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ABSTRACT 
This paper analyses Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) literature 
reviews to provide a clear conceptual basis for authors, reviewers, 
and readers. HCI is multidisciplinary and various types of literature 
reviews exist, from systematic to critical reviews in the style of 
essays. Yet, there is insufcient consensus of what to expect of 
literature reviews in HCI. Thus, a shared understanding of litera-
ture reviews and clear terminology is needed to plan, evaluate, and 
use literature reviews, and to further improve review methodology. 
We analysed 189 literature reviews published at all SIGCHI con-
ferences and ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction 
(TOCHI) up until August 2022. We report on the main dimensions 
of variation: (i) contribution types and topics; and (ii) structure and 
methodologies applied. We identify gaps and trends to inform fu-
ture meta work in HCI and provide a starting point on how to move 
towards a more comprehensive terminology system of literature 
reviews in HCI. 

CCS CONCEPTS 
• Human-centered computing → Human computer interac-
tion (HCI); HCI theory, concepts and models. 

KEYWORDS 
literature review, meta review, meta-analysis, literature survey, 
method 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
The relatively young Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) commu-
nity is in a period of steady growth, with an ever-increasing number 
of contributions every year. Given the abundance of information 
in papers contributing to the HCI feld and its diversity, there is 
a growing need for work that supports scholars in understanding 
the overall direction of the feld. One way to build a foundation to 
advance knowledge efectively is literature reviews [203]. Many au-
thors have contributed reviews to the HCI feld, especially in recent 
years. Reading literature reviews enables researchers to refect on 
past research, understand their results in context, and look for new 
interests. Yet, as literature reviews may form an increasing part 
of our HCI’s knowledge base, there is a need, on the one hand, to 
assess their quality with respect to methodological approaches and, 
on the other hand, to develop an understanding of their content 
and structure. This paper discusses some of the key diferences, 
both conceptual and practical, between diferent types of literature 
reviews. 

In the HCI community, a wide variety of contributions can be 
found under the umbrella term “literature reviews”. This ranges 
from literature reviews focusing on a set of 17 papers [92] to re-
views including a set of 2,494 papers [210], from literature reviews 
analysing papers from a single year [34] to reviews analysing pa-
pers from multiple decades [168], and reviews focusing on specifc 
HCI research of a specifed conference [170] to reviews analysing 
scientifc literature from within and beyond HCI encompassing mul-
tiple journal and conference papers [180]. Furthermore, the HCI 
community is the intellectual home of scholars with a variety of 
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academic backgrounds such as Computer Science, Design, and Psy-
chology, amongst others. Multiple diferent academic backgrounds 
come with a broad range of notions and understandings of sound 
methodological approaches. These diferences regarding (implicit) 
quality assessment criteria then impact HCI research, whether in 
the role of an author conducting a literature review, a reviewer 
assessing the quality of a literature review, or a reader engaging 
and refecting on its content. Consequently, HCI needs to integrate 
the variety of academic backgrounds and diferent methodological 
notions that contribute to its intellectual diversity to establish a 
shared terminology and identify the key dimensions of literature re-
views in HCI. We aim to address this challenge through an analysis 
of literature review contributions in the feld. 

To that end, we conducted a literature review of literature re-
views in HCI to explore the topics that literature reviews in HCI 
address, the contribution types that they ofer, and how literature 
reviews in HCI are conducted. In particular, we reviewed publi-
cations in SIGCHI conferences and TOCHI up until August 2022, 
coding and categorising a fnal list of 189 publications from 111,459 
originally identifed records. This selection is based on historical 
reasons, as the SIGCHI conferences and the way they were shaped 
in the last 40 years accurately describe the intellectual development 
of HCI [205]. We classifed the reviews into types that describe the 
contributions that the works ofer: empirical, artefact, methodolog-
ical, theoretical, and opinion. We also analysed papers based on 
the topic they addressed, resulting in the following review topics: 
User Experience & Design, HCI Research, Interaction Design and 
Children, AI & ML, Games & Play, Work & Creativity, Accessibility, 
Well-being & Health, Human-Robot Interaction, AutoUI, Specifc 
Application Area, and Specifc Modality. Additionally, we investi-
gated at which venues the reviews were published, which databases, 
conferences, and journals were used, if the PRISMA statement (or 
another literature review standard) was applied, and if inter-rater 
reliability was calculated, in order to build an understanding of lived 
practice in literature reviews in HCI. Our analysis of these publi-
cations demonstrates the following regarding literature reviews in 
HCI: 

• The majority of literature reviews within the HCI feld can 
be classifed as empirical (68/189), methodological (55/189), 
and artefact (54/189) review contributions. 

• Methodological and empirical literature review contribu-
tions often employed more rigorous reporting methods than 
artefact and theoretical reviews, while no papers that were 
classifed as opinion reviews reported on inter-rater reliabil-
ity, and only one used a PRISMA statement to describe their 
process. 

• Databases were the most frequently reported standard across 
the various review contribution types. To illustrate, approxi-
mately 76% of empirical contributions reported the databases 
they had employed in their review process. 

• Inter-rater reliability was rarely reported across all review 
contribution types. In total, only 13% of the 189 literature 
reviews reported inter-rater reliability. 

• One third of our corpus applied PRISMA or other fow charts. 
In total, roughly 23% of our corpus used PRISMA, QUOROM, 
or another type of fow chart to describe their review process. 

This paper contributes the following: (i) an account of the contri-
bution types ofered by literature reviews in HCI; (ii) an overview 
of review topics that literature reviews in HCI have addressed to 
date, (iii) information on methodological approaches (e.g. databases 
used) for literature reviews at all SIGCHI conferences and TOCHI; 
(iv) current gaps and and future opportunities for meta work in 
HCI, and (v) a set of two practical contributions. First, an online 
paper library, where the full list of papers in our tagged corpus 
can be fltered based on specifc criteria1. Second, an HCI litera-
ture review design document that can support future authors of 
literature reviews in their research process, available as part of the 
supplementary material. Our work can serve as a discussion starter 
that supports building a shared understanding of the growing body 
of literature reviews in HCI. 

2 MOTIVATION & RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The motivation and research questions of our literature review are 
rooted in research on literature reviews and meta-work in HCI, as 
well as in previous work focusing on methods in HCI. 

2.1 Understanding HCI Research 
Several papers in HCI seek to understand the feld and analyse what 
constitutes a scientifc knowledge contribution, for example, by 
investigating the methods that HCI researchers use and how they 
report on their research. This not only provides an overview to 
fellow HCI researchers that can guide them in their own work, but 
it can also establish trends and ultimately contribute to shaping the 
feld itself. One strain of previous work focused on understanding 
HCI research from a conceptual perspective, trying to defne the 
feld or its evolution. For instance, Oulasvirta et al. [135] aimed to 
provide an answer to the question of what HCI is as a feld and what 
“good” research in HCI constitutes, by addressing the feld as a whole 
and providing a meta-scientifc account of HCI research as problem-
solving. They advocate that HCI research is about solving problems 
related to human use of computing, building on Laudan’s [101] 
philosophy. They propose that the majority of HCI work is about 
three main problem types by showing how contributions in HCI 
can be classifed via extending Laudan’s typology of ‘empirical’ 
and ‘conceptual’ problems to also include ‘constructive’ ones. In 
contrast, our work does not study the question of ‘what is HCI’. 
Instead, we investigate how knowledge is created in HCI by building 
on larger work bodies. 

On another note, Liu et al. [110] described the thematic evolution 
of the HCI feld by analysing the research published at CHI between 
1994 and 2013. By employing hierarchical cluster analysis, strategic 
diagrams, and network analysis on their corpus through co-word 
analysis, they mapped the evolution of major themes and outlined 
specifc topics of importance within HCI. Their results show that 
HCI does not have a well-defned way of studying new technologies. 
Based on these fndings, Liu et al. [110] emphasise the relative 
fragmentation within HCI regarding research approaches. We aim 
to address this fragmentation with a focus on literature reviews in 
HCI by moving towards a shared understanding of HCI literature 
reviews and relevant terminology. 

1https://thomaskosch.com/review-of-reviews/ 
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Wobbrock et al. [207] identifed seven research contribution 
types in HCI. Empirical research contributions ofer new knowl-
edge through fndings based on observation and data gathering. 
Artefact contributions, on the other hand, arise from generative 
design-driven activities. Interactive artefacts, often prototypes, en-
able new explorations and facilitate discoveries and new insights. 
Methodological research contributes to new knowledge that informs 
how we carry out our work, both in terms of research or practice, 
while Theoretical research contributions ofer explanatory accounts 
of why we do what we do, and they consist of novel or improved 
concepts, models, defnitions, or frameworks. Dataset contributions 
provide a dataset that is new and useful to the community. Survey 
contributions focus on synthesising work with the aim of identi-
fying trends, gaps and previously non-apparent structures. Lastly, 
Opinion contributions seek to persuade their readers, as well as pro-
voke refection, discussion, and debate. With respect to the research 
described above, we also seek to conceptualise HCI research, not by 
defning what HCI research is (e.g. problem-solving according to 
Oulasvirta et al. [135]) or the feld’s evolution (Liu et al. [110]), but 
rather by analysing literature reviews in HCI, which can lead to a 
better understanding of the feld itself. Consequently, applying the 
conceptualisation by Wobbrock et al. [207], our literature review is 
a combination of a methodological and a survey contribution. 

