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RAMESES item

1 In the title, identify the docu-
ment as a meta-narrative re-
view or synthesis

2 While acknowledging publi-
cation requirements and house
style, abstracts should ideally
contain brief details of: the
study’s background, review
question, or objectives; search
strategy; methods of selection,
appraisal, analysis, and synthe-
sis of sources; main results; and
implications for practice

3 Explain why the review is
needed and what it is likely to
contribute to existing under-
standing of the topic area

4 State the objective(s) of the re-
view and/or the review ques-
tion(s). Define and provide a ra-
tionale for the focus of the re-
view.

5 Any changes made to the re-
view process that was initially
planned should be briefly de-
scribed and justified.

6 Explain why meta-narrative
review was considered the most
appropriate method to use.

7 Where appropriate show how
each of the six guiding princi-
ples (pragmatism, pluralism,
historicity, contestation, reflex-
ivity, and peer review) have
been followed

Comment

We have labelled the methodological approach of
the review as a mixed method

- A mixed method review of definition con-
tent, concepts and context

Development of critical appraisal of definitions
(criteria) and integrated definition emerged itera-
tively throughout the analysis process

No other changes — stated in manuscript

The methodological approaches we chose com-
bined analysis of content of definitions and syn-
thesis of concepts.

Meta narrative principle were not explicitly stated
in analysis or discussion sections as we employed
principles of content analysis, conceptual analysis
and critical appraisal criteria. In addition, we
collected publication characteristics to understand
contribution of findings.

However, in the discussion we explore:
-highlight where narratives from sources are in
agreement.

- influential theory (through a historical lens)

- definitions are mapped over time,

Inclusion
of item
N/A

N/A

N/A



Scoping the lit-
erature

Searching pro-
cesses

Selection and
appraisal of
documents
Data extraction

Analysis and
synthesis pro-
cesses

Results
Document flow
diagram

8 Describe and justify the initial
process of exploratory scoping
of literature.

9 While considering specific re-
quirements of the journal or
other publication outlet, state
and provide a rationale for how
the iterative searching was
done. Provide details on all the
sources accessed for infor-
mation in the review. Where
searching in electronic data-
bases has taken place, the de-
tails should include (for exam-
ple) name of database, search
terms, dates of coverage and
date last searched. If individu-
als familiar with the relevant lit-
erature and/or topic area were
contacted, indicate how they
were identified and selected

10 Explain how judgements
were made about including and
excluding documents

11 Describe and explain which
data or information were ex-
tracted from the included docu-
ments and justify this selection
12 Describe the analysis and
synthesis processes in detail.
This section should include in-
formation on the constructs an-
alysed and describe the analytic
process.

13 Provide details on the num-
ber of documents assessed for
eligibility and included in the
review with reasons for exclu-
sion at each stage as well as an
indication of their source of
origin(e.g. from searching data-
bases and reference lists). You

-we provide areas of contestation in aspects of def-

initions according to features such as population,

-we critically reflect on secondary sources, we ana-

lyse study characteristics and if theory was empir-
ically-driven,

-collated publication types and characteristics

such as conceptual focus to determine relevancy
-presented narratives of peer reviewed overviews

of the literature in reference to wider literature in

the discussion section.

Reference to scoping review protocol from Y
broader study and description of identification of
definitions.

Secondary sources identification described. Da- Y
tabase searches described.

Inclusion criteria for definitions study provided. Y
Inclusion criteria for broader review cited. Docu-

ment types also provided.

Definitions data extraction described Y

Analytical process described for creating inte- Y
grated definition and adequacy of definition crite-
ria

Search PRISMA flow diagram included Y



Document
characteristics

Main findings

Discussion
Summary of
findings

Strengths, limi-
tations, and fu-
ture research
directions

Comparison
with existing
literature

Conclusion
and recom-
mendations

Funding

may consider using the exam-
ple templates (which are likely
to need modification to suit the
data) that are provided

14 Provide information on the
characteristics of the documents
included in the review.

15 Present the key findings with
a specific focus on theory build-
ing and testing

16 Summarize the main find-
ings, taking into account the re-
view’s objective(s), research
question(s), focus, and intended
audience(s).

17 Discuss both the strengths of
the review and its limitations.
These should include(but need
not be restricted to) (a) consid-
eration of all the steps in the re-
view process and (b) comment
on the overall strength of evi-
dence supporting the explana-
tory insights which emerged.
The limitations identified may
point to areas where further
work is needed.

18 Where applicable, compare
and contrast the review’s find-
ings with the existing literature
(e.g. example, other reviews) on
the same topic

19 List the main implications of
the findings and place these in
the context of other relevant lit-
erature. If appropriate, offer
recommendations for policy
and practice.

20 Provide details of funding
source (if any) for the review,
the role played by the funder (if
any) and any conflicts of inter-
ests of the reviewers.

Provided in tables and supplementary files

Integrated definitions and critical analysis of sec-
ondary sources provided with specific explanation
of theory

Main findings summarised

Section within paper on strengths and limitations
of review

Discussion of findings in relation to wider litera-
ture and secondary sources which provided his-
torical/conceptual overview

Implications for policy and practice stated- in par-
ticular, further development of definition



