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Abstract
Background
Billions of dollars are lost annually in health research that fails to create meaningful benefits for patients. Engaging in research co-design – the meaningful involvement of end-users in research – may help address this research waste. This rapid overview of reviews addressed three related questions, namely (1) what approaches to research co-design exist in health settings? (2) What activities do these research co-design approaches involve? (3) What do we know about the effectiveness of existing research co-design approaches? The review focused on the study planning phase of research, defined as the point up to which the research question and study design are finalised.

Methods
Reviews of research co-design were systematically identified using a rapid overview of reviews approach (PROSPERO: CRD42019123034). The search strategy encompassed three academic databases, three grey literature databases, and a hand-search of the journal Research Involvement and Engagement. Two reviewers independently conducted the screening and data extraction and resolved disagreements through discussion. Disputes were resolved through discussion with a senior author (PB). One reviewer performed quality assessment. The results were narratively synthesised.

Results
A total of 26 records (reporting on 23 reviews) met the inclusion criteria. Reviews varied widely in their application of ‘research co-design’ and their application contexts, scope and theoretical foci. The research co-design approaches identified involved interactions with end-users outside of study planning, such as recruitment and dissemination. Activities involved in research co-design included focus groups, interviews and surveys. The effectiveness of research co-design has rarely been evaluated empirically or experimentally; however, qualitative exploration has described the positive and negative outcomes associated with co-design. The research provided many recommendations for conducting research co-design, including training participating end-users in research skills, having regular communication between researchers and end-users, setting clear end-user expectations, and assigning set roles to all parties involved in co-design.

Conclusions
Research co-design appears to be widely used but seldom described or evaluated in detail. Though it has rarely been tested empirically or experimentally, existing research suggests that it can benefit researchers, practitioners, research processes and research outcomes. Realising the potential of research co-design may require the development of clearer and more consistent terminology, better reporting of the activities involved and better evaluation.
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Background
The ultimate aim of health research is to provide evidence and insights that can be used to improve health outcomes. However, Glasziou and Chalmers [1, 2] estimate that 85% of funding for medical research – a staggering $170 billion annually – is avoidably wasted through non-publication, incomplete reporting and poor design.
A key contributor to this waste, aside from publication and reporting issues, is that health research frequently addresses questions and outcomes of limited relevance to clinicians, patients and other end-users [3]. For example, Oliver and Gray [4] found that only 9 of 334 studies compared researchers’ priorities with those of patients or practitioners. This means that a significant proportion of health research is potentially wasted from the outset, because researchers have not consulted with patients, clinicians and other end-users when prioritising an area of research or selecting a specific research question [1]. The resulting gap between research and end-user needs is underscored by Ioannidis, who points out that “practicing doctors and other health care professionals [are] familiar with how little of what they find in medical journals is useful” ([3], p. 1), and suggests that a lack of pragmatism and a lack of patient centeredness are two of the major reasons for research ‘waste’.
In response to this need, organisations and initiatives such as INVOLVE in the United Kingdom, the James Lind Alliance (United Kingdom, established in 2004) and the Patient Centred Outcomes Research Institute (PCORI) (United States, established in 2010) promote the involvement of clinicians, patients and other health service end-users in the health research process (e.g. [5–7]).
In parallel with the establishment of patient-centred research organisations, researchers have themselves examined different methods of health stakeholder engagement (e.g. [8–10]). Methods for stakeholder engagement and collaborative data collection have been developed and applied across a range of populations, including the elderly and intellectually disabled (e.g. [11–13]). Numerous collaborative health research projects have been conducted and evaluated, ranging from projects involving limited engagement by co-design participants to those led by end-users, for example, where activists engaged researchers [10]. A wide range of practices for how to manage data collection (e.g. interviews, participation in advisory councils) and researcher and co-design participant communication and relationships have also been recommended (e.g. [5, 14, 15]). However, the current literature is complex, contradictory and poorly synthesised as it has been examined from several different research perspectives in studies focused on maximising rigor and completeness for academic understanding rather than on providing practitioners with a short, parsimonious and accessible synthesis of the most significant characteristics of the literature.
The aim of this study was to provide an accessible synopsis of current co-design approaches and activities in health research by reviewing all reviews of relevant literature. Its key audience is health funders, policy-makers and practitioners who need to know which co-design approaches and activities to include in research programmes. In particular, we focus on research pertaining to patient, clinician and other end-user engagement in health research during the research planning phase, where the research topics and agendas are set, research questions and aims are agreed, and study design and materials are finalised. Our rationale for focusing on the study planning phase is that involvement of end-user groups in setting the research question (and/or the wider research agenda) is particularly critical for avoiding research waste [3].
The specific review questions were:
	1.What approaches to research co-design exist in health settings?


 

	2.What activities do these research co-design approaches involve?


 

	3.What do we know about the effectiveness of existing research co-design approaches?


 




This review was undertaken as part of a larger project to develop and test a health research co-design process that maximises alignment between researchers, clinicians and patients when developing a research question. Project funding was provided by the Victorian Transport Accident Commission, Australia.

Method
A ‘rapid overview of reviews’ approach was used. Rapid overviews of reviews are a type of rapid review, an emerging approach to research synthesis that utilises systematic search and appraisal processes but, unlike systematic reviews, focuses on review-level rather than primary studies [16, 17]. Rapid overviews of reviews aim to synthesise the questions addressed by systematic reviews and capture relevant insights [17]. The review was pre-registered with the international prospective register of systematic reviews (PROSPERO: CRD42019123034). Deviations from this protocol are listed in Additional file 1. The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) Statement has been used as a reporting framework [18].
Definitions
Co-design is meaningful end-user engagement in research design and includes instances of engagement that occur across all stages of the research process and range in intensity from relatively passive to highly active and involved. The definitions used to scope this review were informed by the PCORI, a research funding organisation that has developed a taxonomy of research process phases, stakeholder groups and other concepts relevant to the review. We therefore defined ‘research co-design’ as the meaningful involvement of research users during the study planning phase of a research project, where ‘meaningful involvement’ is taken to refer to participation in an explicitly described, defined and auditable role or task necessary to the planning and/or conduct of health research. We defined ‘research users’ as consumers, clinicians or other people or groups (other than researchers themselves) that have an interest in the results of health research. We defined the ‘study planning phase’ as all activities occurring prior to the finalisation of the research question in a research study. Based on our definition, studies that do not encompass the research planning phase, for example, research user involvement in participant recruitment into a research project, research activities such as data collection and analysis, and dissemination and translation of research findings, are excluded from this review. The rationale for focusing on the study planning phase is that reaching a shared understanding of the research question (that is, the problem to be addressed) is a critical point in the research process as decisions made at this stage will influence all subsequent research processes. The study planning phase is therefore the point where research waste has the most potential to be averted.