Understanding and classifying literature reviews poses a chal-
lenge across a variety of disciplines. Analysing scientifc work on lit-
erature reviews and related approaches, we identifed two main foci 
dominating the research landscape. One is the focus on the difer-
entiation between diferent types of reviews (e.g. [44]). Researching 
the term ‘literature review’ across diferent felds, we found that lit-
erature reviews can be considered the general umbrella-term under 
which several types exist, with varying popularity depending on the 
research domain [1, 108]. For instance, systematic reviews are often 
presented as requiring more rigorous and well-defned approaches 
than other types of reviews and can be further categorised as meta-
analyses or meta-syntheses, depending on whether the research 
approach is deductive or inductive [1]. Other review categories of-
ten do not necessarily include a formal assessment or analysis [108]. 
Such reviews can include narrative reviews, critical, scoping, state-
of-the-art and conceptual reviews, amongst others [67, 191]. The 
above categories, however, (i) exhibit overlap, (ii) are not consis-
tent across disciplines, and (iii) are not necessarily applicable to 
the HCI domain. For example, difculties may arise when a sys-
tematic review of HCI is reviewed by researchers with diferent 
academic backgrounds. For instance, one of the reviewers may be 
an HCI researcher with a background in Computer Science, and 
the other reviewer may be an HCI researcher with a background in 
Psychology. It is likely that both reviewers are familiar with sys-
tematic reviews. However, it is equally likely that both reviewers 
will analyse and assess a systematic review in HCI with diferent 
methodological emphases and standards (based on their diferent 
academic backgrounds). As a result, it is difcult for authors of lit-
erature reviews in HCI, reviewers, and readers to gain clarity about 
how a review should be planned, written, and assessed. In addition, 
this lack of clarity can lead to the use of already published HCI 
literature reviews as methodological standards. However, this does 
not achieve the desired methodological clarity but rather dilutes 
the discussion. In other words, often, no shared understanding or 

consensus is reached. Still, the respective positions are trumped by 
solely drawing on previous work, which inhibits the generation 
of feld-specifc methodological standards given the diversity of 
published papers under the umbrella term HCI literature review. 

We seek to understand the topics and contributions of literature 
reviews in the feld by addressing the following research question: 

RQ1: What kind of topics do literature reviews in HCI address, 
and what are their contribution types? 

2.2 Understanding HCI Methods 
In addition to understanding the HCI feld from a conceptual per-
spective, scholars have focused on understanding HCI-specifc 
methodological approaches by investigating specifc methods, trends 
and standards. For example, Caine [34] provided an overview of 
the various ways existing research in HCI determines and reports 
participant sample size and an analysis of local standards for sam-
ple size within the CHI community. In particular, they focused 
on manuscripts published at CHI 2014. Their results include rec-
ommendations for authors, such as always reporting sample size 
and including all relevant demographic information. McDonald et 
al. [121] investigated reliability in qualitative research. They ex-
plored and described local norms in the CSCW and HCI literature 
and combined examples from these fndings with guidelines from 
methods literature. Their fndings demonstrate the scarcity of inter-
rater reliability reporting. They propose guidelines for reporting 
on reliability in qualitative research. 

The paper by Pohl et al. [146] is another example of how re-
searchers have tried to understand specifc aspects of HCI research; 
in this case, of writing style. They analysed all CHI papers pub-
lished from 1982-2018 to derive trends regarding how writing af-
fects the impact and citation of papers. In particular, they looked at 
the following measures of writing style: readability, title, novelty, 
name-dropping, as well as the CHI subcommittees. For instance, in 
order to assess readability, they used the New Dale-Chall Readabil-
ity Formula [36]; and for titles, they explored the use of diferent 
marks (e.g. semi-colon) and the title’s length. Citation metrics were 
acquired from Google Scholar. They thus provide insights into the 
ways CHI papers are written and how that impacts citation counts. 
However, they note that a large amount of variability can be found 
and that the correlations they describe do not necessarily imply 
causation. While Caine [34] and McDonald et al. [121] looked at 
specifc methodological aspects such as sample sizes and inter-rater 
reliability reporting, and Pohl et al. [146] at writing style in HCI 
research, we strive to explore the kind of metrics and reporting 
standards utilised by literature reviews in HCI. 

To illustrate, a methodological approach in the context of lit-
erature reviews rooted in healthcare research that is widely used 
among a variety of diferent disciplines, including HCI, are the 
PRISMA and the QUOROM statement. The PRISMA statement was 
developed by medical researchers and is a revised version of the 
QUOROM (QUality Of Reporting Of Meta-analyses) statement. The 
name PRISMA stands for Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 
reviews and Meta-Analyses [124]. Scholars in a variety of disci-
plines used the QUOROM and the PRISMA statements in the past, 
as have some researchers in HCI (e.g. [142]). Yet, to date, it remains 
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unclear if PRISMA and QUOROM statements are applicable and 
meaningful for all kinds of literature review contributions in HCI. 

Seeking to shed light on the methodological aspects of literature 
reviews in HCI, we pose the following research question: 
RQ2: How are literature reviews in HCI conducted in terms of 

methods and reporting standards? 
It becomes apparent that methodological questions have been 

the subject of several HCI research attempts. At the same time, 
literature reviews conducted in a feld are representative of the 
ways a feld is evolving. Aiming to bring more structure to literature 
review papers in HCI and inspired by other method papers in the 
feld, we conducted this “review of reviews” within the HCI feld. 

3 REVIEW METHODOLOGY 
The goal of our literature review is to shed light on the diverse 
HCI research landscape in a generative way. This means that we 
aim to provide a starting point that supports authors, reviewers, 
and readers alike on building an understanding of the ways lit-
erature reviews in HCI have been written and what the diferent 
review types contribute. By integrating the wide variety of liter-
ature reviews of the HCI community in our analysis, we aim to 
provide a meaningful way of understanding literature reviews in 
HCI. This section describes the methodology we followed in our 
literature review, including how records were identifed, screened, 
and assessed to make up our fnal corpus. Following an adapted 
PRISMA statement [124], our process is depicted in Figure 1. We 
also describe how we conducted our analysis on the fnal corpus. 

3.1 Identifcation Process 
In order to explore the state of the art of literature reviews in the 
feld of HCI and how they can build knowledge within that area, 
we used the ACM Digital Library (DL) to collect all publications 
stemming from SIGCHI conferences and TOCHI starting from 1982 
to August 2022 (in 1982 CHI was organised for the frst time), that 
used one or more of the search terms: review, meta-analysis, 
survey in their title and/or their abstract and/or as one of their 
keywords. Our review focuses on these publication outlets as CHI 
is considered the leading international HCI conference2. Further, 
TOCHI is considered the fagship journal connected to the CHI 
conference. Moreover, the inclusion of all SIGCHI conferences is 
due to historical reasons. All SIGCHI conferences taken together 
(including CHI) plus TOCHI provide a good representation of the 
development of the intellectual HCI landscape [205]. 

In particular, the following publication outlets were included: 
CHI, UbiComp, UIST, HRI, CSCW, IUI, DIS, TEI, ICMI, IDC, ETRA, 
EICS, IMX, UMAP, C&C, CI, AutomotiveUI, RecSys, ISS, GROUP, 
CHI PLAY, MobileHCI, ITS, ISWC, and TOCHI. However, not all of 
these publication outlets are represented in the papers of our corpus, 
since some of the above venues have not published papers which we 
classifed as literature reviews. The frst step of our procedure led to 
an initial set of 111,459 papers. Our review followed an adaptation 
of the PRISMA statement [124], structured in four main phases (see 
Figure 1). 

2https://sigchi.org/conferences/conference-history/chi/ 
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Figure 1: Adapted PRISMA fow diagram representing the 
selection and refnement process in our literature review, 
from the identifcation of 111459 records by keyword search, 
to screening eligible papers and arriving at our fnal corpus 
of 189 papers. For each of the stages where literature reviews 
were excluded (identifcation, screening, and eligibility) we 
further present the total of excluded records. 

3.2 Screening Process 
Four authors screened the initial set of 111,459 papers (i.e. each 
paper was screened by one out of four authors respectively). The 
authors read the title and abstract of each of the papers assigned to 
them. A paper was excluded when it was not a literature review or 
similar; for example, papers presenting the design and evaluation 
of an interactive system were excluded. In cases where an author 
was unsure if a paper should be excluded or not, the paper was 
marked for discussion. Per year, between zero and eight papers 
were marked for discussion (e.g. for the year 2021 six papers were 
marked for discussion). After screening the full body of papers, the 
four authors had a fnal discussion to decide about the potential 
inclusion of the marked papers. We excluded 111,252 papers during 
this second step of our review process, which led to a set of 207 
remaining papers. 

