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2. Fi&k

EEOMRB L, [F725F] (snowball/
snowballing method) & XN % J7iE% M
L7 KEO@EY 1 F Amazon O FHEE 7 —
% N — A (http//www.amazon.com) T 2012
FIOHETHF—TU— MRz fro72. EATI
SCHRIFZE & IIEN 5 2 & b £\, BEFERFLT
I3 literature study/research & ¥ 3 literature
review (s) 23— fkHITH 5. ¥ 4 I VI “literature
review (s) " “literature study” “literature
research” # L HFFE A ME L 72 LROER
W72 gtz &0 X ) I L Tw B H
AR TAHLZEDREHWNTH L7120, BEL
LR @} #56 (systematic review (SR), meta-
analysis, meta-synthesis 7 &) 7217 &k - 7-#E
IR R S B 72. Kindle Edition (&7
HEE), AR - MR D BET R0 S L7
Relevance (¥—7— NR#R M) & Publication
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MRET RSN o 2 FEEIROE N T
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LR OFEARFL LTHHL TWZRWT &b Ry
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WHNZ A A &, 1998-20024F 12 4 i, 2003-20074F
(271, 2008-20124F12 14 i TH 0, PPl EAS
BT 5 AEIC RS LTz, FIBUCEIL T,

FHIE T A, 24, 7THTHY, REOFTH
%0 o7z LB 13O RBOWNE = et L
7z,
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R E 2D (AT HERHEER) 05 E
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BEAEZ LOFZERE, +V T 5 74 13T
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BWEI A, 3 ETE A e ik & 203
PR, RO 2 5iA T, 155 72k
DR EM A HHT 5. EARFHOMHOHE
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£ 7 )V % 7z argumentation (FwaE), critical
reading 2SfFH SN 5. SETLHIHHEONT
Rfg xR/ b3 5 HikEmE LC, analysis (53#7)
& synthesis (Fi&) &7 organizing (f5%1b)
BLU, L L SRR, analogy ($H
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FECTLR OHAT & LT mapping (M 7 RH
SUAZE T 2 A O BRI 2 E 5 905 28, 7
# T3 academic writing DS H 5. EI L
(2 LR OfER O FFEREAM S BB & & b IfF
ENA. SCERE AT 7 5 CRadilny - BRI 2ER
Hihd, ZOREZHEES L2 70 AICE L%
& <.
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W HEORER ETHDL. F—T—FE&L
T systematic (A&7 ), explicit (BAREZ ),
comprehensive (‘@517 ), reproducible (FF
i) #»F5. LR OFEIL, 1. research
question (RQ) DOFEIR, 2. 7 —F N— ZADFEIR,
3. MEEHREOREIN, 4. ERERMZOE A7) —
> 7 GEIN - Bl &) 5 HiEERN GO
A7) == 7 (B gz &), 6. 18
WEME - BUBEOEWL Y a—0FER, 7. R0
e, 1ot s. 1ETLROBN (BEHO
RO, 7o EmOIELYER &) &3
pkiRR Ok (FIE 1-3), 2 B CTHEMSCIRO A 7
==, BEOZOREEEN BT v
7 &) (FE 4-5), 3 FHETICHRO i B AT (F2 2414 -
RN, FetHF, "EifHioF =y 27 A ) (F
IE5), 4 # T4 M- FiEME 2 = o 5 B (FEE),
5 B THIFZED H IR - 72t Bk A & 20
B (FNE7) 23T 4. e & HIZSRIC
BEEIED.

