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Integrative Review Methodology Appraisal Tool (IRMAT) 
User Guide  

What is the IRMAT? 
The Integrative Review Methodology Appraisal Tool, 
or IRMAT (“ear” “mat”) is a tool designed to 
appraise published integrative reviews in the nursing 
literature. 
 

How was the IRMAT developed? 
Finalized in the summer of 2023 as doctoral 
dissertation research, the IRMAT was developed by 
generating items from an extensive scoping review 
of integrative review methodologies in the nursing 
literature. These items were appraised by a team of 
expert reviewers for face and content validity and 
were subsequently psychometrically tested and 
deemed to demonstrate adequate construct validity 
and slight to moderate inter-rater reliability. 
 

This research project was supported by the Medical 
Library Association, Eugene Garfield Research 
Fellowship 2023 and used software resources 
provided through the National Center for Advancing 
Translational Sciences of the National Institutes of 
Health, Award Number 2UL1TR001425. The content 
on this website and of this project is the authors’ 
responsibility and does not reflect the official views 
of the Medical Library Association nor the National 
Institutes of Health. 
 

How to cite 
Kean, E. B., Miller, E., Smith, C., & Lim, Y. S. (2024). 
Integrative Review Methodology Appraisal Tool 
(IRMAT) User Guide. Scholar@UC, University of 
Cincinnati Digital Repository. 
https://doi.org/10.7945/z5gg-rv58 
 

What are the requirements? 
If the IRMAT is being used to appraise integrative 
reviews for potential inclusion in evidence synthesis 
projects, it is advisable to have two raters 
independently apply the IRMAT to the integrative 
review article(s) being appraised. Like appraising any 
research output, it is ideal if raters have knowledge 
or receive training on the general format of 
integrative reviews and/or the content areas 
discussed in the articles being appraised. 

What can the IRMAT be used for? 
The IRMAT has been designed and tested to 
evaluate integrative reviews published in the nursing 
discipline. The IRMAT is not to be used with non-
nursing disciplines without first testing for validity 
and reliability with published integrative reviews 
from those non-nursing disciplines. 
 

How to use the IRMAT 
Each item of the IRMAT is presented alongside a 
description of the item and a rating scale including 
examples with indicators for each possible rating. All 
items should be rated on the following scale: 
NO | PARTIAL NO (or UNKNOWN) | PARTIAL YES | YES 

1. Read the article to be appraised in its entirety. 
2. Score each item using the ratings: 

▪ NO 
▪ PARTIAL NO (or UNKNOWN) 
▪ PARTIAL YES 
▪ YES 

Refer to the item description and rating scale 
examples for guidance. 

3. As indicated in the rating scale examples, a 
score of “PARTIAL NO or UNKNOWN” may be 
applied in cases where the item is not present 
or cannot be determined. Refer to each item’s 
rating scale examples for scoring guidance on 
cases where the item is present but is not 
explicitly or fully represented. 

4. Select items have an option of “N/A” or Not 
Applicable. Raters should refer to the rating 
scale examples for those items and use best 
judgement to determine where “N/A” is 
appropriate. 

 

How to score 
The IRMAT has not been designed nor tested to 
compute a score in the traditional sense; totaling 
the item ratings to compute an overall score is 
discouraged. The IRMAT is best used as a holistic 
tool, with the scored items used as an overall 
indicator of the adherence to integrative review 
methodology of the article being appraised. 
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ARTICLE APPRAISAL 
 

ARTICLE TITLE:  

APPRAISAL NOTES:   

 

 

 

ITEM NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL 

YES 
YES N/A 

Were the factors of interest (concepts, variables, etc.) clearly stated?     

Was the problem stated unambiguously and was it easy to identify?     

Were the inclusion/exclusion criteria for the eligible sources clearly stated?     

If applicable to the purpose and/or type of literature included, was the 
sampling frame clearly stated? 

     

Were detailed descriptions of the database search processes provided?     

Are reproducible line-by-line search strategies (or a sequence of terms for 
simpler interfaces) provided? 

    

Were the search results screened for relevance using a pre-specified set of 
eligibility criteria? 