3.3 Assessing Eligibility 
Next, the set of 207 papers was split in half to determine eligibility. 
Two authors went through a set of 104 and 103 papers respectively 
and marked papers where they were unsure if it represented a 
literature review. The two authors conducted iterative discussion 
sessions throughout this step of the process to discuss marked 
papers. During the iterative discussion sessions of marked papers, 

https://2https://sigchi.org/conferences/conference-history/chi
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the previously defned exclusion criteria were further refned. The 
iterative discussion sessions led to the fnal following exclusion 
criteria. A paper was excluded when: 

• It was not a full paper (e.g. extended abstracts, workshops 
and keynotes), 

• It did not specifcally state in the abstract, the keywords, the 
introduction, the contribution statement or in the conclu-
sion, that a literature review or a similarly named literature 
selection and analysis procedure was conducted, 

• It referred to its related work section using the term "litera-
ture review". 

From those exclusion criteria, the frst two were already defned 
before starting the screening process, while the third one was added 
at this stage as we discovered that some papers referred to their 
Related Work section as a "literature review". Hence, the primary 
contribution of the included papers was the literature reviews in 
contrast to papers that included a related work section named 
literature review, which was used to outline a specifc research 
gap connected to a subsequently conducted study or, for instance, 
the design of an interactive technology. In other words, it was 
required that an included paper conducted a literature review, i.e. 
it actually reviewed a topic and went beyond presenting related 
work to contextualise its study or prototype or to identify a specifc 
research gap and naming that section "literature review" to be 
included in our corpus. Based on the defned exclusion criteria, 
we reviewed the titles and abstracts of the 207 papers again. This 
resulted in the exclusion of four additional papers, which led to a 
set of 203 remaining papers. 

3.4 Final Corpus 
The remaining 203 papers were split in four sets of papers. The 
papers were randomly assigned to four authors. Each author read 
the assigned papers entirely (i.e. 50-51 papers per author) and anal-
ysed them based on the previously defned exclusion criteria (listed 
in section 3.3). At this stage, the full papers were read only with 
respect to the exclusion criteria, and not for further analysis. When 
one of the authors was not sure if a paper should be excluded, it 
was marked, and the authors made their decision in a fnal group 
discussion. The last step of the screening process led to a fnal 
corpus of 189 included papers. 

3.5 Analysis 
In order to answer our research questions, we used a multi-step 
analysis approach. The code categories used in our analysis that cor-
respond to each of our two research questions, along with example 
codes are presented in Table 1. 

In our analysis, a consensus-based approach was applied [22]. 
In line with that, no inter-rater reliability has been calculated. First, 
four authors open coded [22] the 189 papers of the fnal corpus 
with respect to the topic of the paper. The topic code refects the 
area the literature review primarily focuses on. We used afnity dia-
gramming and created clusters of topics. The afnity diagramming 
process took over a week, as the authors kept revisiting papers 
and allowed the discussions to set. While more topics could have 
been identifed, the authors decided to set a minimum limit of fve 
papers per topic to consolidate knowledge and avoid fragmentation. 

This resulted in the identifcation of twelve higher-level topics of 
literature reviews in HCI: User Experience & Design, HCI Research, 
Interaction Design and Children, AI & ML, Games & Play, Work & 
Creativity, Accessibility, Well-being & Health, HRI,AutoUI, Specifc 
Application Area, Specifc Modality. 

As a second step of the analysis process, each of the four authors 
open coded the same representative sample of 10% of the corpus in 
line with Blandford et al. [22] with regards to the contribution type 
it provided to the HCI community. Through iterative discussions 
an initial coding tree was established. The authors then divided 
the remaining papers between them and used the initial coding 
tree as a basis to code the remaining papers of the corpus. If uncer-
tainties arose, they were discussed with all authors throughout the 
process. Finally, a consolidating discussion session was addition-
ally conducted, when all authors fnished coding their respective 
papers. 

Based on this analysis, we derived fve contribution types of 
HCI literature reviews: empirical, artefact, methodological, theoret-
ical, and opinion. Empirical literature review contributions ofer 
new knowledge through analysing their corpus on a quantitative 
level. Artefact literature review contributions on the other hand 
arise from analysing work on artefacts with the goal of classifying 
them. Methodological literature review contributions inform how 
we carry out our work, both in terms of research or practice by 
analysing previous work often across a variety of topics. Theoretical 
literature review contributions ofer an analysis of specifc theories, 
concepts, models, defnitions, or frameworks and how these have 
been applied in diferent contexts. Lastly, Opinion literature review 
contributions seek to persuade their readers, as well as provoke 
refection, discussion, and debate by using an analysis of the lit-
erature to strengthen their argument. After conducting the open 
coding process, we later determined that these categories closely 
follow Wobbrock et al.’s [207] types of contribution. 

Moreover, during the same open coding session [22], the fol-
lowing code categories regarding methods and approaches were 
identifed for each paper in our corpus: reporting standards (i.e. 
whether the literature review utilised a PRISMA or QUOROM state-
ment or another type of fow diagram to describe their review 
process), databases (i.e. the databases that it used for the search), 
and inter-rater reliability (i.e. whether inter-rater reliability was 
calculated and for which aspect). We also coded for publication out-
lets, i.e. where each paper in our corpus was published. In line with 
the process outlined above, in case of uncertainties, the authors 
marked the corresponding feld and discussed it with the rest of 
the authors in an iterative discussion session, which also aimed to 
address any disagreements in the coding. 

4 RESULTS 
In this section, we report on the results of our analysis. The remain-
ing results section is organised in line with our research questions. 
We present the diferent identifed contribution types of HCI litera-
ture reviews. We then describe the topics literature reviews in HCI 
address. Next, we report on the methods literature reviews in HCI 
applied. Ofering insights into the distribution of HCI literature 
reviews, Figure 3 demonstrates the number of literature reviews 
that were published in each HCI venue. Notably, more than twice 
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the amount of literature reviews were published at CHI compared 
to other venues considered here. However, it should be taken into 
account that CHI is generally a bigger venue and that more papers 
were published there in comparison to the other venues. Mean-
while, Figure 4 describes a total increase in literature reviews in 
recent years. While only a few published works were of this na-
ture in the 20 years between 1982 and 2002, a growing increase 
can be noticed in the following years, with a more steep rising 
from 2017 onward.We observe an increasing number of literature 
reviews in HCI, peaking at 32 papers in 2021. Figure 5 visualises the 
co-occurrence between the fve review contribution types and the 
coded data of each review paper regarding the employed methods 
through a heat map: use of IRR, Databases, PRISMA (or other fow 
charts). 

Based on our results, we have created an online paper library 
where visitors can navigate the full list of papers in our corpus 
and flter entries based on specifc criteria. This can be achieved 
either via typing in the search box, or by using the available flters 
(e.g. based on the venue where the paper was published or the 
contribution type). Additionally, the online paper library provides 
visitors with a contact email, so that visitors of the website can e.g. 
suggest corrections for an article or request that a missing paper be 
added. This is an important feature to ensure that the library stays 
up-to-date and considers user feedback. A screenshot of the web 
page is visible in Figure 2. 

Table 1: The code categories and example codes that correspond to our two research questions. 

RQ Code Pertinent or Example Codes 

Review contribution types Empirical, artefact, methodological, theoretical, opinion 
RQ1 UX & design, HCI research, Review topics IDC, AI & ML, games & play 

Databases e.g. ACM DL, Scopus 
RQ2 Reporting standards (PRISMA) Use of PRISMA, QUOROM, or other fowchart 

IRR Report of inter-rater reliability or not 

Figure 2: Screenshot of the online paper library contain-
ing the papers in our corpus with search and fltering func-
tionality. Available at: https://thomaskosch.com/review-of-
reviews/ 
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Figure 3: Distribution of literature review papers per HCI 
venue. The frequency of literature review papers published 
at CHI is more than double compared to other venues. 

4.1 Contribution Types of Literature Reviews in 
HCI 

Based on our analysis, we identifed fve review contribution types, 
partly inspired by the categories proposed by Wobbrock et al. [207]: 
empirical, artefact, methodological, theoretical, and opinion con-
tributions3. We describe each contribution type in the following 
sections. 

4.1.1 Empirical Contributions. We classifed a paper as an empir-
ical contribution if the literature review analysed and compared 
its corpus with a focus on specifc details or phenomena. The fo-
cus of empirical literature review contributions lies primarily on 
data-driven analysis, often but not always on a somewhat quanti-
tative level (e.g. comparing sample sizes across diferent studies). 
Papers in this contribution type mainly focused on specifc topics; 
in particular, the majority of empirical publications either focus 

3See appendix for the full corpus (sorted per contribution type) 

on how a specifc topic is studied (e.g. study approaches in the 
area of afective health [165]) or how specifc phenomena relate to 
each other or have been studied together (e.g. which population 
characteristics have been considered when evaluating mHealth 
interventions [180]). This strand includes aspects such as the opera-
tionalisation of terms and concepts, measures used, types of studies 
and refection on domain-specifc ethics procedures and concerns. 

