
Description

Researchers increasingly rely on digital searches and large bibliographic databases to build literature
reviews, yet determining which sources are reliable remains a central challenge for robust scholarship.
A classroom and laboratory study by the Stanford History Education Group found that, when evaluating
online information, professional fact-checkers routinely outperformed academics and students – a
reminder that careful source evaluation is a learned skill, not an automatic outcome of disciplinary
training.

This article defines critical reading in the context of literature research, explains why it matters, and
provides pragmatic, evidence based strategies researchers can use to identify reliable sources. The
sections that follow cover definitions and principles, tested evaluation methods (including CRAAP and
SIFT/lateral reading), domain specific checks for scholarly literature, a compact evaluation workflow,
examples of how guidelines like PRISMA fit into evidence synthesis, common mistakes, and concrete
next steps for integrating these practices into research workflows.

What is critical reading and why it matters

Critical reading is a disciplined approach to reading that does not accept a text at face value but
interrogates claims, evidence, reasoning, and context. It asks who produced the work, why, how claims
are supported, and what assumptions or omissions might shape conclusions. This practice links
evidence to argument and exposes ambiguities, logical gaps, and bias.

For researchers, critical reading is the foundation of trustworthy literature reviews, reproducible
syntheses, and defensible arguments. When source selection is cursory, literature reviews risk
perpetuating errors, overlooking counterevidence, or citing low-quality or predatory venues; when
source selection is rigorous, the resulting manuscript is stronger, easier to defend in peer review, and
more likely to influence subsequent work. Guidance from evidence synthesis standards (for example,
PRISMA for systematic reviews) further underscores that transparent, replicable source selection
improves review quality.

Proven methods for evaluating sources

Two complementary, widely used approaches help researchers translate critical reading into
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repeatable actions: the CRAAP checklist and the SIFT (lateral reading) method.

CRAAP (Currency, Relevance, Authority, Accuracy, Purpose) offers a quick checklist for
assessing basic documentary properties such as publication date, author credentials, factual
accuracy, and potential conflicts of interest. It is widely taught in academic libraries as an
accessible starting tool.
SIFT (Stop; Investigate the source; Find better coverage; Trace claims to the original) is a fact
checking, lateral reading method developed for fast, networked verification. Instead of relying
solely on features found on a page, SIFT prompts the reader to leave the page, check how other
trustworthy sources describe the claim or the author, and trace claims back to their originating
evidence. Lateral reading has been empirically shown to help students and researchers make
more reliable credibility judgments than vertical, page-by-page checklist reading.

Evaluating scholarly literature: domain-specific checks

Scholarly publications require additional checks beyond web literacy because journals and
conferences are not uniform in editorial quality.

Peer review and editorial practices: Confirm whether the journal uses peer review and whether
editorial policies (conflict of interest disclosure, data sharing, corrections/retractions) are visible.
Journals with transparent peer-review policies and editorial boards with recognized subject
experts are typically safer starting points.
Indexing and provenance: Verify whether the journal is indexed in recognized databases
appropriate to the field (e.g., Scopus, Web of Science, PubMed). Absence from major indexes is
not proof of poor quality, but it is a signal to evaluate more carefully. Use directory checks and
publisher information to avoid predatory outlets.
Methods and reproducibility: For empirical work, evaluate sample size, controls, statistical
methods, transparency of data/code, and whether conclusions follow logically from results. If a
study reports surprising results but provides limited methods or inaccessible data, flag it for
deeper scrutiny using SIFT (trace claims to original datasets or protocols).
Retractions and corrections: Check whether an article or author has been subject to
corrections or retractions by querying Retraction Watch or publisher pages. A history of
retractions or pervasive corrections should inform how the source is weighed in a review. (See
the publisher and indexing records when verifying.)

A practical evaluation workflow for literature research

Researchers can embed critical reading into an efficient workflow. The following step sequence
balances speed and rigor; it is suitable for early-career and experienced researchers alike.

1. Define the scope: State a clear research question and inclusion/exclusion criteria before
searching (this prevents confirmation bias).

2. Rapid triage with SIFT (numbered checklist): 
1. Stop — note any emotional reactions or strong initial impressions.
2. Investigate the source — search for the author, institution, and publication context.
3. Find better coverage — read summaries, reviews, or other reports on the claim.
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4. Trace claims — follow citations back to original data, methods, or primary sources.
3. Apply CRAAP selectively: For each candidate source, confirm currency (is the field evolving?),

authority (are authors credible?), and accuracy (are methods transparent?). Use this especially
for grey literature, policy reports, and web pages.

4. Domain checks: Confirm journal indexing, peer-review status, and editorial transparency. For
synthesis projects, follow PRISMA or other reporting standards to document the search,
screening, and inclusion decisions.

5. Record decisions: Keep a reproducible log (search strings, databases used, inclusion/exclusion
rationale) so reviewers or collaborators can follow and reproduce the selection process.

Quick checklist for source selection before citing

Is the publication date appropriate for the research question? Are the authors and affiliations
verifiable and relevant?
Is the journal or site peer-reviewed or otherwise credentialed?
Can key claims be traced to original data or primary sources?
Is there independent coverage or corroboration from other reputable sources?

Common mistakes and points to note

Relying solely on surface cues (professional layout, DOI presence, journal name) can be
misleading; fact-checkers frequently succeed by leaving the site and checking the broader
network reputation.
Overvaluing impact metrics: Journal impact factors can be useful contextual signals but are not
proxies for the quality or methodological rigor of an individual article. Use them in combination
with source evaluation, not as a single determinant.
Neglecting documentation: Failure to record search strategies and inclusion criteria makes
literature reviews hard to reproduce and vulnerable to reviewer critique. Adopting standards such
as PRISMA for systematic reviews forces better documentation and reporting.

How these practices map onto common research tasks

For exploratory literature searches, use SIFT to identify high-quality starting points and then
expand with curated references.
For systematic evidence synthesis, apply domain checks and PRISMA reporting to ensure
transparency and reproducibility.
For manuscript drafting, document why key sources were selected and how they were weighed,
so peer reviewers can follow the reasoning without guessing.

Conclusion and next steps

Critical reading is an active, teachable skill that bridges web literacy, disciplinary expertise, and
evidence-synthesis standards. By combining lateral reading (SIFT) with targeted checklists (CRAAP)
and domain-specific checks (peer review, indexing, methods transparency), researchers can reduce
the risk of citing low-quality or misleading sources and improve the credibility of literature reviews and
manuscripts. Empirical work from Stanford and others shows that lateral reading instruction produces

academy@enago.com

Page 3
Copyright: Enago Academy under the CC-BY-NC-SA 4.0 license



measurable gains in evaluation skill; incorporating those moves into routine workflows delivers tangible
benefits.

For practical support in implementing these practices, researchers who want help with literature
searches, organizing references, or preparing manuscripts can consider targeted professional
services. Enago offers subject-matched manuscript editing and publication support resources to help
with clarity and submission compliance; Enago’s literature-search and citation support can also assist
in systematic retrieval and documentation. Use these services as tools to complement not replace
critical reading and rigorous source evaluation.
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