Search process
The following academic databases were searched: MEDLINE (1946 to 10 January 2019), PsycINFO (1806 to 10 January 2019), Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (inception to 10 January 2019). The following grey literature databases were hand searched: PCORI (24 January 2019), INVOLVE (24 January 2019), Health Systems Evidence (24 January 2019) and James Lind Alliance (24 January 2019). We directly searched the journal Research Involvement and Engagement (2014 to 10 January 2019) as its scope is directly relevant to the review questions and it was not indexed in MEDLINE at the time of the search.

Screening and selection of studies
Our inclusion criteria were:
	1.Systematic or narrative reviews (quantitative or qualitative studies) of research co-design (as defined above). Reviews had to address at least one of the following (adapted from PCORI classifications [19]):
	a.Examples of research co-design (e.g. review of primary studies where engagement took place); and/or


 

	b.Description of research co-design methodologies (e.g. synthesis and presentation of framework for research engagement); and/or


 

	c.Evaluation of research co-design (e.g. a meta-analysis of engagement effectiveness in influencing patient outcomes or experiences)


 






 

	2.English language


 

	3.Peer-reviewed journal publications or publicly available reports


 




Our exclusion criteria were:
	1.Primary studies


 

	2.Non-health settings


 

	3.Reviews describing research user engagement:
	a.in non-research processes or projects (e.g. engagement in healthcare)


 

	b.only outside the study planning phase (i.e. after the point at which the research question has been finalised)


 






 

	4.Reviews describing engagement with non-research stakeholders where there is no identified interest in a specific research project (e.g. public submissions on research priorities)


 




We searched using a combination of defined search terms and subject headings (where available). Examples of our search strings are included in Additional file 2.
Two reviewers (PS, AS) conducted abstract screening independently. Disputes were resolved through discussion between reviewers. Two reviewers (PS, AS) conducted full text screening independently. Disputes were resolved first through discussion between reviewers, with a senior author (PB) resolving disagreements.

Quality appraisal
One reviewer (PS) performed quality assessment on all systematic reviews using the Assessing the Methodological Quality of Systematic Reviews (AMSTAR) checklist [20]. This is a well-established tool for assessing the quality of systematic reviews and meta-analyses [21]. As AMSTAR is only designed for the evaluation of systematic reviews, quality assessment on the non-systematic reviews was not conducted.

Data extraction
Two reviewers (PS & AS) conducted data extraction independently. This focused on extracting (1) study information, (2) content relevant to our three research questions, and (3) recommendations. One reviewer (PS) then evaluated and synthesised both sets of data. This reviewer resolved disagreements by examining the original article. The data extracted is available in Additional files 3 and 5.

Analysis
The nature of the research questions and the heterogeneity of the review results precluded a quantitative analysis. The output of the review is therefore a narrative summary of the results, focused on their contribution to each research question. This summary was developed through the evaluation of both reviewers (PS & AS) who conducted screening and data extraction. The presentation of results distinguishes, where appropriate, between reviews with a high AMSTAR rating (5–7), those with a low AMSTAR rating (3–4), and non-systematic reviews.


Results
A total of 3919 records were identified across all searches; 1280 records were duplicates and removed automatically using Covidence, an online tool that assists the conduct of systematic reviews [22]. The abstracts of the remaining 2639 records were independently screened by two reviewers (PS and AS), with 2560 records being excluded at this stage and 53 records being excluded at the full text stage. Disagreements were resolved through discussion. The remaining 26 records were finally included. Figure 1 illustrates this process using a PRISMA flow diagram.
[image: A12961_2020_528_Fig1_HTML.png]
Fig. 1PRISMA flow diagram for rapid overview of reviews in health research co-design




The final 26 records included 23 reviews (3 pairs of records reported on the same review). These comprised 8 systematic reviews, 2 scoping reviews, 4 narrative reviews and 9 other review types, including systematic literature scans and critical reviews. Two were unpublished reports. Additional file 3 describes these studies in greater detail; Additional file 4 describes records excluded at full text review and reasons for exclusion; and Additional file 5 provides the extraction tables.
Quality appraisal
Thirteen studies were systematic reviews and were therefore appraised using the AMSTAR tool. The results of quality appraisal with AMSTAR for these 13 studies are shown in Additional file 6. Of the total possible score of 11/11 for AMSTAR criteria satisfied, the studies ranged from 3 to 7 in score, with a mean of 5. Only 3 of the reviewed studies provided an a priori design and only 5 included grey literature. Our findings should be interpreted with due consideration of the quality of the reviews included.

What approaches to research co-design exist in health settings?
Our review described many approaches to research co-design that encompassed our definition of research co-design. There were no distinct differences between high-quality (AMSTAR ≥5), lower-quality, and non-systematic reviews in the research co-design approaches discussed. Author definitions of these research co-design approaches are presented in Table 1.
Table 2For better research, INVVOLVE research end-users in co-design


	Invest in co-design
	Allocate sufficient time and resources
Pay/reward participants for their time
Provide training, if needed

	Needs assessment
	Determine project co-design needs: why, how and on what will co-design participants and researchers collaborate?

	Vision roles, responsibilities and rewards
	Set clear roles and responsibilities of all participants in co-design
Clarify how co-design participant feedback will be used
Ensure all parties understand the importance of co-design and the potential benefits
Manage expectations – make sure that there is a shared vision and goal

	Validate participants
	Empower and nurture participants so that they are confident enough to engage with researchers and the research process

	Organise interaction carefully
	Make sure meeting places are accessible and familiar
Make sure that any interactions are well structured and regular
Regularly communicate and update all parties
Prepare aids, such as glossaries, images and plans, as meeting facilitators
Have backup co-design participants as some may drop out

	Lead the engagement
	Carefully define and control the scope of engagement
Don’t let groups dominate conversations and decision-making
Discuss and defuse tensions

	Value patient time and input
	Build trust and rapport between researchers and co-design participants
Give co-design participants some choice and control

	Evaluate and report
	Document all engagement processes
Evaluate processes and outcomes based on predetermined criteria
Report findings