Our results show that empirical literature contributions focus on 
a variety of diferent contexts ranging from afective health [165] 

https://thomaskosch.com/review-of-reviews/
https://thomaskosch.com/review-of-reviews/
https://onward.We
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to an analysis of current trends in Human-Food Interaction [9]. 
A comparatively large part of literature reviews in this category 
focused on aspects connected to games and play. For instance, Sil-
pasuwanchai et al. [174] conducted an analysis on the engagement 
of gamifcation for learning. The review identifed the frequency of 
the use of specifc gamifcation strategies and analysed how often 
strategies were used together. Furthermore, among other aspects, 
the authors analysed the study results of previous work regarding 
the efect of gamifcation on performance. This paper exemplifes 
how literature can be analysed quantitatively to derive meaningful 

insights about a specifc research topic. Notably, the work by Silpa-
suwanchai [174] conducted and presented a user study in addition 
to their meta-synthesis. Another example in our corpus conducted 
a literature review of 66 publications grounded in Disability Studies 
and Self-Determination Theory to assess the status quo of HCI 
game research pertaining to neurodivergent players [177]. The re-
view analyses aspects such as populations included in their corpus, 
research methods, the kinds of play, and the overall aim of existing 
games. Based on the results of their literature review, they iden-
tify opportunities for future work, such as ways of addressing the 
players’ needs, preferences, and desires for play [177]. 

4.1.2 Artefact Contributions. Papers were categorised as artefact 
contributions when they reviewed research papers focusing on arte-
facts, with the intention to classify them and their characteristics. 
The majority of reviews in this category either review a specifc 
artefact type in the sense of the employed technology, e.g. wearable 
technologies [188], or review artefacts that have the same goal, 
independent of the technology type, e.g. exploring technologies 
supporting intimate relationships [74]. 

Regarding the frst, reviews often aim to provide classifcations 
depending on the specifc technology employed, e.g. classifca-
tion of artefacts based on user identifcation technologies they 
employed [94], or to help readers understand a specifc feld by pro-
viding consistent terminology and classifcation, e.g. for capacitive 
sensing [68] systems. Regarding the second, these artefact reviews 
explore key aspects of the proposed goal of the system, e.g. mapping 
design strategies for closeness in remote relationships [74], or pro-
viding an overview of key characteristics for creativity-supporting 
systems [62]. 

Below, we present one detailed example for each of these two 
cases. First, Kalegina et al. [88] reviewed robots with rendered faces. 
The authors reviewed 157 robot faces and conducted two additional 
surveys to understand people’s perceptions of rendered robot faces 
and identify the impact of diferent facial features. They categorise 
the diferent features that constitute robot faces and discuss how 
these elements can be combined. As a second example, Nunes et 
al. [131] aimed to establish an understanding of the body of work 
in HCI focusing on self-care technologies for chronic conditions. 
They reviewed 29 papers and identifed research trends and design 
tensions, as well as opportunities for future HCI research in that 
domain. 
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Figure 4: Evolution of the total number of literature review 
papers in HCI as indicated by our selection process. The 
number of literature reviews has increased sharply in the 
last four years. 

N Papers

IRR

Database

Prisma

M
eth
od
olo
gic
al

Em
pir
ica
l

Ar
tef
ac
t

Th
eo
ret
ica
l

O
pin
ion

68

11

52

19

54

2

38

9

55

11

39

16

28

4

15

4

8

0

6

110

0

20

30

40

50

60

70

Nu
m
be
ro
fP
ap
er
s

Figure 5: This heat map shows the number of papers for 
each review contribution type (frst row) that calculated IRR 
(second row), reported the Databases they searched (third 
row), and ofered PRISMA statements or other fow charts 
(fourth row). The colour shades represent the number of 
papers. Heat maps have been widely used by the HCI research 
community to graphically visualise the density distribution 
of numerical data through colour intensity [99, 137]. Notice 
that due to double coding (multi-part review contributions), 
summing up the N Papers row equals 213, and not 189 which 
is the number of papers in our corpus. 

4.1.3 Methodological Contributions. Methodological contributions 
inquire how a particular method, part of a method, or a design 
approach is used across multiple cases. In other words, this type 
of review strives to establish a deeper understanding of how meth-
ods or approaches are being applied across diferent contexts. This 
category is an interesting case because it was challenging to iden-
tify code groups within the category. Instead, a certain hierarchy 
emerges within the category in terms of the characteristics anal-
ysed. The aspects analysed range from small-scale, concerning how 
the HCI community conducts studies (e.g. an analysis of sample 
size at CHI [34]) over literature reviews that focus on methods in 
broad sub-felds within HCI (e.g. lab versus feld studies in mobile 
HCI [97]) to more strategic approaches with a focus on methods that 
go beyond specifc studies (e.g. research dissemination practices in 
HCI [39]). A considerable number or papers in this category are 
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concerned with the analysis of population groups (including both 
study participants and authors) from a variety of diferent perspec-
tives. To illustrate, Linxen et al. [109] focus on the question of how 
WEIRD (western, educated, industrialised, rich, and democratic) 
authors and participants of CHI papers are. Instead of focusing on 
analysing the demographic characteristics of participants, Pater et 
al. [140] analyse strategies of participant compensation prevalent 
in current HCI studies and how it is reported. 

An example of a methodological contribution that goes in a 
slightly diferent direction is a literature review by Salminen et 
al. [163]. They reviewed quantitative persona creation (QPC). The 
aim of their review was to ofer an overview of the main QPC meth-
ods and their strengths and weaknesses. Based on their analysis, the 
authors then proposed a research agenda and guidelines for both 
researchers and practitioners. Other contributions in this category, 
inter alia, explored the use of Likert scales [171] and the use of 
machine learning to improve user experience [210]. 

4.1.4 Theoretical Contributions. We categorised papers in our cor-
pus as theoretical contributions when they reviewed how a particu-
lar theory is used in diferent contexts, for instance with the aim to 
further validate this theory, or if a literature review led to theory 
development. Juxtaposing theoretical and methodological literature 
review contributions, one could say that theoretical contributions 
focus on the nature of what is studied, whereas methodological 
contributions focus on how something is studied. As this review 
contribution type focuses on systems of ideas or theoretical princi-
ples across study contexts, reviews in this area often engage with 
defnitions in depth. For instance, Tyack et al. [190] reviewed 110 pa-
pers to gain a better understanding of the ways Self Determination 
Theory (SDT) has contributed to HCI games research. They anal-
ysed how specifc concepts of SDT have been applied in HCI games 
research and discussed conceptual gaps. Other examples from this 
contribution type are reviews of work design theories [11] and 
theories regarding ethics [192, 216]. Zoshak et al. [216] analysed 
how ethical theories have been applied to artifcial moral agents. 
They found that the majority of their corpus focused on two ethical 
paradigms (deontology and consequentialism) and emphasise the 
need for additional empirical studies to broaden the spectrum of 
ethical theories applied in this domain. 

The examples above illustrate how the in-depth analysis of the-
ories applied in HCI can assist in building an understanding of 
conceptual research gaps. This in turn can help to understand if 
and how a specifc theory advanced HCI research. Furthermore, the 
literature reviews by Zoshak et al. [216] and Tyack et al [190] show 
that the analysed theories can be theories from a broad spectrum 
of research felds (e.g. Philosophy, Psychology), provided that they 
are relevant for HCI. A research gap we identifed through our 
analysis is that the majority of literature reviews in this category 
address how theories are applied in the feld of HCI. The focus of 
researchers is therefore on analysing the infuence or application 
of theory rather than theory generation. 

4.1.5 Opinion Contributions. We classifed a paper as an opinion 
contribution if the paper aspired to persuade its readers, as well as 
provoke refection, discussion, and debate. These included strong 
arguments or essays which did not aim to contribute an overview 
of past research but rather used an account of past work for an 

argument. Reviews which scrutinise past papers were also included 
here. 

An example of such a contribution is a paper by Keyes et al. [92] 
that focused on “women’s health” in HCI. The authors conducted 
a critical discourse analysis of 17 publications that explicitly posi-
tioned themselves as works concerned with women’s health. The 
paper ofers two speculative designs to provoke refection on the 
current framing of “women’s health” in HCI. Another example is 
the work by Beck et al. [19]. They engage with the meaning of 
“big questions” and emphasise that discussing big questions can 
potentially foster refection about HCI research. Beck et al. [19] 
discuss examples of big questions and end their paper with the re-
mark that the question of whether HCI needs big questions already 
raises many useful questions. This ending illustrates the elements of 
refection and debate that constitute opinion contributions nicely. 

4.1.6 Multi-part Contributions. Based on our analysis, we identi-
fed some papers in our corpus which ofered multiple diferent 
review contribution types (e.g. empirical and theoretical). Based on 
multiple discussion sessions with fve authors, it emerged that the 
majority of these reviews focused on quite specifc (and sometimes) 
narrow topics. Table 2 (see Appendix) provides an overview of all 
multi-part literature review contributions. These contribution types 
can be recognised by the markings in more than one contribution 
type column. On a pragmatic level, studying a more focused topic 
allows for addressing a wide variety of diferent aspects without 
going beyond the standard publication length. 

This is exemplifed in the work by Suh et al. [181]. They con-
ducted an analysis of diferent concreteness fading techniques 
across diferent settings. Based on their analysis, they contribute 
an overview of the concreteness fading technique and its design 
dimensions (i.e. methodological). Furthermore, they analysed key 
fndings of each dimension (i.e. empirical). While the topic is com-
pletely diferent, the clear focus of the work by Suh et al. [181] is 
similar to the review by Maggioni et al. [118]. This literature re-
view identifed central design features of the olfactory design space. 
These features are relevant for interaction design in this area (i.e. 
methodological) [118]. In addition, the authors discuss technical 
features that should be considered when navigating the olfactory 
design space (i.e. artefact). 