    

Is the data extraction process explicit, unbiased, and reproducible?     

Were data analyzed using a review matrix?     

Is a data display assembling the data from retrieved sources provided?     

Was a systematic analytic method explicitly identified?     

Were commonalities and differences identified?     

Was conflicting evidence addressed?     

Was the quality of retrieved sources addressed in a meaningful way?     

Was quality verified by two independent reviewers?     

Were important elements or conclusions (for all subgroups, if applicable) 
synthesized into a summation of the topic or phenomenon? 

    

Were methodological or other limitations of the review explicitly stated?     

Were implications discussed for: research, practice, education, or policy?     

http://www.emilybkean.com/
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ITEMS WITH DESCRIPTIONS & RATING SCALES 
 
 

Were the factors of interest (concepts, variables, etc.) clearly stated? 

DESCRIPTION: Factors of interest may be defined as concepts, variables, target population, health care problem, etc. 
Factors may or may not be defined in terms of PICO(S) elements (population, intervention, comparison, outcome, 
setting). 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

There is no explicit 
statement of factors of 
interest, and variables 

cannot be inferred. 

Factors of interest are 
not explicitly stated 
but may be inferred. 

There is an explicit 
statement of the 

factors of interest, but 
factors are not clearly 
defined within specific 
contexts (population, 

outcomes, etc.). 

There is an explicit 
statement of the 

factors of interest, and 
factors are clearly 

defined within specific 
contexts (population, 

outcomes, etc.). 
 

Was the problem stated unambiguously and was it easy to identify?  

DESCRIPTION: A problem statement outlines the areas under examination by the review. Where the statement of a 
preliminary search describes the action which was taken to identify the need for the integrative review, the problem 
statement is an explicit statement of the problem the review seeks to address. An easily identifiable problem statement 
may begin with a statement such as “This review addresses the problem of…”, or “Previous literature reviews 
highlighted problems surrounding…”, etc. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

There is no clearly 
stated problem. 

A problem statement 
is alluded to but is not 

clearly stated. 

The problem 
statement is clear but 

is not easily 
identifiable. 

The problem 
statement is clear and 
is easily identifiable. 

 

Were the inclusion/exclusion criteria for the eligible sources clearly stated?  

DESCRIPTION: Specific eligibility criteria for inclusion and exclusion are clearly stated. Inclusion and exclusion criteria 
should be aligned with the purpose and aim of the review. Ideally, rationale will be provided for all limits, particularly 
those such as excluding non-English sources or limiting to a recent span of years. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

Inclusion/exclusion 
criteria for the eligible 
sources are not clearly 

stated. 

Inclusion/exclusion 
criteria are provided 

but may not be clearly 
aligned with the 

review purpose. Or, 
rationale for eligibility 

criteria may not be 
clearly stated. 

Inclusion/exclusion 
criteria which are 

clearly aligned with 
the review purpose 
are explicitly stated. 

Rationale for eligibility 
criteria is not clearly 

stated. 

Inclusion/exclusion 
criteria which are 

clearly aligned with 
the review purpose 
are explicitly stated. 

Rationale for eligibility 
criteria is stated. 
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If applicable to the purpose and/or type of literature included, was the sampling frame clearly stated?  

DESCRIPTION: A sampling frame for an integrative review may include (but is not limited to): the type of empirical 
studies, specific research design(s), inclusion of methodological or theoretical literature/framework, etc. Providing a 
rationale for choice of sampling frame strengthens the choice of using a sampling frame. Attention should also be paid 
to the alignment of the choice of sampling frame with the integrative review methodology. For example, the choice to 
use a sampling frame which limits the retrieved sources to only quantitative results does not align with the choice to use 
an integrative review methodology, which implies inclusion of varying result types (empirical [quantitative, qualitative, 
mixed methods], methodological, or theoretical). 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES N/A 

There is no clear 
statement of 

sampling frame nor 
is rationale 

provided. Or, the 
sampling frame 

does not align with 
the integrative 

review 
methodology, i.e., 

limiting to only 
randomized 

controlled trials, 
where a systematic 

review would be 
more appropriate. 