The research co-design approaches described in the literature (Table 1) overlapped significantly in scope. All focused on some type of research-related engagement with one or many groups of research end-users, such as the ‘public’ [23, 30], ‘patient’ [5], ‘consumer’ [10, 26], ‘stakeholder’ [25] and ‘communities’ [15]. Most used the terms ‘involvement’ [8, 12, 31, 32] or ‘engagement’ [5] to describe cases where research end-users contributed to the research process.
However, there were also many differences across these approaches. Some approaches were specifically focused on older adults [12], children [31] or adults with intellectual disabilities [32]. For instance, inclusive health research is limited to “research which includes or involves people with learning disabilities as more than just subjects of research” ([27], p. 275), while patient and public involvement is described much more broadly as “doing research ‘with’ or ‘by’ the public, rather than ‘to’, ‘about’ or ‘for’ the public” ([23], p. 106).
Certain approaches restricted their focus to specific types of co-design collaborations, for example, between academic researchers and end-user organisations [28] or to collect research data [29]. Approaches also differed in the extent to which they emphasised intensity of engagement. For example, consumer involvement in research regarded co-design as including consultation [10] but approaches such as research engagement stressed the need for “significant engagement” [24]. From a regional perspective, we note that ‘patient and public involvement’ was more frequently used for research conducted in the United Kingdom, while ‘research engagement’ was more frequently used for research conducted in the United States.
The co-design approaches identified also differed in the extent to which they were used as umbrella concepts that might contain other co-design approaches [7, 24, 31]. For example, participatory research is described as “an umbrella term to include all partnered research, including community-based participatory research (CBPR), action research, participatory action research, participatory evaluation, community engagement and patient engagement” ([15], p. 2).
Several research co-design approaches included overlapping and/or nested conceptual frameworks. These nested conceptual frameworks classified involvement in different ways. For example, patient and public involvement research differentiates between three levels of involvement: “(1) consultation (where researchers seek the views of the public on key aspects of the research); (2) collaboration (an on-going partnership between researchers and the public throughout the research process) [and]; (3) ‘publicly led’ (where the public designs and undertakes the research and where researchers are only invited to participate at the invitation of the public)” ([23], p. 106). In contrast, the consumer involvement in research approach categorises engagement into eight categories based on the interaction between four levels of researcher and end-user engagement control within a research project [10].
Research co-design approaches varied in the research phase that they considered as relevant to end-user input. For example, participatory methods research appears to focus on involvement in the design and conduct of research [11]. In contrast, stakeholder engagement includes the “interpretation of the findings, crafting of the message and dissemination of the results” ([24], p. 1391) while patient engagement includes “applying […] resulting knowledge” ([7], p. 2). No approaches specifically focused on the research planning phase. Some of the approaches that we identified, such as patient and stakeholder engagement, consumer engagement, and stakeholder involvement were not consistently defined within the literature examined and therefore difficult to understand, compare and differentiate.

What activities do these research co-design approaches involve?
Our review identified several types of activities involved in research co-design. Most frequently mentioned were activities where research end-user contributions were solicited such as interviews and participation in advisory councils [5]. There were no consistent differences in the activities described by higher-quality (AMSTAR ≥5) compared to lower-quality or non-systematic reviews.
Objectives
Co-design activities were typically used to facilitate (1) prioritisation and research agenda-setting [5, 10, 12]; (2) review of research proposals [8, 29] and (3) contribution to study design, outcomes and materials [33]. For example, Schilling and Gerhardus [12] describe a prioritisation process that included an initial survey of older adults with dementia followed by a group workshop. In one review, Yoshida et al. [13] investigated a specific method for prioritisation, exploring how a research prioritisation technique designed to incorporate stakeholder contributions, the Child Health and Nutrition Research Institute method, had been used. Cukor [29] described how a community advisory board drawn from patients with kidney disease and their caregivers reviewed and provided feedback on initial proposals (i.e. research questions) for funded research. Many reviews described structured input from end-users on research protocols, especially in selecting outcome measures that mattered to patients, providing feedback on technical or culturally appropriate language in study materials and operational processes such as recruitment and obtaining consent [12, 31, 34].

Types of activity
Foundational co-design activities were typically taken by the researchers prior to any contribution activities, and included identifying end-user groups, defining specific roles and responsibilities for end-users, and recruiting and managing end-users to the research project or programme [33, 35]. The most typical co-design activities followed these foundational activities and were identified by Domecq et al. [5] as focus groups, interviews, surveys and deliberative methods (e.g. rating processes). Across all reviews, group or individual meetings with end-users were most common. Less frequently mentioned activities included telephone calls, citizens’ juries, town meetings, symposia, workshops, conferences, forums, voting, the nominal group technique, one-time priority questionnaires and the Delphi technique [14].

Frequency and intensity of engagement
The frequency and intensity of research co-design activities varied greatly across the included reviews – from seeking occasional contributions from end-users to seeking daily involvement and from relatively low-intensity activities such as seeking end-user feedback on research materials to intensely collaborative power-sharing arrangements in end-user-led research (e.g. [10, 23, 29]). Oliver et al. ([10], summary on p. 96) provide a particularly detailed examination of how different activities performed across different levels of researcher and end-user engagement.

Roles
Many different roles for co-design participants were described. These included, for example, advisors and committee members who provide advice, reviewers who examined plans and materials, and co-production roles where the co-designers initiated, and/or shared control of the research [33].

Tailoring of activities
Co-design activities were tailored to the end-user groups (typically patients) involved. In particular, different activities were recommended for co-design with disabled individuals, children and older patients (e.g. [11, 31]) compared to the general patient population. Though reviews frequently mentioned practitioners such as carers, nurses and doctors as consumers and end-users, they generally did not discuss how co-design should involve these groups or provide any specifically tailored co-design recommendations.