Garrard (2011) ¥ : LRI& 52D FE Y 7124
T LREERER O SHTTH S, WL H % SEM
L, B oMY S L EEREL, FHICK
> TR ENIFFERRE & Z DB T 50 H
kAL, B L0050 N2 EH
L, S § 2 BB ek Rt &
X LIFA7-012, ENENOMEEZEER A
A EpEERENS (p5) ). EBM (Evidence-
Based Medicine) @&z Hx i KELTED,
1% (12#) TLR OERE 428 (363F)
Tmatrix 53, % 3% (79%) T matrix
AOEH %Y. Matrix F b 1E, RitE v 7
NAWEH L CHNISCER R, TG E 2550
L, &Ik & DR %E AT)§ 5 2=45HT
HbH. 1ET, LROFREEZZF, matrix 3
OMEZ I L, 28T, FHRSICIBEI NS0
X MAI 7 E & 9 4. 3 FC paper trail
(CEWMZRICET 2 70 A0k & VER LI#E
H3 5L, EEERROMTE % #f - FEiid 5
FHEx, 4B TLRISMH) CHEZERL, BHL,
SFT AR, 5 ETL Y 2 — matrix % #fi
L matrix D7z ZB.0d 5 IHH %341 L A
B2 Z T 5%, 6 ETRIFEHEDL ¥ a—
matrix DV 2 i $ 5. SV ar ETo7
TANVERIZLY, BRI LR 217D /Uy
N
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Galvan (2009) ¥ : 4> {4 % analytical writing ®
bt & LT AR REE T IS T, v &
TBY, PETa L AICEEZEL. LRI [%
raEo 1 RER (FERE) 2L a—L, &
FOMFRN SR E OBRICERE LTS ] &K
X 14 ZOBHE, SmAOETIV- L 2— (F
Bl) 8w HRAb. PETOLAL, OHEHMN
@R, QXL BEZOMIML, OE - K
£ - EFBIEL,SARAL 1ETLROMESZ, 2
B CTE 7O 2 RS LA R S5,
2ETCHEANDLRFEHN., 3E,PL6EICE
WT MYy 7 OfEE, STOFE, STHKOFNT %,
T8ETREFNCLZEN L ZOMEE, 914 %
22T T writing DFElIR AT v 7HRT. FE
v 7 OFERE LBOFRIEE 12 DA T v T4
TR, DLE# 100 ## 2 5 Guideline TEAKHY
RS A4, B2 L 12%E6) (Example) 7% 5.
BRI Activity (BEBRZZE HOFRE) 23>0
THBY, LR OEMKRW e xR SE 5.

Pan (2008) ¥ : LRIE [H 5 MYy 7 ICHT AL
WOMETH A, MY 7IZHT D HEOBUIR
IZDOWT, ZONEIZ B LIEEt32 X9 2
7o MEIED & AR EZANET H720121%, X
B EOZHECRICHIK T 2 2 R ZFHE L,
MEELLENHLH (pl) ). LRIZLE O mE
#FAffi (science) L EHRE—E L7zfAE (art) @
EREFNRWZ A, BM7% L Ea— (narrative
review) & &M 7% L Y 2 — (meta-analysis 7
E) OKREFFITIET L0, MFEEIIHEEE
BIRETHDH L L, WHEOHELY BAH TR
. LR%, OMEv 27 O@ER OLWOFEE
i, OHFEOBEFEH WO, @SCHRO AT
fili & #FR (interpretation), G HELOFE, ©F]
FROFHEHE, OFEZIBELOT AT Y TR0
A4 4. BYTIIZEAT Yy FIZ¥,EL, 1% TLR
OER, 2BETINE Yy 7O®EIRE, 34FETH
FI 7 — % N— 2B L O Web TOMEHE%,
5 E T B A & AR, 6 T note-taking & H
e, T4 ETHEDT %, 1516 7T meta-
analysis % fi#34 3 5. Academic writing |Zx} 3
HICEIKE W, FAEMTOEM I L, 200 U
W guideline & &8 Z2%EH], T & OFFE HEDS
HbH. BROAGFFRHOET VE LTEHL E 2
, =L Y 2—, meta-analysis 25 & 3D
LY a— L EMEDND 5.



Aveyard (2010) : Evidence-Based Practice (18
PZHEDCHERE) FEMRL TS LRIE [HE
DNy 7B L7 ST O W 2 BF5E T D
fERCTH 5 (p5)]. 1% T LR OEIEM % ik~
| C narrative/traditional review & SR &\,
M ALET A LR /8L, LR &Moo
MHEZFFT S, 282D RQ OFESETIE, F
Yy 7@ RO e LT, OEEBTOlRE, @
N7 rd (RLLEEER), OF R, @ mind
map D4 20%HIF5H. 3ETLEOHEE & geT
LOWEHEMNT 5. 4 B TR CHRE O
FiExR L, RO L R E O BB A R
N5, EHWAFEHT 57205 Tk {, MR R
EBL DR L. BT N—RASOE
725 F, FEWFE NV N —F, Y A b
MR % fEH$ 5. 5% T checklist 123D < 3CHk
DOFHMOAET Z T 5. 6 BT, A EZHET
HhEE U TREFNC L 2B EZ R L7212,
comparing & contrasting IZ DWW THH T 5. 7
HETIIBONHROEROM T IC/Nn S, 8%
TL Va2 —fEROFROH T % referencing (51
H) & writing (FXF) OWHE» 55w E5. ff
B T 2T EMEZORH] bbb, BR
12 Glossary 2°% 5.