There is no clear 
statement of whether 
a sampling frame was 
used, nor is rationale 
provided; however, a 
sampling frame may 
be alluded to in the 

screening 
(inclusion/exclusion) 

or data analysis 
descriptions. 

A sampling frame 
is clearly stated 
but no rationale 

is provided. 

A sampling frame 
with rationale is 
clearly stated. 

The use of a 
sampling 

frame is not 
applicable to 

the review 
purpose 

and/or type 
of literature 

included. 

 

Were detailed descriptions of the database search processes provided?  

DESCRIPTION: A detailed description of a database search will include (at a minimum): database name(s), keywords, 
whether subject headings were used, any applied limits (year, language), etc. A more comprehensive description will 
include (at a minimum): database name AND vendor (i.e. OVID MEDLINE; EBSCOhost MEDLINE with Full Text, etc.), 
keywords AND variations, which controlled vocabularies were used, list of all limiters WITH rationale, etc. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

There is no description 
of the database search 
process. There may be 

a statement such as 
“Two databases were 
searched…”, but the 

database names, 
keywords, etc. are not 

provided. 

There is a minimal 
description of the 
database search 

process provided, 
which may include: 

• database name(s) 

OR 

• keywords 

OR 

• whether or not 
subject headings were 

used 

OR 

• any applied limits, 
etc. 

The following are 
explicitly stated: 

• database name(s) 

AND 

• keywords 

AND 

• whether or not 
subject headings were 

used 

AND 

• any applied limits, 
etc. 

The following are 
explicitly stated: 

• database name(s) 
AND vendor 

AND 

• keywords AND 
variations 

AND 

• which controlled 
vocabularies were 

used 

AND 

• list of all limiters 
WITH rationale, etc. 
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Are reproducible line-by-line search strategies (or a sequence of terms for simpler interfaces) provided?  

DESCRIPTION: A reproducible line-by-line search strategy includes sufficient detail that a reader may recreate the search 
process and results in a manner that the search results are replicated. The line-by-line search strategies may be supplied 
as online-only supplements 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

There is no search 
strategy provided. 

There may be a 
statement such as “A 

comprehensive search 
was conducted …”, but 

keywords or terms, 
etc. are not provided 

sufficiently that a 
search could be 

replicated. 

A reproducible search 
strategy is not 

explicitly described; 
however, there may 

be enough details 
provided that the 

search could possibly 
be replicated. 

Reproducible line-by-
line search strategies 
are provided for ONE 

database with 
sufficient detail that a 
reader may recreate 
the search process. 

Reproducible line-by-
line search strategies 
are provided for ALL 

databases with 
sufficient detail that a 
reader may recreate 
the search processes. 

 

Were the search results screened for relevance using a pre-specified set of eligibility criteria? 

DESCRIPTION: The pre-specified eligibility criteria for inclusion/exclusion are used to screen retrieved sources. A strong 
review will include a statement of both title/abstract and full text relevance screening. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

Retrieved sources 
were not screened for 

inclusion/exclusion 
using eligibility 
requirements. 

Insufficient detail is 
provided to determine 

whether retrieved 
sources are screened. 

Or, there is a 
statement of screening 

but no statement of 
eligibility criteria. 

Retrieved sources are 
screened for 

inclusion/exclusion, 
but there is not an 

explicit statement that 
screening occurred in 

two phases 
(title/abstract and full 

text). Or, the set of 
eligibility 

requirements was not 
pre-specified. 

Retrieved sources are 
screened for 

inclusion/exclusion in 
two phases – 

title/abstract and full 
text – using a pre-

specified set of 
eligibility 

requirements. 

 

Is the data extraction process explicit, unbiased, and reproducible?  

DESCRIPTION: Like the information retrieval/search process, explicit detail should be presented about the data 
extraction process so that it could be reproduced, with an emphasis on minimizing error. An unbiased data extraction 
process would involve more than one reviewer extracting and/or verifying data and a process for resolving 
disagreements. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

The data extraction 
process is not 

described explicitly so 
that it is reproducible. 

