on doctoral education and motherhood theoretically grounded?

4. What macro, exo, meso and micro level factors impact doctoral mothers?

Inclusion Exclusion

Mothers undertaking doctoral study Any participants other than mothers

Focused on the experiences Not empirical research

Empirical primary research Secondary research

Published in English Published in a language outside of English

Journal articles, conference papers, book 

chapters

Reviews, editorials, abstracts only



Screening in EPPI Reviewer



Screening in EPPI Reviewer



Reconciling screening decisions

1. In the Collaborate tab, 

click on ‘Create 

Comparison’.

2. Select the reviewer 

names involved.

3. Leave the code set as 

‘Screening on Title & 

Abstract’.

4. Click on ‘Create 

Comparison’.





Getting frequencies and officially excluding



Getting frequencies and officially excluding

1. Click on the blue number of items next 

to an exclusion code.

2. Select all of the items by clicking in 

the checkbox at the top of the column.

3. Click on the ‘In/Exclude’ button.

4. Choose ‘Selected documents’.

5. Change the toggle to ‘Excluded’.

6. Click ‘Assign’. 

7. Repeat for all items given an exclude 

code.



Data extraction

What other codes do we need to add under 

‘Factors affecting mothers in doctoral 

education’, based on this framework?



Data extraction



Inductive coding

1. Click on the parent code (e.g., 

Theoretical Framework).

2. Click on the + icon. 

3. Choose ‘Selectable (show 

checkbox).

4. Type in a code name (e.g., 

Theory of Transformation).

5. Click ‘Create’. 



Synthesising information



Synthesising information

1. This information can be reported in a table, as well as 

narratively.

2. Then, create a configurable report, open it in Excel and see what 

evidence you coded under each heading (or perhaps the top 

five, if you have a lot of codes).

https://youtu.be/btUfu2BIYVA?si=04XyunqxUniJp8Bw


Synthesising information

Read through all of the evidence you’ve gathered across each study under that code and see if 

there are any commonalities or differences. 

Summarise the studies and include one or two examples.



Extra Hands-on Activities

You can choose to start your own review, ask questions, or you can choose to complete an extra pre-

prepared hands-on task:

• Hands-on practice task #1

• Hands-on practice task #2 – Education specific

• Setting up a shared review

• Setting up a data-extraction coding tool

• Setting up coding assignments

Folder link: 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/14YsQjvHqaXJmEqiUQlQI9EHw6nl1Zw7t?usp=drive_link

https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/CMS/Portals/35/Manuals/Hands-on%20Activity.pdf
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/CMS/Portals/35/EPPI-Reviewer%20Web%20Presentation%20-%20EEF%20-%20Hands%20on%20activity.pdf
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/CMS/Portals/35/Manuals/Setting%20up%20a%20shared%20review%20as%20a%20practice%20exercise.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mo3jrmefHQLKVXqqcI__KrWBYbvEpPXJ/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CZS08cDmycB_EldLgCzgb4vsSGOzTKBh/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/14YsQjvHqaXJmEqiUQlQI9EHw6nl1Zw7t?usp=drive_link


Further information

EPPI-Reviewer Account Manager – sign up to a free one month trial.

Importing references into EPPI-Reviewer

Managing duplicates in EPPI-Reviewer

Editing codes and coding tools

Creating reference groups and allocating coding assignments

Understanding data entry modes, double coding and reconciliation

Pushing items from EPPI-Reviewer to Zotero and importing bulk PDFs

Line by line PDF coding

Creating a comparison report

Using the Reports tab

Introduction to interactive evidence gap maps

Creating an interactive EGM using EPPI-Mapper

Introduction to EPPI-Visualiser

https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=2914
https://youtu.be/Emkuq5H_FB0
https://youtu.be/DGcIOWX61xc
https://youtu.be/bGTyqe_ySyA
https://youtu.be/p8xkMk9KKWQ
https://youtu.be/6-T9oClAsJI
https://youtu.be/nWG9i5spHyc
https://youtu.be/9eP70M4a9iE
https://youtu.be/2I1BmGBmLqs
https://youtu.be/w81FdoW60_8
https://youtu.be/wKPNeZFTo8o
https://youtu.be/nW353pA75io
https://youtu.be/bhQuGpeB2Lo
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