What do we know about the effectiveness of research co-design?
We did not identify any comparative studies that experimentally compared the use of research co-design against a more traditional research process in terms of end-user health outcomes or cost-effectiveness. Evaluation typically examined researchers’ and users’ perceptions of benefit, the influence of co-design on the research process (e.g. whether a questionnaire changed), and the time and resourcing required. The findings described did not consistently differ on the basis of review quality.
Reviews that evaluated the impact of research co-design on the research process found mixed results [10, 29, 33, 35]. A range of benefits of co-design were described in the included reviews. Firstly, the research topics, research questions and design of materials were perceived to be more applicable and acceptable to research end-users as a result of co-design (e.g. [7, 35]). For example, Di Lorito et al. found that co-design helped “to tailor the [survey] questions so they can be user-friendly, concrete, specific and relevant for participants” ([32], p. 678). Camden et al. found that co-design led to “better identification of relevant questions, credibility of the knowledge produced and application of results adapted to contexts” ([24], p. 1937).
Secondly, a number of benefits for end-users who participated in research co-design were identified, including positive emotional outcomes as well as increased knowledge about and increased skills for contributing to the research process and managing their medical condition [33]. Many reviews specifically noted positive emotions resulting from participation in co-design, including increased confidence in their daily life [7, 31] and a sense of pride and accomplishment [32]. Finally, our review also provided evidence that research co-design can benefit researchers. For instance, Brett et al. note that research co-design can “build important links with the community and can help with accessing participants, improving response rates, recruitment from seldom heard groups, development of greater empathy with research subjects and better informed consent based on a more informed participant. There is also evidence that [Public and Patient Involvement] PPI can help in the assessment and development of research instruments, improve the timing of interventions and ensure the instruments are more acceptable to the community” ([33], p. 13).
However, some negative aspects of co-design were also identified, including increased time and the financial resources required to incorporate co-design elements into a research process; tensions between researchers and end-users in decision-making and sacrificing scientific rigor for end-user preferences; and concerns regarding study design [5, 10, 29, 32]. For example, Boote et al. outline a case where “members of the public involved in the design of the stroke trial recommended that additional outcomes be examined in the research. This led the research team to develop non-validated measures for use in the trial” ([36], p. 18). Similarly Brett et al. [33] mention a case where clinicians, researchers and service users differed in the extent to which they were willing to trade changes in the rigor of the research process for other outcomes such as the quality of patients’ lives. Furthermore, some end-users experienced their involvement as tokenistic, feeling “not listened to, frustrated and marginalised” ([33], p. 13).
Evaluations across all research approaches generally measured the near-term effects of engagement (e.g. better research, as assessed by interpretation, and patient empowerment, using qualitative studies). For instance, public and patient involvement research reported that evaluation used a narrative description (e.g. [33]). Similarly, patient engagement research (e.g. [7, 25]) found that the studies evaluating impact generally used qualitative analyses of small samples. The longer-term effects of co-design, for example, on improved health outcomes, were not examined.


