ACADEMIC WRITING  /  DOCTORAL WORKSHOP
[bookmark: _GoBack]Literature review
Level: PhD / doctoral students   |   Language: English   |   Format: guided workshop and independent writing
Purpose of the practical class
A doctoral literature review is an argument about the state of knowledge, not a chronological list of article summaries. Synthesis compares patterns, disagreement, evidence quality and implications for the current study.
Learning outcomes
Use a structured evidence matrix.
Synthesize agreement and disagreement without pretending fictional studies are real.
Design a reproducible literature-search strategy.
Essential concepts
	Concept
	What it means in research writing

	Search transparency
	State databases, search terms, periods and inclusion criteria where relevant.

	Critical appraisal
	Consider design, measurements, sample, uncertainty and transferability.

	Thematic synthesis
	Cluster studies by research question, mechanism, method or interpretation.

	Gap construction
	Explain which credible uncertainty remains after comparing the available evidence.



Session plan
	Workshop task
	Mode
	Time

	1. Build an evidence matrix
	Groups
	25 min

	2. Synthesize, do not catalogue
	Pairs
	20 min

	3. Write a critical review paragraph
	Individual
	25 min

	4. Plan your own search
	Individual + peer review
	20 min



Practical activities
Activity 1. Build an evidence matrix  (25 min)
Working format: Groups
Source material / task situation:
Five FICTIONAL training summaries, not actual publications:
Study A (2021): 10 coupons, optical measurement, lower reported roughness after treatment; no variation reported.
Study B (2022): 60 coupons across two batches, profilometry, smaller difference; instrument calibration documented.
Study C (2023): 8 coupons, microscopy images only, authors call a surface “smooth”; no quantitative roughness.
Study D (2024): 24 coupons, different treatment times, roughness decreases at intermediate time but increases at the longest time.
Study E (2025): 12 coupons, measured roughness and wear; association between them was inconsistent across specimens.
Instructions:
1.  Record the question, design, measurement, major result and limitation for each study.
2.  Identify which studies can directly support a quantitative roughness comparison.
3.  Rank evidence relevance without using publication year as a proxy for quality.
Expected output: A five-study evidence matrix.
	Study  [Type your response here]

	Design / sample  [Type your response here]

	Measure  [Type your response here]

	Finding  [Type your response here]

	Limitation / relevance  [Type your response here]



Activity 2. Synthesize, do not catalogue  (20 min)
Working format: Pairs
Source material / task situation:
Use Studies A–E. These are training labels only; DO NOT cite them in your dissertation as real sources.
Instructions:
1.  Select two themes (e.g., measurement quality and treatment-condition dependence).
2.  Write one topic sentence per theme that references at least two studies.
3.  Identify an apparent contradiction and show what methodological difference might account for it.
Expected output: Two thematic topic sentences and an explanation of one discrepancy.
	Theme 1 synthesis  [Type your response here]

	Theme 2 synthesis  [Type your response here]

	Possible source of disagreement  [Type your response here]



Activity 3. Write a critical review paragraph  (25 min)
Working format: Individual
Source material / task situation:
You may refer to the fictional Studies A–E as “Study A” etc. only for this classroom exercise. In formal writing, replace them with verified literature.
Instructions:
1.  Write 180–220 words combining at least three summaries into a single argument.
2.  Include one sentence evaluating evidence strength and one sentence articulating a specific gap.
3.  Do not infer real publication trends from this deliberately constructed set.
Expected output: A synthesis paragraph and a one-sentence gap statement.
	Synthesis paragraph  [Type your response here]

	Gap statement  [Type your response here]



Activity 4. Plan your own search  (20 min)
Working format: Individual + peer review
Source material / task situation:
For your doctoral topic, create a search plan that could later be implemented in Scopus, Web of Science or another appropriate scholarly database accessible to your institution.
Instructions:
1.  Provide three concept clusters and synonyms.
2.  Build one Boolean search string with parentheses and truncation where supported.
3.  Specify inclusion/exclusion rules, search date and metadata to record.
4.  Peer-check whether the planned rules unfairly exclude negative or conflicting findings.
Expected output: A reproducible search protocol.
	Research question  [Type your response here]

	Boolean query  [Type your response here]

	Inclusion / exclusion rules  [Type your response here]

	Screening log fields  [Type your response here]



Independent assignment
Find five REAL publications relevant to your research. Submit complete, checked references; a five-row evidence matrix; and a 300-word synthesis that includes a disagreement or methodological limitation.
Assessment rubric (20 points)
	Criterion
	Max
	What earns full credit

	Scientific accuracy and bounded claims
	4
	Claims are supported; observations and inferences are separated.

	Task completion and required outputs
	4
	All specified components and constraints are addressed.

	Reasoning and critical analysis
	4
	Evidence is connected to the question; alternatives and limits are considered.

	Academic style and structure
	4
	Logical organization, precision, terminology and appropriate tone.

	Referencing, ethics and presentation
	4
	Responsible attribution, consistent units and professional formatting.



Scoring rule: 4 = excellent; 3 = competent with minor omissions; 2 = partial; 1 = major problems; 0 = not demonstrated. Use the same rubric for the in-class deliverable or the homework, as announced by the instructor.
Self-check before submission
☐  Does each important claim connect to evidence that I can identify?
☐  Did I separate observed results from interpretation and speculation?
☐  Are terminology, units and sample descriptions consistent?
☐  Did I acknowledge the most relevant limitation?
☐  Can another reader understand exactly what I produced and why?
Instructor notes / suggested responses
These points support facilitation; they are not the only acceptable answers. Where activities use simulated data or fictional studies, do not present them as genuine research.
A strong review compares B with A/C in measurement rigor and D/E in outcome complexity.
The gap might concern measurement harmonization, within-sample variance or links between roughness and performance; none is automatically a novel global gap.
Do not place fictional exercise studies in real reference lists.
Further reading / official resources
EQUATOR Network: Reporting guidelines: https://www.equator-network.org/
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