In contrast, the topic of the literature review by Dell et al. [49] is 
broader than the aforementioned examples. The authors survey 259 
publications focusing on HCI for development (HCI4D) to assess the 
current geographical scope of existing research (i.e. empirical), the 
technologies in focus, as well as the underlying epistemologies and 
methods (i.e. methodological). In addition, they chart the evolution 
of HCI4D and discuss potential future trends [49]. 

4.2 Review Topics of Literature Reviews in HCI 
Our analysis of literature reviews in HCI yielded a variety of difer-
ent themes. Using afnity diagramming, we clustered the identifed 
themes into twelve review topics. The review topics highlight HCI 
subfelds that were particularly active in publishing literature re-
views. We categorised each paper in our corpus in one review topic. 
The review topics of literature reviews we identifed are the follow-
ing: 

• User Experience & Design 
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• HCI Research 
• Interaction Design and Children 
• AI & ML 
• Games & Play 
• Work & Creativity 
• Accessibility 
• Well-being & Health 
• Human-Robot Interaction 
• AutoUI 
• Specifc Application Area 
• Specifc Modality 

Below we explain each of these review topics and underpin them 
with illustrative examples from the reviewed publication set. 

4.2.1 User Experience & Design. The review topic user experience 
(UX) and design encompasses literature reviews with a focus on 
building a conceptual understanding of user experience in specifc 
contexts or in relation to other concepts (e.g. how UX and the 
technology acceptance relate to each other [81]). Furthermore, this 
review topic includes reviews on design tools such as a classifcation 
of design cards [2] or quantitative persona creation in HCI [163]. 
Another strain of research in this review topic focuses on the study 
of user experience. For example, Bargas-Avila et al. [15] analysed 
how user experience has been studied in the HCI feld. Almost a 
decade later, Pettersson et al. [142] published a similar review of 
UX studies, methods, and triangulation based on the review by 
Bargas-Avila et al. [15]. 

4.2.2 HCI Research. We included literature reviews that dealt with 
"meta" subjects of HCI research in this review topic and papers 
that addressed conventions of HCI publications and research dis-
semination. These include, among others, a literature review that 
focused on statistical signifcance testing at CHI PLAY [201] and 
a meta-analysis on computer (online questionnaires) versus pa-
per forms [204]. Notably, literature reviews in this review topic 
encompass both focused review contributions that engage with a 
specifc approach or methodological detail of HCI research such as 
statistical signifcance testing at CHI PLAY [201] or sample size at 
CHI [34], as well as broader topics concerning questions on how we 
as HCI researchers act and interact with our participants [140] and 
society as a whole [39]. This review topic has clear overlap with 
the methodological literature review contribution. However, the 
methodological contribution type encompasses a broader spectrum 
of review topics and also includes, for example, methodological 
contributions from other review topics. An example of this is the 
work by Kawas et al. [91], which is located in the review topic "In-
teraction Design and Children", but was coded as a methodological 
contribution. 

4.2.3 Interaction Design and Children. In this review topic the 
main distinguishing criterion is not the application focus of the 
literature reviews. Instead, the papers in this review topic can be 
broken down into literature reviews with a focus on specifc user 
groups such as teenagers and (young) children, with or without 
special needs. For example, Baykal et al. [17] reviewed collaborative 
technologies for children with special needs [17]. Other populations 
addressed include teenagers, e.g. Zimmerman et al. [214] conducted 
a review on fnancial teen literacy. Other areas that have been 

addressed within this topic focus on safety [145], welfare [166], 
well-being [80], learning [58] and inclusion [178]. 

4.2.4 AI & ML. Literature reviews that addressed Artifcial Intelli-
gence or Machine Learning applications were categorised in this 
topic. Research assigned to this review topic includes both more 
technically focused papers as well as articles addressing defnitions 
and concepts. For example, Yang et al. [210] conducted a literature 
review with a more technical focus, clustering Machine Learning 
technical capabilities within HCI. Along similar lines, D’mello et 
al. [51] analysed the accuracy of multimodal and unimodal afect 
detection classifers. Another strain of topics focuses on building 
a conceptual understanding of key terms in this review topic. For 
instance, Völkel et al. [200] explored the meaning of "intelligence" 
in intelligent user interfaces. 

4.2.5 Games & Play. Literature reviews in HCI that focused on 
games and play include works on specifc aspects of game inter-
action, e.g. Velloso et al. [196] surveyed eye interaction in games 
and Alavesa et al. [6] reviewed commercial and non-commercial 
location-based mobile games. Other literature reviews analyse 
game-related measures, such as the work by Mekler et al. [122] 
who reviewed measures of game enjoyment and player experience. 
These examples illustrate three diferent foci within this review 
topic. One strain of research addresses aspects concerning the ques-
tion of how to conduct studies in this area (e.g. analysis of game-
related measures [122]). Another strain of research focuses on the 
analysis of specifc game mechanisms (e.g. analysis of eye-enabled 
game mechanisms [196]). Instead of focusing on game mechanics, 
literature reviews such as the one by Alavesa et al. [6] focus on 
analysing complete games (often encompassing both commercial 
and non-commercial games). 

4.2.6 Work & Creativity. Another identifed topic of literature re-
views in HCI is addressing the aspects of work and creativity. Lit-
erature reviews in this review topic range from an analysis of 
system-specifc aspects (e.g. an analysis of notifcations in collabo-
rative systems [111] to reviews on models, concepts, and defnitions 
(e.g. an analysis and conceptualisation of creativity methods in de-
sign [126]), to inquiries focusing on analysing creativity support 
tools [157]. 

4.2.7 Accessibility. This review topic includes literature reviews 
on technologies which are situated in the accessibility context 
(e.g. [33]), to reviews with a focus on specifc user groups [20], 
to reviews on approaches to researching the topic of accessibil-
ity and literature reviews on broader aspects such as the question 
of how accessibility is addressed in HCI research. To illustrate, 
Mack et al. [117] conducted a literature review on a broader as-
pect concerned with accessibility research in HCI. They analysed 
how the term accessibility has been conceptualised and studied 
at ASSETS and CHI within one decade (2010-2019). Furthermore, 
they identifed specifc accessibility research areas that have re-
ceived a disproportionate amount of attention within the research 
community. 

4.2.8 Well-being & Health. The topic of well-being interventions 
focuses on understanding health and well-being-related matters. 
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Literature reviews in this review topic encompass accounts of men-
tal, physical, and holistic health and well-being. More precisely, this 
review topic includes literature reviews on technology-supported 
health and well-being promotion, management of disorders and 
illnesses, and prevention of disorders and illnesses. For instance, 
Epstein et al. [57] reviewed work on personal informatics data and 
behaviour (well-being focus), and Hassenzahl et al. [74] explored 
technologies supporting intimate relationships. Instead of focusing 
on health and well-being promotion, other literature reviews focus 
on HCI research in the area of (mental) health disorders [165]. Fur-
thermore, the focus of the works in this review topic ranges from 
stakeholder-specifc accounts (e.g. the analysis of use and design of 
online health communities) to papers that focus on a specifc well-
being-related concepts, such as mindfulness, without specifying a 
particular user group [186]. 

4.2.9 Human-Robot Interaction. The literature reviews in the topic 
of Human-Robot Interaction (HRI) mainly focus on social HRI. The 
range of subtopics includes literature reviews on the psychologi-
cal impact on social HRI experiment researchers [155], and emo-
tions and afect in HRI research [87]. A similar strain of research 
addresses personality in the context of HRI [59] and antropomor-
phisation [88]. Furthermore, this topic includes research on HRI 
study methods (e.g. an analysis of the use of Likert scales in the 
HRI domain [171]). 

4.2.10 AutoUI. Literature reviews in the review topic of Automo-
tive User Interfaces (AutoUI) primarily focus on legal and safety 
issues (e.g. [55, 84]). To illustrate, Naujoks et al. [128] analysed how 
interruptions in semi-automated driving have been managed and 
Inners et al. [84] explored legal issues of human-machine inter-
action for automated vehicles. Another strain of research focuses 
on broader aspects of the design and evaluation of AutoUIs (e.g. 
mapping the design space for in-car AR applications [206]). 

4.2.11 Specific Application Area. A number of literature reviews in 
HCI focus on one specifc application area. The literature reviews in 
this review topic are quite diverse and range from work on HCI for 
development [49] to playful human food interaction [9]. One promi-
nent subject within this topic seems to be sustainability research, 
including research on sustainable approaches to fashion and inter-
action design [138], energy systems in and out of HCI [144], and 
eco-feedback tech in HCI & environmental psychology [64]. Other 
examples that showcase the diversity of this review topic include, 
among others, reviews on conducting research with stakeholders 
from nonproft organisations [24] and reviews of dark pattern prop-
erties [120]. 