Discussion
Misalignment between researchers’ aims and research end-user needs is a major cause of research waste [1–3]. The effective implementation of research co-design to reduce this misalignment could therefore have substantial positive impacts, from improving health research processes and outcomes, to improving the function of health systems and the societies that depend on them. This review is, to our knowledge, the first overview of reviews of this eclectic literature and the first review motivated by the needs of health funders, policy-makers and practitioners. The results contribute a short and accessible synthesis of research co-design that outlines the state of the science in research co-design approaches, activities and evaluation.
Many research co-design approaches were identified across the included reviews. These generally focused on some form of research-related engagement with one or many groups of non-research stakeholders. We noted several differences between these approaches, for example, in the extent to which they focused on co-design with specific groups, approaches, research phases or levels of engagement. The lack of a singular consistent conceptualisation of ‘co-design’ made it much more difficult to retrieve and understand the relevant literature as recognised by several authors of the reviews that we examined. For example, Drahota et al. [28] note that one challenging aspect of collaboration research is the lack of standardized terminology and conceptual definitions. Similarly, Camden et al. comment that “search strategies were limited by the great variety of terms used for each of the terms searched” ([24], p. 1399).
We identified many activities that are involved in research co-design. Consistent with the variation in co-design terminology and definition, there is extensive variance in the timing, participants and aims of co-design activities. Though it was clear that certain research activities were used frequently, there was insufficient detail to establish what was actually involved (e.g. specific interview procedures or how disparate opinions on study prioritisation were reconciled). Reflecting this, several authors noted a need for better description and explanation (e.g. [31, 35]). For example, Puts et al. state “while there have been many studies that have used patient engagement, the processes involved and the outcomes have not been well documented” ([35], p. 395). Similarly, Camden et al. noted “many studies reported having engaged stakeholders throughout the research process, but in only a few articles were we able to identify specific strategies in each research step” ([24], p. 1398). This combination of vague terminology and vague description of co-design makes it very difficult for researchers to undertake co-design activities, even if they are motivated (or required) to incorporate co-design into their research.
We also found that the effectiveness of research co-design has rarely been tested empirically or experimentally, but that qualitative evaluations were generally positive. These implied that research co-design can have several benefits for research processes, researchers and practitioners, but also create some negative impacts such as frustration, increased complexity and delays in research progress. The reviews identified expressed concerned with the lack of evaluation of research co-design. As Oliver et al. point out “The literature was replete with enthusiastic reports and reflections but with little or no detail about public involvement, and often little attempt at objectivity” ([37], p. 78). Similarly, Morley et al. note that “this scoping exercise has identified evidence of highly variable levels and types of consumer involvement within and beyond Cochrane, but limited evidence for the impact of most methods and levels of involving people” ([9], p. 16).
What are the key barriers that need to be overcome for better research co-design evaluation? One barrier is that many of the metrics involved, for example, patient knowledge about research, are quite different to those traditionally measured or valued in health. Health researcher expertise in measuring clinical outcomes may not transfer to measuring end-user experiences, voice, shared power and potential impact on the research process itself. A second barrier is a lack of consistency across co-design metrics. Our review identified a plethora of different short- and long-term evaluation metrics, each purporting to measure benefits and costs to patients and researchers but doing so quite differently. A third barrier is a lack of a clearly accepted causal framework or theory of change that (1) argues for the value of measuring specific instrumental (e.g. research design improvement) and terminal outcomes (e.g. health improvements) and (2) explains and justifies the probable relationships between these metrics (e.g. that better research design leads to better health for these reasons, which in turn leads to improved social outcomes).
Esmail et al. [25] provide a foundation for further work to address these barriers. They suggest approaches for better co-design evaluation, for example, that researchers should develop or choose an evaluative framework or set of criteria prior to research-co design, use predefined, validated tools, and conduct regular or continuous evaluations (ideally involving external evaluators). Additionally, they suggest three categories of measurement – context, process and impact of engagement – and outline a range of assessments that have been performed under each category.
Several researchers emphasised the importance of context when determining the design, impact and implementation of health research (e.g. [25, 33, 37]). For example, as Brett et al. explained, “Context refers to […] the setting for the involvement and the atmosphere/attitude in which it is conducted. The process of involvement can include a number of different things. For example, it could refer to the level of involvement that users have, how they are involved, when they are involved, and what procedures are put in place to improve the likelihood of success […] If the context and process is not appropriate then the chances of beneficial impact of patient and public involvement activity appear to diminish” ([33], p. 46). Additionally, the reviews were clear in suggesting that research co-design should be tailored differently across multiple complex contexts and that no one approach was a panacea; as Oliver et al. noted, “Different methods had varying degrees of success in a range of contexts” ([37], p. 78).
Our results clearly demonstrate that research co-design involves a broad range of approaches, which range from low effort and low risk through to the much higher effort research co-production approaches. For example, the low-effort and low-risk approaches, might involve asking stakeholders to review and revise research questions in the data collection process. In contrast, co-production could involve included stakeholders with equal decision-making power and responsibility across the entire research process.
It is important to understand the implications of the range and breadth of these research co-design approaches. Each approach lends itself to different contexts; for instance, the level of stakeholder interest and capability mediates whether they should be engaged in a consultative or partnership arrangement. Each approach also suits different types of evaluation. More discrete and limited collaboration isolates specific processes (e.g. consultation about research questions) and therefore allows for the evaluation of very specific processes. In contrast, the co-production processes involve less discrete patterns and periods of interaction, forcing a more aggregated, and infrequent, approach to evaluation. This, in turn, has implications for the comparability of these evaluations and the co-design approaches that they measure.
It is important to link our synthesis of reviews to the related non-review and non-health literature. There are many relevant examples of this literature, including reports explaining how to engage in co-design [19, 38–42], how co-production techniques have been used in applied contexts [43], and research into co-design in non-health contexts [44, 45]. Though these works differ in focus from our overview of reviews, they generally accord with the findings of this study, for example, in recommending research evaluation [39] and flexibility [43]. They also complement our review by providing detailed recommendations for specific bodies [39] and extended instruction on how to use co-design in practice [19, 38–40].
Recommendations for research
This review has highlighted a number of opportunities for researchers to improve how they implement, evaluate and evolve research co-design. Several reviews recommended the use of more clear and consistent co-design terminology [5, 7]. For example, Domecq et al. notes “Several authors [...] confirmed a need to have clear, consistent terminology to denote patient engagement, which can be used and applied across various contexts to inform a clear conceptualisation and understanding of patient engagement across the research process” ([5], p. 4). Drahota et al. argue that “strengthening conceptual clarity by using standardized terminology, definitions, and methods is an important research direction for this field” ([28], p. 195). Manafo et al. argue that this “lack of consistency in terminology use and definitions only further adds to the confusion and complexity surrounding patient engagement in research, while diluting the possibility of achieving meaningful and successful engagement from all stakeholders” ([7], p. 8).
Similarly, better reporting of the activities involved in research co-design is also recommended (e.g. [11, 35]). Some reporting standards have been developed, for example, the use of the Guidance for Reporting Involvement of Patients and Public checklist [46, 47]. As stated by Domecq et al., “Building a robust patient engagement enterprise requires a firmer and more widespread understanding by both researchers and patients of the ‘how’ to effectively and efficiently include patients in a meaningful and feasible way” ([5], p. 4).
We see considerable value in greater synthesis and differentiation between the many different strands of research co-design that exist in the literature. Researchers need to understand the underlying differences between approaches in order to (1) understand their relative merits, (2) the applicability/utility of traditional approaches/metrics for evaluating them, and (3) the methodological and theoretical barriers to their systematic comparison using traditional means. Additionally, there is a second continuum of interest – the level of engagement. This ranges from the relatively simple process of engaging stakeholders in decisions about the questions asked and methods for asking them to participate in challenging, messy and unpredictable research co-production. We therefore encourage researchers to build on established accepted typologies and conceptual hierarchies to capture and represent the range of existing co-design approaches and ideally make these more parsimonious. One example of such an approach is the ECOUTER methodology [48].
Perhaps most pressingly, there is a need for much better evaluation of research co-design (e.g. [10, 34, 36]). Esmail et al. accurately highlight the importance of evaluation when they comment that “the most striking observation [from our findings] is how few studies actually assess or formally evaluate any measures of engagement” ([25], p. 136). Domecq et al. underscore this point when they state that “this fledgling initiative can ill afford a lack of robust evidence that underlies the impetus supporting patient engagement in research” ([5], p. 4). It is unsurprising that there is a dearth of studies comparing co-design with ‘business as usual’ or evaluating the real-world impact of co-design (outside of evaluation of satisfaction with the co-design process). The resourcing and logistics requirements of such an endeavour would be significant, for example, requiring comparison of similar research projects with and without co-design and/or long-term (i.e. 3–5 year) follow up of real-world impacts. Whilst the complexity of testing the effectiveness of co-design is acknowledged, this is a critical gap in the literature given the significant investment that is being made in co-design.
One approach to deal with the challenge of evaluating the real-world impact of co-design may be to develop a theory of change linking proximal and easily measurable patient and research outcomes to more diffuse terminal health and social impacts. If doing this, researchers may benefit from adopting ideas from evaluation research (e.g. [49, 50]). For example, Mark and Henry [50] examine and link three levels of analysis (individual, interpersonal and collective) to four categories of change (general influence, cognitive and affective, motivational, and behavioural). Systems thinking and related research may also help with identifying and standardising the understanding of how different metrics interact (e.g. [51, 52]).
There is a need to further explore two relatively fundamental questions: ‘When is it worth it to engage end-users?’ and ‘What are the ideal activities to use in specific contexts?’ The research examined frequently discussed the benefits and costs of co-design to patients and researchers. Some reviews (e.g. [10, 33]) also described individual cases of co-design in some detail and provided useful conceptual frameworks for categorising them. However, no research took a broadly comparative approach to examine, for example, the types of co-design that produce the best outcomes for all parties and for specific parties in particular settings. Additionally, it remains unclear where intensive collaborations and activities are most effective and acceptable.
There is a need for more research to examine how activities should be tailored to particular contexts and end-user groups. For example, the optimal approach to co-design is likely to differ between patients and practitioners. Although there was some discussion of how to use age- or intellect-appropriate co-design activities, the rules of thumb and approaches for tailoring were not addressed. There was virtually no discussion of how to conduct co-design activities with practitioner groups such as doctors, nurses and carers.
Research into the effect of co-design participant group size, and how to tailor to different group sizes, is also needed. Though the research examined frequently mentioned the details of groups involved in co-design, we did not identify any significant discussion of the effect of group size on different co-design activities or the ideal group size for specific contexts.
Future research should explore what types of co-design activities are best suited to specific aspects of the research process. This review focused on the study planning phase as it is particularly critical for avoiding research waste. However, different approaches will be optimal across different phases of the research process – what is most effective for promoting research dissemination is likely to be very different from the best approach to seek survey feedback.
Robust and consistent reporting of research co-design activities, costs and outcomes is a necessary foundation for enhancing our understanding of its effectiveness and cost-effectiveness. Long-term evaluations of co-design to address this gap are therefore required.