Ridley (2012) ”: LR % Sl iy & Ve 7 0 &
AT CEZ A, 11 HITT, lETLR®
EFE - MM, RSB AERT, 28T
LR O% 47 B, 3 5 CIEHE & SCikieaR, 43
THE & note-taking D HERE, 5 F CWRMRRTE
WMOBEE DS, 6# TLR O (searching,
reading, writing), 7E CXEL OB H H % 8
= T critical reading/writing @ 5 i, 9= T
writer voice (FEDFRETHT/-0ODFHE),
10 T LR OfkbetE (BIERHT 72 72 JH O Bk
W), 11 B TSR Z#Fid 5. 3ETIHIHERFE L
THFEDOETT— & N— AN grey literature
(AFLIZ Wil EHE M) R Web 1B e 2
DOFFMiz BT A, 4FETIINEWN GERE L
T SQ3R (survey, question, read, recall, review)
& critical reading # #1035, AR E KF
BEAEICAL ), BRI OFEFIRT BN A%
BEICHITSH. F72, note-taking DRI & LT,
OFELHFES 5, QHLGEMITHNL, O
S, OEHREFRLOBRE ML 2L, ¥E
B AR T 5. Ay MRV Y
> (Google Scholar 72 &), note-taking /7 b7
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7, WEEHY 7 b+ (EndNote) OfEHIZ4% <
DR=TVHENNTEY, KFEEL XNV TORFED

AEEREAT OB AN TV S,

Feak & Swales (2009) ¥ : LR @ writing up (&
XFLOH) ICESTKYFLIBRHT S, LR
DEFITER STV, BT DWW TAHI
HERIE, OBEHOMREZMS Z & TMRER 2 /5
AT 5720, @QHZOBAEOWIFEO L5
B TOMELY ERT 2720, OHTHUFES
FOWMRBETHALZLERTIO, ThHbH. F
BT, WA T 2 ERANTETH 2 RE
it %\ d mapping 23 F ORI A, [5IHE
] [ (academic writing (2817 5) verb (BhE)
D 3#IR | [paraphrasing (FV#22) | [synonym
(FIF%5E - #8355E) | [summarizing (8942 ] %
E BN EXHICEAYE . B R
A7 FRSC % A85E L 72 13 @ Task (EM & 21k
TLHEDEZT) RIRL, BEX5H7THLA%
# L CNEK LR O#EER ) 2 BRH SE &) Ll
L. B, FAEEGCEICN L CORAEER
Boiaxy behbz, THUIKNTHEEEER R
Mo, LEFEIET 7O 2% BARIHIRY
%. Task OEZEHNIA 54V TAFHETH
D, BEHEMELTHEHTH S, Gt HEL
72 G rhetoric BERE) 70 EOEHAL .

Machi & McEvoy (2012) ¥: LRI [# &7 &
N7ZIEXSGETH Y, WgE b ¥y 7 I2BI$ 2 Al
OIRIZ DT OWHERY 2 BRI 2 F5 D TRy
(ZRkam SNz FRE RS 5 (pd) ). LRI2IE,
HFROBURE M A FEARW B L, SHBOWFEIC
T COWFEE L e 2I0HNZ B &
4. Toulmin E 7 IVIZ X % argument DI iE%
b &, Bz O R EA, T
AR survey GER D720 Difam) DAL 1),
CHk critique (advocacy D728 D) ~N& D
3% L) SRR CIRSER T 5. LRI,
1. MEv 7 OER (EELOBEDOHFEE,S
ERMHREANOLHL), 2. WHRER (L2 —I2&
5 LHEOPGE), 3. argument DER (i< 2
DD ATy FIZaT 72 argument FiE DB 15), 4.
LHROKEE CLBTEEROM A - 1 - TS
LD MEREOBUR O ), 5. SCHO it R
fili (ZET7 Y ADMH), 6. LE2—DOHE, O
6 AT v Tho%b, P EIZMHEREEOBX LA

B, NE w7 OFIRE CERERIZ AL M TH %
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(p45). WM ZEDOE TIX, scanning (LHLD
TH), skimming (FEiiNZED#EIR), mapping
(7 =% O#%H) memoranda (% v 775 Fik
Mo/l D AEEE) L) IAFEAHS
% (p40). Keywords (&) < EXERCISE,
TIPS, SUMMARY, CHECKLIST 73# f# % B)
5.