4.2.12 Specific Modality. The aim of this review topic is to under-
stand previous work in HCI with a focus on specifc modalities. 
In general, this review topic approaches specifc modalities from 
two sides. On the one hand, some papers in this review topic fo-
cus on building an understanding of key terms concerning specifc 
modalities (e.g. defning mixed reality). On the other hand, some 
reviews in this review topic focus on exploring a specifc modal-
ity across a variety of application contexts. Work in this review 
topic include, among others, eTextile tools and kits [148] and au-
tonomous tangible interfaces [130]. A selection of papers focus on 
shape-changing materials in HCI [152] and deformable interfaces 

and technologies [23]. Another focus lies on mixed, virtual and 
augmented reality [176]. 
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Figure 6: This Figure presents the shares of papers reporting 
IRR between the years 1982 - 2022. The data is visualised in 
fve-year intervals, except for the frst and last bar. As the 
number of publications between 1982 and 2004 was consid-
erably low, we aggregated these years. Following a fve-year 
interval, the last bar includes the three years between 2020-
2022. 

4.3 Review Methods & Publication Outlets 
To understand the methods applied when conducting literature re-
views, we analysed the methods that were used in the reviews of our 
corpus. Furthermore, we identifed in which journals or conferences 
the HCI literature reviews of our corpus were published. 

4.3.1 Inter-rater Reliability. Inter-Rater Reliability (IRR) measures 
agreement between two or more people that code the same set 
of qualitative data [121]. As illustrated by Figure 5, only 13% of 
the papers in our corpus (23 out of 189) calculated IRR. In both 
the empirical and methodological contribution types, a total of 21 
papers calculated IRR. The theoretical literature reviews had four 
papers where the IRR was calculated. Please note the overlap among 
the paper counts in Figure 5, due to multi-part contributions, so that 
e.g. from the eleven empirical and ten methodological papers that 
reported on IRR, four of those refer to the same papers( [17, 113, 117, 
145]). The majority of papers that reported on inter-rater reliability 
used this statistical measure for calculating the reliability of their 
inclusion/exclusion criteria [31, 162]. In other papers, the IRR was 
used to assess the reliability of coding and categorising [10, 63]. The 
most often used method for calculating the IRR was Cohen’s Kappa 
(e.g. [91, 140]), while one paper used Krippendorf’s alpha [117]. 
Other papers did not specify the method that was used to calculate 
the IRR (e.g. [9, 59]). Figure 6 demonstrates the trends in which 
IRR was reported in published works between the years 1982-2022. 
Notably, the number of papers that report IRR has slightly increased 
in the past decade. 

4.3.2 Reporting Standards: PRISMA & QUOROM. The most com-
mon reporting standard for systematic reviews in other felds is the 
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PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and 
Meta-Analyses) [124]. In total, 43 papers in our corpus utilised either 
the PRISMA or QUOROM statement (or other fow charts) to struc-
ture and report their reviewing process. Empirical and methodologi-
cal contributions most often used one of these reporting statements. 
For instance, a review by Spiel and Gerling [177] reported their ap-
proach through PRISMA, whereas Bargas-Avila and Hornbaek used 
an adapted version of the QUOROM statement [15]. However, most 
papers in the corpus employed a variety of approaches to collect 
and construct their fnal corpus. For instance, Grosse-Puppendahl 
et al. [68] loaded the results of their search for relevant papers into 
a custom-developed paper management system, and each paper 
was examined by at least one reviewer to assess its relevance. This 
variety in approaches links to the diversity in literature review 
contribution types in HCI which goes beyond systematic literature 
reviews. Furthermore, this fnding shows that there is currently no 
common reporting standard for literature reviews in HCI. This is 
highlighted by Figure 7, which presents a change in trends of papers 
that ofer PRISMA statements, increasing transparency. Similar to 
reports of IRR (see Figure 6), a positive trend for including PRISMA 
statements can be noticed during the past 12 years. Especially dur-
ing the past three years (2020, 2021, and 2023), we can observe a 
signifcant increase in the number of HCI literature reviews that 
ofer PRISMA statement (approx. 40%, compared to just 10% in the 
previous fve year interval). 

4.3.3 Databases. As part of our analysis, we reviewed the databases 
which the papers in our fnal corpus used to search for relevant 
papers to include in their literature reviews. As Figure 5 demon-
strates, 69% of the papers in our corpus (131 out of 189 papers) 
did specify the database that was used for the literature search. 
Interestingly, some papers did not specify the databases used. How-
ever, they were still implicitly ascertainable. An example of this is a 

highly cited study on sample size in HCI [34]. This particular paper 
does not specifcally mention the database that was used. Yet, as 
this paper reviewed all CHI 2014 papers, this lack of specifcation 
has a limited efect within the HCI community, similar to some 
other papers that did not explicitly mention the used database, as 
readers can potentially conclude where the publications have been 
searched for. However, specifying the databases that were used 
to identify relevant literature could make HCI literature reviews 
more accessible for scholars of other felds that might not be that 
familiar with HCI’s publication processes and outlets. The majority 
of empirical, artefact, methodological and opinion papers reported 
on the databases that were used, as opposed to only approximately 
half of the theoretical papers. 

4.3.4 Publication Outlets. We analysed where HCI literature re-
views were published and how their publication outlet relates to 
the HCI literature review contribution types. Since the majority of 
publications covered in this literature review were published at the 
CHI conference, it comes as no surprise that CHI is the top venue 
across nearly all contribution types, with the vast majority of CHI 
papers making empirical (30 works) and methodological (23 works) 
contributions. Artefact contributions are the next most common at 
CHI, with 13 papers. In addition, we identifed two opinion pieces 
that were published at that venue. Overall, empirical publications 
are the most common type of literature reviews we encountered 
among the surveyed HCI works (69 empirical reviews). IDC (7 pa-
pers), CHI PLAY (5 papers) and DIS (5 papers) are in the top four 
publishing venues for this type of contribution after CHI. Method-
ological contributions are the second most common type of HCI 
literature reviews (54 papers). After CHI, they are mostly published 
at DIS (9 papers) and IDC (8 papers). Artefact contributions are 
the third most common contribution type (53 reviews), with CHI 
being closely followed by DIS (10 papers) as a venue of choice, and 
TOCHI (7 papers). Theoretical reviews (28 in total) are also often 
published at DIS (4 papers), but closely followed by CSCW and IDC 
(3 papers each). Interestingly, opinion contributions in our review 
were the only type where CHI (2 papers) was not the number one 
venue of choice. Instead, the most frequent publication outlet was 
DIS (3 papers). The rest of the opinion contributions came from 
TOCHI, CSCW, and AutomotiveUI (1 paper each). 
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Figure 7: This Figure presents the shares of papers ofering 
PRISMA statements between the years 1982 - 2022. The data 
is visualised in fve-year intervals, except for the frst and 
last bars. As the number of publications between 1982 and 
2004 was considerably low, we aggregated these years. Fol-
lowing a fve-year interval, the last bar includes the three 
years between 2020-2022. 

5 DISCUSSION 
The goal of this paper is to provide a starting point for a shared un-
derstanding of literature review contributions in HCI. We hope that 
our analysis sparks discussions within the HCI community of what 
a literature review constitutes, how it can be conducted, and what 
it can contribute. With the identifed review contribution types 
Empirical, Artefact Methodological, Theoretical, and Opinion (RQ1), 
the review topics identifed, and our results on literature review 
methods (RQ2), we aim to assist authors, reviewers, and interested 
readers in situating the literature review they are writing, review-
ing, or reading in related work. In addition to our literature review 
of literature reviews in HCI, we contribute an HCI literature review 
design document which can be found in the supplementary material. 
It provides an overview of the literature contribution types identi-
fed as well as refective questions that can support future authors 
of literature reviews in their research process. Furthermore, the 
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literature review design document can be used by reviewers of liter-
ature reviewers to engage with the contribution types the literature 
review delivers and its methods on a deeper level. Moreover, to 
support conducting, analysing, and using literature reviews in HCI, 
we provide recommendations for future reviews based on our results 
and created an online paper library for easy and efcient navigation 
and fltering of literature review papers in HCI. We discuss how a 
literature review can play diferent roles in HCI discourse and use 
a variety of methodologies. In the following sections, we refect 
on our fndings and subsequently discuss recommendations for 
scholars in HCI. 

5.1 Contextualising Our Review with Respect to 
the Identifed Criteria 

Before conducting this review of reviews in HCI, our approach could 
most likely be termed as a systematic literature review, based on 
the methodological steps we followed; for instance, based on Grant 
and Booth [67], a key feature of systematic reviews is the clear and 
transparent reporting of methods applied. However, if we look at 
other method papers in HCI, and in particular the mapping review 
of personal informatics literature by Epstein et al. [56], one could 
argue that some elements in our approach could be categorised as a 
mapping review. In particular, mapping reviews can help a research 
feld understand the topics that have traditionally been studied 
and the methods that have been used [12, 67, 141]. This is in line 
with what we aim to achieve with our literature review. Therefore, 
in the context of this paper, we initially refrained from using a 
specifc term (systematic or mapping), and instead clearly stated 
the methodological steps that we followed. This lack of clarity 
is perhaps a further indication of the need for a clear overview 
of literature reviews in our feld as a frst step towards a deeper 
understanding of terminology and of how to perform and structure 
literature reviews in HCI. 