Recommendations for practice
Those engaged in research co-design should use our review to understand which broad concepts are relevant, for example, if searching for relevant literature or case studies. There are a range of relevant terms, such as ‘participatory research’, that practitioners may not expect to relate to research co-design. Other researchers who are new to co-design, and to research engagement generally, should consider how involving research end-users in the study planning phase can assist in prioritising research topics, setting research agendas, reviewing study plans, and in helping to refine research design and processes. Our discussion of research and engagement processes, and our recommendations, should help practitioners to better plan and execute co-design by highlighting issues to expect and prepare for as well as by providing templates to learn from and follow. Our discussion of the evaluations of research co-design, particularly the costs and benefits identified, may be useful for practitioners who are evaluating whether research co-design is appropriate for a research project that they seek to fund or conduct.
Defining best practice in research co-design on the basis of this rapid overview of reviews is difficult due to the breadth of co-design activities, myriad opportunities across the research planning phase, and the lack of comprehensive or conclusive evaluations regarding the impact of co-design activities on research outcomes. In addition, some studies highlighted tensions between researcher and end-user incentives and preferences (e.g. [33]), leading to compromised study designs, experiences of tokenism, and/or frustration and disappointment at the missed co-design opportunity. The specific health context, end-user readiness for contribution, and researcher capability will vary widely between research projects. In a review of Australian research co-design attempts, Miller et al. wrote that “the effectiveness of strategies used in consumer and community engagement in health and medical research is highly context-specific, and in many instances dependent on the attitudes, skill, and relationships between the consumers and researchers involved in the research process” ([26], p. 3).
Several papers mention that co-design projects often face significant challenges in instigating and maintaining co-design-related collaboration (e.g. 33). As this is in part a behavioural problem, we recommend that researchers draw on behavioural insights where relevant. For example, the Fogg Behaviour Model [53] or the COM-B Behaviour Change model [54] could be used to diagnose actors’ capabilities, motivation, and triggers or opportunities. Similarly, the EAST model can improve end-user engagement by designing activities and communications that are easy, attractive, social and timely to respond to/participate in [55].
We have also organised and synthesised common recommendations from the rapid overview of reviews (Additional file 5), using the abbreviation INVVOLVE. These are outlined in Table 2. Readers should note that this table is not proposed as an approach to research co-design, a census of all recommendations, or a set of steps to follow in sequence.
Table 1Examples of research co-design approaches identified


	Approach
	Definition (reference)

	Patient and public involvement
	“Doing research ‘with’ or ‘by’ the public, rather than ‘to’, ‘about’ or ‘for’ the public” ([23], p. 106)

	Stakeholder engagement
	“Significant collaboration with knowledge users, including the development or refinement of the research questions, selection of the methodology, data collection and tools development, selection of outcome measures, interpretation of the findings, crafting of the message and dissemination of the results” ([24], p. 1391)

	Participatory research
	“We use PR as an umbrella term to include all partnered research, including community-based participatory research (CBPR), action research, participatory action research, participatory evaluation, community engagement and patient engagement), and community engagement continue to attract increased attention as an approach to research, requiring formation of teams of researchers in partnerships with those affected by the issue under study in the community and those who will utilize the results to effect change” ([15], p. 1)

	Patient and stakeholder engagement
	Not defined [25]

	Consumer engagement
	Not defined [26]

	Participatory methods
	“Any method that can be used to obtain children’s views, aiming to involve them in the design and conduct of research” ([11], p. 682)

	Inclusive health research
	“Research which includes or involves people with learning disabilities as more than just subjects of research” ([27], p. 275)

	Community- academic partnership
	“The collaboration must have been between at least one academic partner (e.g. investigator(s) in a university department, university hospital, university medical center) and at least one community organization or stakeholder (e.g. community agency, church, school, policy-maker, according to a definition adopted in order to maximise the number of articles eligible for inclusion), and have shown some indication of shared control or shared decision making, as described in the collaboration’s collaborative or specific actions” ([28], p. 169)

	Community- based participatory research
	“A collaborative approach to research that equitably involves all partners in the research process and recognizes the unique strengths that each brings” ([29], p. 1703)

	Stakeholder involvement
	Not defined [13]

	Patient engagement
	“Occur[ing] when patients meaningfully and actively collaborate in the governance, priority setting, and conduct of research, as well as in summarizing, distributing, sharing, and applying its resulting knowledge” ([7], p. 2)

	Consumer involvement in research
	Consumers defined as: “Users and potential users of services, products and resources (including natural resources). In health this includes patients and potential patients; long-term users of services; carers and parents; organisations that represent consumers’ interests; members of the public who are the targets of health promotion programmes; and groups asking for research because they believe they have been exposed to potentially harmful circumstances, products or services. Depending on the context, consumers may also be described with any of the following terms: ‘lay’, ‘non-expert’, ‘service user’, ‘survivor’ or ‘member of the general public”
Involvement defined as “any form of participation in the making of decisions, at whatever stage or level, from consultation at the end of the decision-making process to joint working throughout the entire decision-making process” ([10], p. vii)





Limitations
Rapid reviews, including rapid overview of reviews, are, by nature, more rapid than other types of research synthesis and can therefore lack the detail that traditional systematic reviews provide [16]. However, despite these issues, rapid reviews and systematic reviews generally result in similar conclusions [56]. Nonetheless, a more detailed and thorough review might yield different insights and conclusions.
Our original intention was to focus on review-level literature examining the planning phase of research. However, we found that this literature encompassed a broader definition than ours, because the primary studies within these reviews used co-design across all of the different research phases. These reviews, their findings and our discussion of these findings therefore include consideration of types of co-design and phases of the research cycle outside the research planning phase that was the focus of this review (i.e. co-design up to the point of finalising the research question and design). This was unavoidable as a more restrictive search limited to reviews that solely synthesised research from primary studies that examined the research planning phase would have resulted in no studies to include or useful insights to share. When analysing the review-level literature, we identified the co-design principles that were most relevant to the research development phase of research. However, most reviews did not categorise co-design principles by research phases and the diversity, and variable use, of terms used to refer to research co-design further complicated the task as it was difficult to distinguish between different descriptions of phases. Despite this limitation, the co-design principles elucidated by the review are phase agnostic and thus applicable and useful for guiding co-design within the critical research planning and design phase.
Research co-design is a composite of research and practice and conceptually non-homogeneous across the many contexts in which it is used. Accordingly, our use of a systematic review of systematic reviews was less effective than in most cases as this approach assumes the conceptual consistency of elements within the reviews included.
Because we restricted our search to reviews in English, we may have omitted relevant research written in other languages. Because we conducted an overview of reviews, the design of our study excluded all relevant primary literature. We only had one quality appraiser; this was necessary due to the resourcing available to conduct the review. We only conducted quality appraisal on systematic reviews as the AMSTAR tool that we used was not compatible with non-systematic reviews and we were not aware of tools for assessing narrative reviews [57]. We therefore cannot attest to the quality of the non-systematic reviews included in this study.