The data extraction 
process was 

completed by more 
than one person but is 

not sufficiently 
described so that it is 

reproducible. 

The data extraction 
process was 

completed by only one 
person and is 

described explicitly so 
that it is reproducible. 

The data extraction 
process was 

completed by more 
than one person and is 
described explicitly so 
that it is reproducible. 

The process for 
resolution of 

disagreements is 
described. 
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Were data analyzed using a review matrix? 

DESCRIPTION: A review matrix arranges the extracted data from all sources into columns and rows for a visual 
representation of data and as a means of arranging data for further analysis. If using subgroups, several matrices may be 
presented as opposed to one single matrix. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

Data were not 
analyzed using a 
review matrix. 

Data matrix is not 
readily available or is 

provided only via 
online supplement not 
accessible to reader. 

Data were analyzed 
using a review matrix, 
but not all extracted 
data (or subgroups, if 

applicable) are 
present. 

Data were analyzed 
using a review matrix, 
and all extracted data 
(including subgroups, 

if applicable) are 
present. 

 

Is a data display assembling the data from retrieved sources provided?  

DESCRIPTION: Examples of data displays may include (but are not limited to): matrices, graphs, charts, networks, etc. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

There is no 
visualization of data 

extracted from 
retrieved sources. 

Data display is not 
readily available or is 

provided only via 
online supplement not 
accessible to reader. 

Only partial data 
extracted from 

retrieved sources are 
displayed visually. 

All extracted data from 
all subgroups (if 
applicable) are 

provided via visual 
data display. 

 

Was a systematic analytic method explicitly identified? 

DESCRIPTION: There is an explicit statement of the systematic analytic method (such as constant comparison, content 
analysis, or thematic analysis, etc.) used for data analysis. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

A systematic analytic 
method is not named 

and is not vaguely 
described. 

Analysis is only 
vaguely described or 

may be inferred 
through context but is 
not explicitly identified 

by name. 

A systematic analytic 
method process is 

thoroughly described 
but is not explicitly 

named. 

A systematic analytic 
method is explicitly 
identified by name 

(constant comparison, 
content analysis, 

thematic analysis, 
etc.), and the process 

is thoroughly 
described. 

 

Were commonalities and differences identified? 

DESCRIPTION: Identification of commonalties and differences most commonly refers to an examination and comparison 
between retrieved sources but may also refer to identifying commonalties and differences between the retrieved 
sources and other extant materials, such as background literature or statistics. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

Commonalities and 
differences are not 

identified and cannot 
be inferred from the 

text. 

Commonalities and 
differences are 

identified may be 
inferred from the text 
but are not explicitly 

described. 

Commonalities and 
differences are 

identified and present 
in the text but are not 

explicitly described. 

Commonalities and 
differences are 
identified and 

explicitly described. 
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Was conflicting evidence addressed? 

DESCRIPTION: Addressing conflicting evidence differs from looking at identified differences in that an examination of 
conflicts seeks to determine a reason or explanation for the differences. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

Conflicting evidence is 
clearly present but is 

not addressed. 

It cannot be 
determined if 

conflicting evidence is 
present. Or, conflicting 

evidence is present 
and discussed but not 

adequately. 

Conflicting evidence is 
examined with 

possible explanations 
for differences able to 

be inferred but not 
explicitly stated. 

Conflicting evidence is 
examined with 

possible explanations 
for differences 

explicitly stated. 

 

Was the quality of retrieved sources addressed in a meaningful way?  

DESCRIPTION: Quality of retrieved sources must be addressed in a meaningful way, with attention paid to aligning 
assessment of quality with the methodology or research design of identified sources. Ideally, there is an explicit 
statement of the methods and tools used to assess quality and how quality assessments were addressed (i.e. were any 
sources removed or interpreted differently due to quality, etc.). Thorough assessment of quality will also include an 
examination of risk of bias and study reliability, if applicable. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

Quality of retrieved 
sources was not 

addressed. 

Quality of retrieved 
sources was addressed 

but not in a 
meaningful way. 

Alignment of tools 
with research designs 

of sources may be 
inadequate or may not 

be addressed. There 
may not be a 

statement of how 
sources were handled 

based on quality 
appraisal. 