Now that we conducted our review, we contextualise our own 
work with respect to the characteristics we identifed in our analysis 
in this subsection. This demonstrates how the identifed categories 
can be understood and applied by the authors of future literature 
reviews. For instance, to clearly state their employed methods and 
reporting standards as well as their contribution. Our paper pro-
vides a methodological contribution as it inquires how a particular 
method (here literature reviews) can be used across multiple cases. 
The review topic our review can be categorised under is HCI re-
search as it focuses on meta-subjects of HCI research. Our literature 
review of literature reviews in the HCI feld employed an adapted 
version of the PRISMA statement to clearly illustrate the corpus 
selection process. Moreover, we outline the sources we used for 
our search, explaining the conferences and journals that were in-
cluded and explicitly stating we used the ACM Digital Library as 
the database for the paper identifcation. We did not calculate IRR, 
as explained in the Review Methodology Section. 

5.2 Embracing Diversity in HCI Literature 
Reviews 

Our analysis showed that, in contrast to other felds, literature 
reviews in HCI seem to cover a broader range of intellectual con-
tributions on a spectrum from informal and exploratory through 

critical to formal approaches such as meta-analytical or quantitative 
analyses of previous work. This refects the diversity of the feld 
and showcases that the community not only recognises but values 
a variety of diferent approaches, contribution types and scholarly 
traditions in literature reviews. On the other hand, this variety 
comes with a challenge for authors and reviewers. The results show 
that there is little shared understanding of what constitutes a valid 
contribution of a literature review in HCI. Currently, scholars in 
HCI face the challenge of communicating their specifc literature 
review contributions in an accessible, plausible way for researchers 
with a variety of academic backgrounds. This challenge is also re-
fected in the discussions we had with colleagues who authored or 
reviewed literature reviews in the past. Some of them refected on 
reviews they assessed in the past, stating that a literature review 
does not constitute a valid contribution for a scientifc outlet like 
CHI. We hope that our study can spark a discussion about the value 
of literature reviews and support authors in communicating the 
contribution of their literature clearly. In short, we hope that the 
literature review contribution types Empirical, Artefact Methodolog-
ical, Theoretical, and Opinion we derived, as well as the identifed 
literature review topics, can serve as a discussion base to get a 
step closer towards fnding common ground regarding literature 
reviews in HCI. Further, when writing literature reviews, authors 
can use our categories, their defnitions, and examples to unam-
biguously position their work. Here it should be noted that, based 
on our analysis, authors should not add structure to their reviews 
for the sake of adding structure. In other words, more structure 
in a literature review process is not necessarily better. Instead, we 
invite authors to introduce as much structure as needed in their 
review process, in line with their intended contribution type (e.g. 
making a persuasive opinion literature review contribution may not 
require the similar amount of structure than a method contribution 
providing a longitudinal overview). 

5.3 Reviews of Reviews Across Disciplines 
Other felds in the computing area and beyond have already aimed 
to build an understanding of how their research community utilises 
and conducts literature reviews. For example, in the feld of Soft-
ware Engineering, Kitchenham et al. [95] conducted a systematic 
literature review of systematic literature reviews in their feld. In 
another study, MacDonell et al. [116] explored the reliability of sys-
tematic literature reviews in empirical Software Engineering. Here, 
we juxtapose our fndings with some of the work that has been 
conducted in other felds that also constitute "reviews of reviews". 

Cooper [43] presented a taxonomy of literature reviews in Edu-
cation and Psychology. They outlined that due to a steadily growing 
feld and the accompanying growth of the respective body of knowl-
edge, the interest in (and publication of) literature reviews is in-
creasing. Our analysis revealed a similar phenomenon in HCI with 
a steadily increasing number of literature reviews being published 
per year (see Figure 3). Cooper’s goal is similar to ours; analysing 
and consolidating diferent approaches of conducting literature 
reviews. However, he focuses on an analysis of literature reviews 
in Psychology and Education, whereas we focused on an analysis 
of literature reviews in HCI. Furthermore, our aim to contribute a 
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literature review of literature reviews in HCI to guide future au-
thors, reviewers, and readers of literature reviews in situating a 
specifc review and justifying why a specifc approach to conduct 
the respective review was chosen is congruent with the goal stated 
by Cooper. 

In the feld of Information Systems, Templier and Paré [185] 
distinguished between four broad categories of review papers: nar-
rative, developmental, cumulative, and aggregative reviews, based 
on the review’s input, process, and output. Relating this to our own 
analysis, the process criteria that they employed relate to our identi-
fcation of methods that literature reviews in our corpus employed 
(e.g. the databases that were used), while some of the input and 
output criteria that they used (e.g. the product of the review) relate 
to our identifcation of review contribution type. Therefore, unlike 
Templier and Paré [185], we did not categorise papers based on the 
methods they applied, but identifed them with the goal of creating 
an understanding of how diferent methods are applied across dif-
ferent review contribution types. Additionally, our categorisation 
of literature reviews spanned two axes: contribution type, and re-
view topic. The frst was the result of an analysis of what a paper 
reviewed, while the second was based on an analysis of the topics. 
Nevertheless, future work in our feld could analyse HCI literature 
reviews based on Templier and Paré’s [185] categorisation of inves-
tigating a review’s input, process, and output, using our review as 
a guide. For instance, the use of a PRISMA statement would be part 
of the process, while exploring which databases where searched 
for the review would be part of the review’s input. 

Exploring reviews conducted in Engineering Education, Borrego 
et al. [26] conducted a systematic review of systematic review ar-
ticles published on that topic. Their goals also included lowering 
the barrier for access to the literature and enabling more objective 
critique of past eforts. Similarly, we construct a shared language for 
conducting literature reviews in the HCI feld. From the reporting 
standards they looked at, we fnd similarities in our approach in the 
following: while we analysed which reviews reported the Databases 
they used to fnd their papers, they explored review papers’ "fnding 
and cataloguing of sources", which included sources that were not 
necessarily relevant when conducting literature reviews in the feld 
of HCI, such as evaluation reports that are not published online. 
From the 189 papers in our corpus, none of them had their sources 
in ofine libraries or repositories. On the contrary, this seems to 
be a valuable resource for the feld of Engineering Education. This 
further underlines the importance of analysing and conceptualising 
literature reviews in diferent felds. 

Aguinis et al. [5] analysed and categorised methodological litera-
ture reviews published in management and applied psychology jour-
nals. Their applied categories included: critical review, descriptive 
review, meta-analytic review, narrative review, qualitative system-
atic review, scoping review, and umbrella review. Juxtaposing our 
fndings in the context of HCI literature reviews to theirs, we could 
for instance draw lines between their category of "critical" reviews 
to our identifed review contribution type of "opinion" contribu-
tions. Additionally, similar to how they found that the majority of 
published reviews belong to three categories: critical, narrative, and 
descriptive reviews, our fndings demonstrated that in the feld of 
HCI, the majority of literature reviews are categorised as empirical, 
artefact, or methodological contributions. 

The reviews of reviews described above seeking to understand 
the feld in diferent disciplines from HCI do not constitute an ex-
haustive list. Nevertheless, they showcase the need for consolidated 
knowledge about literature reviews in the various disciplines, un-
derlining the need for this within the HCI feld. While one could 
argue that we could have used and applied diferent lenses to anal-
yse our corpus, for instance, analysing our papers based on their 
input, process, and outcome (similar to Templier and Paré [185], 
our derived contribution types of literature reviews demonstrated 
their suitability in the feld of HCI, as they closely follow Wob-
brock et al.’s [207] types of contribution which are applicable to 
HCI research. 

In any case, one can argue that the similarities and diferences 
found between literature reviews in HCI and other felds are "natu-
ral", in that they point to and underline the multidisciplinary nature 
of the HCI feld. To elaborate, as HCI intersects with e.g. the feld of 
Psychology, it is expected to identify similarities in the contribution 
types or structure of literature reviews in each of those felds, as 
showcased for instance with Aguinis et al.’s [5] identifcation of 
critical reviews, which could be aligned with our identifed opinion 
contributions. On the other hand, HCI constitutes a feld by its own, 
and the diferences found in the literature reviews from other felds, 
even those felds that might intersect with HCI e.g. Engineering, 
highlight exactly that. For example, Borrego et al.’s [26] fnding and 
cataloguing of sources which included ofine evaluation reports is 
not relevant for literature reviews conducted in the HCI feld. We 
argue that those similarities and diferences not only highlight the 
multidisciplinary nature of the HCI feld, but also underline the 
need for creating a shared understanding of HCI literature reviews, 
which this paper aims to ofer. 

5.4 The Categories Provide a Shared Language 
to both the Writers and the Audience of 
Literature Reviews 

One key takeaway of our analysis is that there is not one valid 
way of conducting a literature review in HCI. The fve literature 
review contribution types we derived show that the spectrum of 
literature reviews in HCI ranges from comparably tangible contribu-
tions (e.g. empirical contribution) to high-level critical explorations 
(e.g. opinion contribution). Some papers applied a formal, structured 
approach (e.g. using a PRISMA diagram to describe their review pro-
cess), whereas other reviews opted for a more informal, exploratory 
approach. However, it needs to be noted that we did not analyse 
our identifed review contribution types over time, although we did 
analyse the use of reporting standards (PRISMA and IRR) over the 
years. Future work should determine if and how the requirements of 
conducting an HCI literature review change over time. Our results 
emphasise the multifaceted nature of literature review contribu-
tions in the HCI community. Both researchers and reviewers alike 
should consider the diversity of the community when conducting 
and assessing literature review contributions. However, our review 
contribution types can provide a shared language when conducting, 
assessing and discussing literature reviews. 