Conclusion
Research co-design appears to be widely used but seldom described consistently or evaluated in detail. Though it has rarely been tested empirically or experimentally, existing research suggests that it can benefit researchers, practitioners, research processes and research outcomes. Realising the potential of research co-design may require the development of clearer and more consistent terminology, better reporting of research activities, and long-term evaluation of co-design outcomes and impact.

Supplementary information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s12961-020-0528-9.

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Authors’ contributions
PB led the establishment of the research co-design project and obtained funding; this review forms part of a larger project on research co-design. PB, PS and AS together determined the research questions and search strategy. PS and AS wrote the protocol with input from PB. PS and AS undertook the search, screening, article selection and data extraction. PS undertook quality assessment; PS led the data synthesis and drafted the manuscript in collaboration with AS. PB provided commentary on the synthesis, feedback on the manuscript, and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This work was funded by the Transport Accident Commission (TAC), Victoria, Australia. The funder had no role in study design, conduct, decision to publish or preparation of the manuscript.

Availability of data and materials
The data supporting the conclusions of this article is included within the article and its supplementary files.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests. The funder, Transport Accident Commission (TAC), Victoria, Australia, commissioned the review as part of a larger research co-design project to improve the process and outcomes of the health research it funds. However, the views and opinions expressed herein are those of the review authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the TAC.


[image: Creative Commons]Open AccessThis article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​4.​0/​), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://​creativecommons.​org/​publicdomain/​zero/​1.​0/​) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

References
1.
Glasziou P, Chalmers I (2016) Paul Glasziou and Iain Chalmers: Is 85% of health research really “wasted”? The BMJ Opinion. https://​blogs.​bmj.​com/​bmj/​2016/​01/​14/​paul-glasziou-and-iain-chalmers-is-85-of-health-research-really-wasted/​. Accessed 31 Jan 2020.

2.
Chalmers I, Glasziou P. Avoidable waste in the production and reporting of evidence. Lancet. 2009;374:86–9.PubMed

3.
Ioannidis JPA. Why most clinical research is not useful. PLoS Med. 2016;13:e1002049.PubMedPubMedCentral

4.
Oliver S, Gray J. A bibliography of research reports about patients’, clinicians’ and researchers’ priorities for new research. London: James Lind Alliance; 2006.

5.
Domecq JP, Prutsky G, Elraiyah T, et al. Patient engagement in research: a systematic review. BMC Health Serv Res. 2014;14:89.PubMedPubMedCentral

6.
Lee DJ, Avulova S, Conwill R, Barocas DA. Patient engagement in the design and execution of urologic oncology research. Urol Oncol. 2017;35:552–8.PubMed

7.
Manafo E, Petermann L, Mason-Lai P, Vandall-Walker V. Patient engagement in Canada: a scoping review of the “how” and “what” of patient engagement in health research. Health Res Policy Syst. 2018;16:5.PubMedPubMedCentral

8.
Brett J, Staniszewska S, Mockford C, Herron-Marx S, Hughes J, Tysall C, Suleman R. Mapping the impact of patient and public involvement on health and social care research: a systematic review. Health Expect. 2014;17:637–50.PubMed

9.
Morley RF, Norman G, Golder S, Griffith P. A systematic scoping review of the evidence for consumer involvement in organisations undertaking systematic reviews: focus on Cochrane. Res Involv Engagem. 2016;2:36.PubMedPubMedCentral

10.
Oliver S, Clarke-Jones L, Rees R, Milne R, Buchanan P, Gabbay J, Gyte G, Oakley A, Stein K. Involving consumers in research and development agenda setting for the NHS: developing an evidence-based approach. Health Technol Assess. 2004;8:1–148.PubMed

11.
Haijes HA, van Thiel GJMW. Participatory methods in pediatric participatory research: a systematic review. Pediatr Res. 2016;79:676–83.PubMed

12.
Schilling I, Gerhardus A. Methods for involving older people in health research-a review of the literature. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2017;14(12):E1476. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​ijerph14121476.CrossrefPubMed

13.
Yoshida S, Wazny K, Cousens S, Chan KY. Setting health research priorities using the CHNRI method: III. Involving stakeholders. J Glob Health. 2016;6:010303.PubMedPubMedCentral

14.
Guise J-M, O’Haire C, McPheeters M, Most C, Labrant L, Lee K, Barth Cottrell EK, Graham E. A practice-based tool for engaging stakeholders in future research: a synthesis of current practices. J Clin Epidemiol. 2013;66:666–74.PubMed

15.
Salsberg J, Parry D, Pluye P, Macridis S, Herbert CP, Macaulay AC. Successful strategies to engage research partners for translating evidence into action in community health: a critical review. J Environ Public Health. 2015;2015:191856.PubMedPubMedCentral

16.
Khangura S, Konnyu K, Cushman R, Grimshaw J, Moher D. Evidence summaries: the evolution of a rapid review approach. Syst Rev. 2012;1:10.PubMedPubMedCentral

17.
Tricco AC, Langlois EV, Straus SE. Rapid reviews to strengthen health policy and systems: a practical guide. Geneva: Alliance for Health Policy and Systems Research World Health Organization; 2017.

18.
Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG, Group TP. Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA Statement. PLoS Med. 2009;6:e1000097.PubMedPubMedCentral

19.
PCORI. https://​www.​pcori.​org/​. Accessed 31 Jan 2020.

20.
Shea BJ, Grimshaw JM, Wells GA, Boers M, Andersson N, Hamel C, Porter AC, Tugwell P, Moher D, Bouter LM. Development of AMSTAR: a measurement tool to assess the methodological quality of systematic reviews. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2007;7:10.PubMedPubMedCentral

21.
Pieper D, Buechter RB, Li L, Prediger B, Eikermann M. Systematic review found AMSTAR, but not R(evised)-AMSTAR, to have good measurement properties. J Clin Epidemiol. 2015;68:574–83.PubMed

22.
Veritas health innovation covidence systematic review software. Melbourne.https://​www.​covidence.​org/​home. Accessed 31 Jan 2020.

