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1. Rationale for doing a scoping review

World of evidence synthesis and ‚secondary research‘

Review: To view, inspect, 

or examine a second time 

or again

Evidence synthesis (i.e. secondary 

research) draws on already existing 

studies and data to answer research 

questions of interest – the review is 

the main tool for doing so

We define reviews as study types that summarize and/or 

synthesize multiple studies which look at the same or a similar 

question

The Cambridge Dictionary
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1. Rationale for doing a scoping review

What type of review is right for you?

Literature (narrative) review

A broad term referring to reviews with a wide scope and non-standardized 

methodology

Systematic Review (SR)

A methodical and comprehensive literature synthesis focused on a well-

formulated research question

Rapid Review

Applies SR methodology within a time-constrained setting

Umbrella Review

Reviews other SRs on a topic

Meta-Analysis

A statistical technique for combining the findings from disparate quantitative 

studies

Scoping Review or Evidence Map

Systematically and transparently collects and categorizes existing evidence 

on a broad topic or set of research questions

https://libguides.northwestern.edu/ld.php?content_id=68695711
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https://rightreview.knowledgetranslation.net/

1. Rationale for doing a scoping review

What type of review is right for you?

https://rightreview.knowledgetranslation.net/
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1. Rationale for doing a scoping review

Literature review vs. Systematic Review vs. Scoping review

Literature review Systematic review

ca. 1980-1990: Tied to 

development and promotion of 

evidence-based medicine (and 

public health, practice, etc.)

Time 

(beginning of health-

related research)

Scoping review

ca. 2000-2010: Development of 

new approaches to more 

effectively and rigorously 

synthesize the evidence 
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1. Rationale for doing a scoping review

Literature review

Literature review

“The literature review method seeks to 

identify what has been accomplished

previously, allowing for consolidation, for 

building on previous work, for 

summation, for avoiding duplication and 

for identifying omissions or gaps” 

(Dr Sally Pezaro)

Method: Exploration of the existing 

literature through some form of literature 

search; some form of comparison and/or 

summary of identified studies.

Specific methods largely undefined, 

subjective and bias unavoidable.
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1. Rationale for doing a scoping review

Systematic Review

Systematic review

Aims to identify and synthesize all of the 

scholarly research on a particular topic, 

including both published and unpublished 

studies. Much more time-intensive than 

traditional literature reviews.

Method: A methodical and 

comprehensive literature synthesis 

focused on a well-formulated research 

question. May involve a meta-analysis.

Conducted in an unbiased, 

reproducible way to provide evidence 

for practice and policy-making and to 

identify gaps in research.

Munn et al. (2018); https://bmcmedresmethodol.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x

https://bmcmedresmethodol.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x
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What exactly is a ‚scoping review‘?

• Relatively new tool in the field of evidence synthesis approaches

• A form of systematic knowledge synthesis to idenitfy / clarify 

- Key concepts/definitions in literature

- Types of available evidence in a given field

- Research conduct on a certain topic or field 

- Knowledge gaps in research

- Key characteristics or factors related to a concept

• By systematically and transparently searching, selecting, and synthesizing existing knowledge

• May critically evaluate existing evidence, but does not attempt to synthesize the results in the 

way a systematic review would

• May take longer than a systematic review

1. Rationale for doing a scoping review

Munn et al. (2018); https://bmcmedresmethodol.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x

https://bmcmedresmethodol.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x
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2. Application of scoping reviews in FE and systems research

Food systems (FS): encompass the entire range of actors and their interlinked value-adding 

activities involved in the production, aggregation, processing, distribution, consumption

and disposal of food products that originate from agriculture, forestry or fisheries, and parts of 

the broader economic, societal and natural environments in which they are embedded (FAO)
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2. Application of scoping reviews in FE and systems research

5 subsystems of food systems:

• Biological system

• Health system

• Economic system

• Political system

• Social system

→ Attributes of complex systems

• Negative and positive feedback loops 

between subsystems

• Non-linear associations and tipping-

points

• Path dependencies
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2. Application of scoping reviews in FE and systems research

Within this complex system, scoping reviews can help to identify/clarify:

• Key concepts/definitions in 

literature

For example Murray et al. 2023:  

‚A scoping review of the 

conceptualisations of food justice‘

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC10131151/pdf/S1368980023000101a.pdf
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2. Application of scoping reviews in FE and systems research

Within this complex system, scoping reviews can help to identify/clarify:

• Types of evidence available in a 

given field

• Knowledge gaps in research

For example Bunge et al. 2022:            

‚A systematic scoping review of the 

sustainability of vertical farming, plant-based 

alternatives, food delivery services and 

blockchain in food systems‘

https://www.nature.com/articles/s43016-022-00622-8
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2. Application of scoping reviews in FE and systems research

Within this complex system, scoping reviews can help to identify/clarify:

• Research conduct on 

a certain topic or field

For example Finlay et al. 

