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Important

This scientific summary appears here in draft format. The summary has undergone
full peer and editorial review as documented at NIHR Journals Library website and
may undergo rewrite during the publication process. The order of authors was
correct at editorial sign-off stage.

A final version (which has undergone a rigorous copy-edit and proofreading) will
publish as part of a fuller account of the research in a forthcoming issue of the Health
Services and Delivery Research journal.

Any queries about this early version of the scientific summary s be addressed
to the NIHR Journals Library Editorial Office NIHRedit@soton,ac.uk.
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Scientific summary

Background

Quality checklists and publication standards are common (and, increasingly, expected) in
health services research. They have two main purposes: they help researchers design and

undertake robust studies, and they help reviewers and potential users of research outputs

comparable publication guidance and training materials for realist a

reviews.

Objectives

1. To collate and summarise the literature on th

principles could be i
3. Use an online De rdisciplinary panel of experts from academia

rm, an explicit and accessible set of methodological

definitive guidance and standards

7. To disseminate these guidance and standards to audiences in academia and policy

Methods
To fulfil objectives [1] and [2] we undertook a narrative review of the literature that was
supplemented by collating feedback from presentations and workshops. We synthesised our

findings into briefing materials (one for realist synthesis and another for meta-narrative
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reviews. We recruited members to two Delphi panels which had wide representation from
researchers, students, policymakers, theorists and research sponsors. We used the briefing

materials to brief the Delphi panel so they could help us in fulfilling objective [3].

For objective [4], we drew not only on our experience in developing and delivering education
materials, but also relevant feedback from the Delphi panel, an email list we set up
specifically for this project (www.jiscmail.ac.uk/RAMESES), training workshops and the

review teams we supported methodologically. To help us refine our publjgation standards

(objective [5]) we captured methodological and other challenges that arose w the realist

or meta-narrative review teams we provided methodological support

To produce the definitive publication standards, quality
(objective [6]), we synthesised expert input (from th

real-time problem analysis (e.g. feedback from the

workshops, and presentations).

were thus the product of continuous

through academic publications, online resources and

d it regularly serves as a resource for its members to ask and get help with
methodological questions. The RAMESES list will continue to run after the end of this

project.

Our literature review identified 35 and 9 realist and meta-narrative reviews respectively.
Analysis and discussion within the project team produced a summary of the published

literature, and common questions and challenges in briefing materials for the Delphi panel,
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comprising 37 and 33 members (for realist and meta-narrative reviews respectively). There
was an overlap in the membership of the panels. Within three rounds the panels had reached
consensus on 19 realist and 20 meta-narrative key publication standards, with an overall
response rate of 90% and 91% respectively. The RAMESES publication standards for realist
syntheses and meta-narrative reviews have been published in open access journals and the
EQUATOR Network (http://www.equator-network.org).

The quality standards and training materials drew on the following sourc data; [1]

list. We developed eight quality criteria for realist syntheses an
reviews. Versions of these quality criteria were develop
funders / commissioners of research. For our traini data we captured

of reviewers as most

see Appendix 10). The quality

(www.ramesesproject.org).

Conclusions

Realist and meta-narrat iew are'elatively new approaches to systematic review whose
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Plain English Summary

Every year, a lot of research is published. No one is able to read all of this research and so
some researchers produce summaries - called literature (or systematic) reviews. There are
many different ways of doing systematic reviews; realist and meta-narrative review are two
relatively new approaches which both seek to explain why and how interventions work.
When we started this project, there were no standards setting out how to judge if realist or

meta-narrative reviews were of high quality — something we have called ity standards’.

Nor did any standards exist to guide researchers on how best to write u eviews for
publication —we have called these ‘publication standards’. Whilst t training
materials for these review methods, more were needed which

how to rigorously undertake certain parts of a review.

In this project we developed quality and publicati

realist and meta-narrative reviews. We used

got feedback from research

analysed and wove togethier all thiSiaformation to produce quality and publication standards

and training materials. ade alhthe outputs of our work freely available online

(Www.ramesesproj
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