Quality of retrieved 
sources was addressed 
in a meaningful way. If 

numerous research 
designs were included, 
appropriate tools are 

used to assess quality. 
Risk of bias and study 

reliability were not 
assessed. There may 

not be a statement of 
how sources were 
handled based on 
quality appraisal. 

Quality of retrieved 
sources was addressed 
in a meaningful way. If 

numerous research 
designs were included, 
appropriate tools are 

used to assess quality. 
Risk of bias and study 

reliability are also 
assessed. How sources 

were handled based 
on quality appraisal is 

stated. 

 

Was quality verified by two independent reviewers? 

DESCRIPTION: The use of two independent raters is preferable as this ensures accuracy and reduces bias. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

There is no evidence 
that quality was 

verified as part of the 
review. 

It cannot be 
determined if quality 

was verified. Or, there 
is evidence that 

quality was verified 
but the number of 

reviewers is not 
stated.  

There is evidence that 
quality was verified by 

one reviewer.  

There is evidence that 
quality was verified by 
two reviewers. Inter-

rater agreement 
calculations may have 

also been provided.  

 

  

http://www.emilybkean.com/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/


IRMAT User Guide, V1.5, 2024-02-24  © Emily B. Kean  
- 8 - 

Were important elements or conclusions (for all subgroups, if applicable) synthesized into a summation of the 
topic or phenomenon? 

DESCRIPTION: The review is concluded by explicitly synthesizing elements or conclusions into a summation of the topic 
or phenomenon. Merely listing identified elements is not an explicit means of synthesis. If applicable, synthesized 
elements or conclusions are present for all subgroups. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

Important elements or 
conclusions are not 
synthesized into a 
summation of the 

topic or phenomenon. 

Important elements or 
conclusions are 

explicitly listed or 
discussed separately 

but are not clearly 
synthesized into a 
summation of the 

topic or phenomenon. 

Important elements or 
conclusions are 

presented in a manner 
that is more consistent 

with listing than 
synthesis or 

summation of the 
topic or phenomenon. 

Or, if applicable, 
synthesized 

summations are not 
present for all 

subgroups. 

Important elements or 
conclusions are 

explicitly synthesized 
into a summation of 

the topic or 
phenomenon. If 

applicable, synthesized 
summations are 
present for all 

subgroups. 

 

Were methodological or other limitations of the review explicitly stated?  

DESCRIPTION: Methodological limitations of the review may include (but are not limited to): only one individual for 
screening, quality appraisal, thematic analysis, etc.; limiting to English-language or recent years with no rationale; 
limited access to databases or full text resources for retrieval of sources, etc. Methodological limitations of the review 
do not include limitations of the retrieved sources, which is more appropriately discussed during quality appraisal. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

There are no 
methodological 

limitations listed. 

Limitations are only 
mentioned regarding 
retrieved sources, not 

methodological 
limitations of the 

review itself. 

Methodological 
limitations of the 

review may be 
inferred but are not 
explicitly stated. Or, 

methodological 
limitations of the 

review are present but 
are not discussed. 

All methodological or 
other limitations of 

the review are 
explicitly stated. 

 

Were implications discussed for: research, practice, education, or policy? 
DESCRIPTION: Implications for research, practice, education, or policy are explicitly stated. Reviews may be 
strengthened by directly aligning implications with both the purpose and synthesized findings of the review. 

NO 
PARTIAL NO or 

UNKNOWN 
PARTIAL YES YES 

Implications for 
research, practice, 

education, or policy 
are not explicitly 

stated nor may they 
be inferred from the 

text. 

Implications for 
research, practice, 

education, or policy 
may be inferred but do 
not clearly align to the 
purpose of the review 

or its findings. 

Implications and 
alignment with review 

purpose may be 
inferred but are not 
explicitly stated. Or, 

implications are stated 
but do not clearly align 
to the purpose of the 
review or its findings. 

Implications for 
research, practice, 

education, or policy 
are explicitly stated 
and discussed, with 
clear alignment with 
purpose and findings 

of the review. 
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