Dawidowicz (2010) ™ : LRI [H % F ¥ v ~
(2B AT O BB £ R IC &0 < 1B
PR MRETTH Y, FREOFEIZOWTOREH
DHFEEIIHTL2LOTH Y, BHHORKMD D 5
LORMEH D DTIE R (pb) | fEAFEEEA
IZ B} 5 generalizability (—#& L gEH) &
transferability (#2256 HEVE @ S22 2 KW TH
— AL BB A Fr o TRt E I CTHI & MEIT 2 2
&, p25) OEEELIERT A, &K% critical
thinking &\ 9 Bifli 2 & LIRS 5. 31 &
ATT, ZBEPLLSR=TIU Db, FHEER
R L2EMIzm<, B 2O H, M
HME B MERESS . LR 2T
% B F 1T analysis, comparison & contrast,
synthesis & integration, evaluation ® 6 % 3%
T&d 5. Evaluation I &TH 7ot A 1ZH
b5 (pll2). 1-8#ETLR MEF - HIY - i

SCHKOFEFH & o B A, HERBsE 7 I A8
v 712 X % brainstorming, quoting (5/H) %
paraphrasing (Wit z) % EBHFOELRY
L, 921 FICMAITCLE2—D6HEKLEZ
DERRER O BN R fFFICA S, 22-30 Hid (5
e L0 [FATHS 2 5] CEOMERT
a5, 31 EIFLOTHSH. LR 2R
VCABS LR ITEO—D2E LT, kEHALD
5 & LEEOHM BT EET, LEa—2fo
TN v (EEORE-FHHYT) 21E) (8 %)
RIIE CTEIET 2 (21 %) HEe N7 5.

Jesson 5 (2011) 'V k%@L [{Z6EH LR &
SR ORHNCBHBE 2557137 {, $3ED SR T% <
&3 systematic Z L ¥ a—I13T& 5 (plo)] &
WHIEZDOL &, (LI LR & SR 2R L, ¥
(ZHIZZ T IABI LR O F iz i3 %

EHRBLRIE [H5 MEY ZIZE L THERD
BIAEZ L2, BEHIOAGRRZFFH L L72b DT
» 5 (pl0) ). SR O#EfRELR & L TIEAR LR
ALY . IEMIE S & B9 % PARTL
(OFEnT#EM, Om%, @@iHAM (scan-skim-

R,

13

- 12 —

understand), @HFZE/ — F DHELY J7h HEEE,
DAEE) LIFMOEH T BT 5 PART2
(OfEH L ¥ a—, ® writing up, @SR,
meta-analysis, @5 |H & plagiarism (Z%3), &
5%) O2WHERTH L. HiEfw % systematic
WCFNEAL L TR T 4. o hrny (R & g ok
M) gFE L L C, EEECA (examine, evaluate,
establish, compare, argue) & SQ3R DOfjE T
2D 5.

Booth & (2012) ' : 10 #13.CT, 1#TLR ®
&) 2 BT systematic 2 7 7 0 —F O R,
3ETHIZERT I ZFEOI/ER k2@ L7z 1T, 4
ECHIFEREE O RLE, 58 HIZAT T SALSA €
FINEDLL L 2 — DOk, IETHEL
TV T—a ryE@H L, 10 % T project
management ® 5w % 7~ 3. Systematic & \»
9 ¥ — "7 — F%IEJAL £ systematic approaches
CRAEW 72 J7:) & & 72§, LR (& systematic 7
JEOREIZ X 5 T, scoping review (2D
#ipH & BHI 9 2 P 7% LR) A5 SR T 10 fi
U F o2 5. Systematic 7 /71T LR
2479 BRIZUE, clarity GEBAME: © BRAE 2 J502),
validity (Z41k 1 /N1 7 AOMES), auditability
(BRREV BB © SCHKICE D (Mmoo LT w
52 LDOMRFE) DIFPEETHD. LT
systematic 7% approach (2% methods & L T®
SALSA & 7°)V & presentation (s L 7277
DOE) D 2MTH A 5. SALSA & i search,
appraisal (W FFM), synthesis, analysis (%
SN RO YV &) o7 7 0= 4T
HhH. TOETIVDKAT v 7T systematic D
EIRIZE L 4. Search & appraisal TldH4i7 Y
BT ASK Z v, b B 5FAili T LI #ERY 72 checklist
O F M % #4323 %, Synthesis (2B L T
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Literature Review as Research Methodology
— Findings from English Language Books —

Syuichi OOKI, Kiyomi HIKO

Abstract

Literature reviews of English language books were assessed for research methodology. As
of September 2012, 13 books with a total of 25 revisions were identified through an exhaustive
internet book research. Books that were particularly related to higher-level literature review
techniques, such as systematic reviews and meta-analyses, were excluded. The latest versions of
all books were reviewed and the following findings were obtained. These books were written since
1998; literature review was the specific research methodology used, which was based on structured
steps and skills. Exhaustiveness and originality is needed for the good literature review.

The ability to conduct a literature review is regarded as an essential skill for graduate students,
particularly those who write theses or dissertations. Training on how to conduct literature reviews
offers useful opportunities to master basic research skills, including conducting a literature search
(information gathering), appraisal of literature, synthesis of data, originality, and academic writing

throughout the literature review process.

Keywords literature review, book search, research methodology, exhaustiveness and originality
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