Our fndings might not necessarily be surprising, at least to au-
thors that have written literature reviews or read them (more or 
less often) during their work. However, by contributing a needed 
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consolidation regarding knowledge on literature reviews in HCI, we 
present researchers with a starting point for shared understanding, 
through this aforementioned shared language. This is contributed 
through our fndings along with the online paper library and the 
design document with refective questions. As discussed in the pre-
vious subsection, our analysis illustrates that the literature review 
landscape in HCI is more diverse than in other felds. Therefore, 
there is a need for a structured understanding as contributed by 
our paper, to support authors of future literature reviews in clarify-
ing how they situate their review and clearly communicating their 
contribution (e.g. clarifying their use or non-use of specifc report-
ing standards within their reviews). It should be noted here that 
while providing a shared structured language regarding aspects of 
literature reviews in HCI, our goal is to provide future authors with 
a starting point of consolidated knowledge, rather than claiming 
that one specifc "way" is optimal. This latter point is refected by 
looking at the impact of literature reviews which for instance did 
not report on IRR but are highly cited, such as this literature review 
published at CHI [153]. This further underlines the diversity of 
used methodologies and standards in the feld. 

We observe that the topics which we created in our analysis of the 
corpus concern diferent levels of subject abstraction. Some research 
questions within HCI were grouped together in larger topics, e.g. 
specifc modality, while other topics were more specifc, e.g. AutoUI. 
This is partly the result of our chosen method of building groups 
with a minimum size of fve papers. However, this diversity also 
refects the fact that some communities with HCI may be prone 
to more meta-work. This, in turn, can be caused by the need to 
systematise knowledge more or the high costs of empirical studies. 
It could also be that some areas within HCI involve researchers with 
a greater diversity of backgrounds and thus require more frequent 
clarifcations of terminology and/or state-of-the-art. This is not to 
say that some sub-communities are more efective at taking stock of 
existing knowledge. Rather, these diferences illustrate the richness 
of the HCI feld and the diverse academic traditions that contribute 
to its development. 

We therefore suggest using our fndings to situate future liter-
ature reviews. We propose using the identifed review topics and 
review contribution types as possible guidelines for this endeavour. 
Researchers can use the identifed review contribution types 
to make a decision about the contribution type of their litera-
ture review and then see if they can connect their work with 
one of the review topics or if it goes in a diferent direction 
(both approaches constitute a worthwhile endeavour). This 
decision can and should be altered throughout the process. This 
frst step merely serves as a starting point to situate the literature 
review in previous work and to support scholars to decide on the 
next steps in their literature review process. This can then help to 
build a clear understanding of what their literature review is about, 
formulating research aims, and deciding on the research process 
for the literature review. 

5.5 Literature Reviews in HCI Can Have 
Varying Degrees of Rigour 

We encourage researchers to refect on the degree of struc-
ture they want their literature review to have. This can range 

from less structured approaches driven by curiosity and exploration 
to rigorously structured approaches. This refection process can be 
helpful to answer questions such as: Why was the search procedure 
done in this way? How should the corpus be analysed? In addi-
tion, the process may serve as a discussion basis to foster a shared 
understanding between a group of authors working together on 
one literature review. We argue that it is necessary to refect on 
the contribution before deciding on a methodological approach. 
After this initial decision, scholars can agree on an initial method-
ological approach. The emphasis here lies on the initial, since we 
do recognise that a literature review can evolve or change over 
time. Here, our results point to a set of initial strategies that can be 
used to conduct structured literature reviews. For instance, PRISMA 
statements or inter-rater reliability. The fragmented use of such ap-
proaches could potentially point towards a need for diferent ways 
to support structured literature reviews in HCI. Our analysis shows 
that choosing a more or less rigorous review method is suitable for 
diferent kinds of contributions and there are no incorrect choices 
in review methods. Nevertheless, the observed upwards trend of 
reporting IRR or PRISMA statements (see Figures 6 and 7) should be 
considered here. In particular, looking at the last 3 years (2021, 2022, 
and 2023), even though this increase is not signifcant concerning 
reporting IRR (only 16% of literature reviews), 40% of literature 
reviews published in those 3 years reported PRISMA, up by 30% 
from the previous decade. This could indicate the adoption of those 
two reporting standards by the HCI community, but more data over 
the following decade should be collected before conclusions can be 
drawn with certainty. 

5.6 Literature Reviews in HCI can Beneft from 
Explicit Statements of Method and 
Contribution 

The last step in a literature review is for researchers to commu-
nicate where they locate their work on the spectrum illustrated 
by our analysis. In short, researchers should clearly state in 
their reviews which literature review approach they chose 
and where they situate their work. This can support authors 
choosing appropriate literature review methods and reviewers to 
assess their work appropriately and understand it in the way the 
authors want it to be understood. In addition, this process has the 
potential to support interested readers in understanding the contri-
bution of the literature review and make an informed decision if 
they want to engage with this study in more depth. 

However, we note that this does not necessarily mean that HCI 
literature reviews are always required to ft in one of the review 
contribution types which we derived. Instead, we argue that our 
results can support authors, reviewers and readers to understand 
where a specifc study can be situated. We believe that our results 
can also be useful in case authors want to make a point that their 
work does not ft within the review contribution types. It can sup-
port identifying where their work is interestingly diferent and 
support generating structured and meaningful knowledge for the 
community. 
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5.7 Limitations & Future Work 
Several notions of what constitutes a literature review contribution 
in HCI exist. This is our main motivation for this study and our 
main limitation. We recognise that we opted for a specifc approach 
to conduct this literature review of literature reviews and acknowl-
edge that there are several other ways we could have achieved the 
same goal. For instance, we did not calculate IRR. Instead, we ap-
plied a rigorous consensus-based approach to ensure the reliability 
of our analysis. While this approach is in line with the majority of 
qualitative research in HCI [121] and many of the reviews in our 
corpus, we do recognise that there are diferent ways of ensuring 
reliability in qualitative data analysis. Further, we decided to review 
all literature reviews published at TOCHI and SIGCHI conferences. 
Instead, we could have focused on the most highly cited CHI litera-
ture reviews to explore the potential impact of such papers in more 
depth. However, this decision to include all literature reviews was 
based on our belief that, as a frst step, we should attempt to derive 
a holistic analysis of HCI literature reviews. Future work could use 
our framework to generate an understanding of literature reviews 
at CHI in a more focused manner, e.g. by exploring if one specifc 
contribution type of literature reviews has the most impact over 
time. 

This article is based on the analysis of a large corpus of papers. 
Based on this analysis, we derived a framework of fve literature 
review contribution types in HCI. However, this is not the only valid 
way to analyse literature reviews in HCI. An alternative approach 
would explore more bibliometric properties of review papers in 
HCI and study their temporal dynamics. Nevertheless, our work 
contributes a system of categories for literature reviews, and our 
method allowed us to not only construct these categories but also 
provide rich descriptions for them. We recognise that there is a 
further need for structure in understanding literature reviews in 
HCI which may require alternative methods. 

We would also like to point out that there were some types of 
data that we did not code for, but that could be considered for 
future research. For instance, future studies could look at the initial 
number of identifed records versus the fnal number of included 
papers for diferent types of literature review contributions. This 
could also be explored in conjunction with exclusion/inclusion 
criteria employed by literature reviews in our domain. 

6 CONCLUSION 
In this work, we analysed literature reviews published at SIGCHI 
conferences and TOCHI. In a structured review process, we iden-
tifed a fnal corpus of 189 HCI papers. Based on our analysis, we 
constructed fve categories which describe possible contribution 
types of literature reviews in HCI: Empirical, Artefact Methodologi-
cal, Theoretical, and Opinion. Additionally, we identifed the follow-
ing review topics for literature reviews in HCI: User Experience 
& Design, HCI Research, Interaction Design and Children, AI & 
ML, Games & Play, Work & Creativity, Accessibility, Well-being 
& Health, Human-Robot Interaction, AutoUI, Specifc Application 
Area, and Specifc Modality. Our results refect the variety of dif-
ferent scholarly traditions within the HCI community. To support 
conducting literature reviews in HCI, we provided recommenda-
tions for future reviews based on our results and created an online 

paper library for easy and efcient navigation, fltering, and addi-
tion of literature review papers in HCI. Furthermore, we provide an 
HCI literature review design document to support future authors 
of literature reviews. We discuss how a literature review can play 
diferent roles in HCI discourse and use a variety of methodologies. 
We hope that our work can serve as a driver towards a shared 
understanding of literature review contributions in HCI, inspire 
fruitful academic discourse and unpack the knowledge the HCI 
community has already generated about literature reviews, to make 
sure it is not lost in information. 
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