2022: ‚A scoping review of 

outdoor food marketing: 

exposure, power and impacts 

on eating behaviour and 

health‘

https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12889-022-13784-8
https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12889-022-13784-8
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2. Application of scoping reviews in FE and systems research

Within this complex system, scoping reviews can help to identify/clarify:

• Key characteristics or 

factors related to a concept

For example Granheim et al. 2021: 

‚Mapping the digital food 

environment: A systematic scoping 

review‘

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/obr.13356
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3. Guidelines and best practices

Requirement of rigorous and transparent methods when conducting a scoping 
review

2005: Original 

framework by 

Arksey & O’Malley

2010: Advanced and 

extended by Levac, 

Colquhoun & O’Brien

2015-2017: Further 

refined and corresponding 

guidance developed by 

Peters et al. (JBI)

2020: Updated 

guidance Peters et al.

(JBI)

2018: PRISMA 

extension for scoping 

reviews by Tricco et al. 

2020: Guidance for 

producing Evidence and 

Gap maps by White et al.

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/1364557032000119616
https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1748-5908-5-69
https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1748-5908-5-69
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26134548/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33038124/
http://www.prisma-statement.org/Extensions/ScopingReviews
https://www.campbellcollaboration.org/evidence-gap-maps.html#:~:text=EGMs%20consolidate%20what%20we%20know,effect%20of%20interventions%20or%20initiatives
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3. Guidelines and best practices

Peters et al. (2020); https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews 

https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews
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4. Scoping Review Steps

I. A priori scoping review protocol

II. Scoping review and summary of evidence

Step 1: Searching for relevant studies

Step 2: Study selection

Step 3: Charting the evidence

Step 4: Risk of Bias Appraisal (optional)

Step 5: Data synthesis

III. PRISMA ScR checklist

Peters et al. (2020); https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews 

https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews
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4. Scoping Review Steps

A priori scoping review protocol

• Provides a ‚roadmap‘ and limits reporting bias

• Usually broader research question(s) than in a SR

• PCC (population-concept-context), instead of PICO

• Registration with the Open Science Framework or Figshare
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4. Scoping Review Steps

Step 1: Searching for relevant studies

• Comprehensive search

• At least two bibliographic databases

• Searches for grey literature (e.g., reports, dissertations, newsletters)

• Forward and backward reference searches

• Search all languages (if possible and relevant for your context)

• Limitations should be detailed and justified

→ Aim: to have one search strategy adapted to all sources

→ Search strategy to be peer-reviewed by a librarian or expert (e.g., PRESS)

Peters et al. (2020); https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews 

https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews
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4. Scoping Review Steps

Step 2: Study selection

• Download search results (of all databases) and deduplication

• Pre-defined inclusion/exclusion criteria (PCC)

• Population

• Concept

• Context

• Calibration meetings with the author team to pilot-test the screening guidances and forms

• Double screening of Titles & Abstracts (TA) and Full Texts (FT)

• E.g., Rayyan for TA screening, Microsoft Excel for FT screening

• Discussion of conflicts within the group or a third person

Peters et al. (2020); https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews 

https://www.rayyan.ai/
https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews
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4. Scoping Review Steps

Step 3: Charting the evidence

• Equals ‚Data Extraction‘ in Systematic Reviews

• Pre-defined, standardized charting form (pilot-tested with team)

• Characteristics of the included records (e.g., author(s), title, date of 

publication)

• Population (e.g., age, gender factors, cultural factors, ethnic 

factors)

• Concept (e.g., approaches, definitions, implementation, outcomes)

• Context (e.g., country context)

• Double screening (alternative: one extractor, one verifier) 

• JBI provides a data charting template

Peters et al. (2020); https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews 

https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687579
https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews
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4. Scoping Review Steps

Step 4: Risk of Bias Appraisal (optional)

• Optional step – not recommended by the JBI

→ Purpose of a scoping review is not to perform a meta-analysis or to 

synthesize results

→ No testing of hypotheses, rather an overview of the evidence

• Validated, study-design-specific assessment tool needed

• Currently under development (JBI)

• Use systematic review instead to look more closely into relevant areas 

(identified through scoping review)

Peters et al. (2020); https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews 

https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews
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4. Scoping Review Steps

Step 5: Data synthesis

• Descriptive content analysis and/or (simple) thematic analysis of the evidence 

• Focus on charting the evidence and identifying knowledge gaps

• Do not synthesize the outcomes of included sources of evidence

• No meta-analysis

Unlike a Systematic Review, the goal of a Scoping Review is not to develop 

policy/practice recommendations!

Peters et al. (2020); https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews 

https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL/4687342/Chapter+11%3A+Scoping+reviews
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4. Scoping Review Steps

Step 5: Data synthesis: Evidence and Gap Maps

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9fTxIES-wjA 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9fTxIES-wjA
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4. Scoping Review Steps

• Size of bubbles indicating the amount of evidence available

→ The bigger the bubble, the more evidence is available

→ Colour coding based on the quality of the evidence

• Often interactive surface → clicking on bubble provides more information about included studies

Evidence Gaps

https://www.campbellcollaboration.org/evidence-gap-maps.html 

Step 5: Data synthesis: Evidence and Gap Maps

https://www.campbellcollaboration.org/evidence-gap-maps.html
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4. Scoping Review Steps

PRISMA ScR checklist

• Reason: to ensure methodological and reporting quality of 

scoping reviews

• 20 (+ 2 optional) reporting items (usually in 

appendix/supplementary material)

• 7 sections

• Title

• Abstract

• Introduction

• Methods

• Results

• Discussion

• Funding

• PRISMA flowchart (Moher et al.)

Tricco et al (2018); http://www.prisma-statement.org/Extensions/ScopingReviews?AspxAutoDetectCookieSupport=1 

http://prisma-statement.org/documents/PRISMA%202009%20flow%20diagram.pdf
http://www.prisma-statement.org/Extensions/ScopingReviews?AspxAutoDetectCookieSupport=1
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4. Case Study

Recommendations for and best practices by the formal food industry to address 

undernutrition and the double burden of malnutrition: a scoping review protocol 

(Klinger et al. 2023)

DBM – Definition:

• Coexistence and interaction of 

undernutrition along with overweight 

and obesity, or diet-related 

noncommunicable diseases over the 

life course within

• Individuals

• Households

• Communities/Populations

Popkin BM, Corvalan C, Grummer-Strawn LM. Dynamics of the double burden of malnutrition and the changing nutrition reality. The Lancet. 2020;395(10217):65-74. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(19)32497-3; WHO. The double burden of malnutrition. URL: https://apps.who.int/nutrition/double-burden-malnutrition/en/index.html. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(19)32497-3
https://apps.who.int/nutrition/double-burden-malnutrition/en/index.html
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4. Case Study

Popkin BM, Corvalan C, Grummer-Strawn LM. Dynamics of the double burden of malnutrition and the changing nutrition reality. The Lancet. 2020;395(10217):65-74. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(19)32497-3

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(19)32497-3
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4. Case Study

INFORMAS Business Impact Assessment on Obesity and population-level nutrition 

(BIA-Obesity)
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4. Case Study

Inclusion / Exclusion criteria

Population: 

Individuals of any 

age with 

undernutrition

Context: 

Where formal food 

industry actors 

operate and where 

a DBM exists

Concept: 

Recommendations 

/ Best Practices / 

Lived Experiences

Study type

• Academic literature

• Grey literature

All languages

Klinger et al (2023); https://osf.io/y23ps 

https://osf.io/y23ps
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4. Case Study

Scoping review process

Preliminary search 

for existing scoping / 

systematic reviews

Searches in:

• 3 bibliographic databases

• 5 grey literature 

databases

• Google/Google Scholar

• Relevant websites

Screening of titles 

and abstracts in 

duplicate

Screening of full 

texts in duplicate

Excluded 

records

Excluded 

records

Included 

records

Charting and summary 

of study data

Backward and forward 

reference searches of 

included records

Contacting study 

authors and 

experts in the field

Screening of key 

publications for 

keywords

Deduplication

Klinger et al (2023); https://osf.io/y23ps 

https://osf.io/y23ps
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Any Questions?
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Thank you!

Chair of Public Health and Health Services Research
Institute for Medical Information Processing, Biometry and Epidemiology
Pettenkofer School of Public Health
LMU Munich
Elisabeth-Winterhalter-Weg 6 · 81377 Munich
Email: cklinger@ibe.med.uni-muenchen.de
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