23.
Boote J, Baird W, Sutton A. Public involvement in the systematic review process in health and social care: a narrative review of case examples. Health Policy. 2011;102:105–16.PubMedPubMedCentral

24.
Camden C, Shikako-Thomas K, Nguyen T, Graham E, Thomas A, Sprung J, Morris C, Russell DJ. Engaging stakeholders in rehabilitation research: a scoping review of strategies used in partnerships and evaluation of impacts. Disabil Rehabil. 2015;37:1390–400.PubMed

25.
Esmail L, Moore E, Rein A. Evaluating patient and stakeholder engagement in research: moving from theory to practice. J Comp Eff Res. 2015;4:133–45.PubMed

26.
Miller CL, Mott K, Cousins M, Miller S, Johnson A, Lawson T, Wesselingh S. Integrating consumer engagement in health and medical research - an Australian framework. Health Res Policy Syst. 2017;15:9.PubMedPubMedCentral

27.
Frankena TK, Naaldenberg J, Cardol M, Linehan C, van Schrojenstein Lantman-de Valk H. Active involvement of people with intellectual disabilities in health research – a structured literature review. Res Dev Disabil. 2015;45–46:271–83.PubMed

28.
Drahota A, Meza RD, Brikho B, Naaf M, Estabillo JA, Gomez ED, Vejnoska SF, Dufek S, Stahmer AC, Aarons GA. Community-academic partnerships: a systematic review of the state of the literature and recommendations for future research. Milbank Q. 2016;94:163–214.PubMedPubMedCentral

29.
Cukor D, Cohen LM, Cope EL, et al. Patient and other stakeholder engagement in patient-centered outcomes research institute funded studies of patients with kidney diseases. Clin J Am Soc Nephrol. 2016;11:1703–12.PubMedPubMedCentral

30.
Boote J, Baird W, Sutton A. Involving the public in systematic reviews: a narrative review of organizational approaches and eight case examples. J Comp Eff Res. 2012;1:409–20.PubMed

31.
Bailey S, Boddy K, Briscoe S, Morris C. Involving disabled children and young people as partners in research: a systematic review. Child Care Health Dev. 2015;41:505–14.PubMed

32.
Di Lorito C, Bosco A, Birt L, Hassiotis A. Co-research with adults with intellectual disability: a systematic review. J Appl Res Intellect Disabil. 2018;31:669–86.PubMed

33.
Brett J, Staniszewska S, Mockford C, Seers K, Herron-Marx S, Bayliss H (2010) The PIRICOM Study: a systematic review of the conceptualisation, measurement, impact and outcomes of patients and public involvement in health and social care research. http://​wrap.​warwick.​ac.​uk/​47235/​. Accessed 31 Jan 2020.

34.
Fudge N, Wolfe CDA, McKevitt C. Involving older people in health research. Age Ageing. 2007;36:492–500.PubMed

35.
Puts MTE, Sattar S, Ghodraty-Jabloo V, Hsu T, Fitch M, Szumacher E, Ayala AP, Alibhai SMH. Patient engagement in research with older adults with cancer. J Geriatr Oncol. 2017;8:391–6.PubMed

36.
Boote J, Baird W, Beecroft C. Public involvement at the design stage of primary health research: a narrative review of case examples. Health Policy. 2010;95:10–23.PubMed

37.
Oliver SR, Rees RW, Clarke-Jones L, Milne R, Oakley AR, Gabbay J, Stein K, Buchanan P, Gyte G. A multidimensional conceptual framework for analysing public involvement in health services research. Health Expect. 2008;11:72–84.PubMedPubMedCentral

38.
INVOLVE. Guidance on co-producing a research project. Southampton: INVOLVE; 2018.

39.
Campbell HJ, Vanderhoven D. Knowledge that matters: realising the potential of co-production. Report. Manchester: N8 Research Partnership; 2016.

40.
Beckett K, Farr M, Kothari A, Wye L, le May A. Embracing complexity and uncertainty to create impact: exploring the processes and transformative potential of co-produced research through development of a social impact model. Health Res Policy Syst. 2018;16:118.PubMedPubMedCentral

41.
Gagliardi AR, Berta W, Kothari A, Boyko J, Urquhart R. Integrated knowledge translation (IKT) in health care: a scoping review. Implement Sci. 2016;11:38.PubMedPubMedCentral

42.
Davies HT, Powell AE, Nutley SM. Mobilising knowledge to improve UK health care: learning from other countries and other sectors – a multimethod mapping study. Southampton: NIHR Journals Library; 2015.

43.
INVOLVE. Co-production in action: number one. Southampton: INVOLVE; 2019.

44.
Voorberg WH, Bekkers VJJM, Tummers LG. A systematic review of co-creation and co-production: embarking on the social innovation journey. Public Manag Rev. 2015;17:1333–57.

45.
Osborne SP, Radnor Z, Strokosch K. Co-production and the co-creation of value in public services: a suitable case for treatment? Public Manag Rev. 2016;18:639–53.

46.
Staniszewska S, Brett J, Simera I, et al. GRIPP2 reporting checklists: tools to improve reporting of patient and public involvement in research. BMJ. 2017;358:j3453.PubMed

47.
Staniszewska S, Brett J, Mockford C, Barber R. The GRIPP checklist: strengthening the quality of patient and public involvement reporting in research. Int J Technol Assess Health Care. 2011;27:391–9.PubMed

48.
Murtagh MJ, Minion JT, Turner A, Wilson RC, Blell M, Ochieng C, Murtagh B, Roberts S, Butters OW, Burton PR. The ECOUTER methodology for stakeholder engagement in translational research. BMC Med Ethics. 2017;18:24.PubMedPubMedCentral

49.
Astbury B, Leeuw FL. Unpacking black boxes: mechanisms and theory building in evaluation. Am J Eval. 2010;31:363–81.

50.
Mark MM, Henry GT. The mechanisms and outcomes of evaluation influence. Evaluation. 2004;10:35–57.

51.
Stroh DP. Systems thinking for social change: a practical guide to solving complex problems, avoiding unintended consequences, and achieving lasting results. Hartford: Chelsea Green Publishing; 2015.

52.
Midgley G. Systems thinking. London: Sage; 2003.

53.
Fogg BJ (2009) A behavior model for persuasive design. In: Proceedings of the Persuasive Technology, Fourth International Conference, PERSUASIVE. doi: https://​doi.​org/​10.​1145/​1541948.​1541999.

54.
Michie S, van Stralen MM, West R. The behaviour change wheel: a new method for characterising and designing behaviour change interventions. Implement Sci. 2011;6:42.PubMedPubMedCentral

55.
Algate F, Gallagher R, Nguyen S, Ruda S, Sanders M (2014) EAST: four simple ways to apply behavioural insights. https://​www.​bi.​team/​publications/​east-four-simple-ways-to-apply-behavioural-insights/​. Accessed 31 Jan 2020.

56.
Watt A, Cameron A, Sturm L, Lathlean T, Babidge W, Blamey S, Facey K, Hailey D, Norderhaug I, Maddern G. Rapid reviews versus full systematic reviews: an inventory of current methods and practice in health technology assessment. Int J Technol Assess Health Care. 2008;24:133–9.PubMed

57.
Baethge C, Goldbeck-Wood S, Mertens S. SANRA — a scale for the quality assessment of narrative review articles. Res Integr Peer Rev. 2019;4:5.PubMedPubMedCentral



Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/A12961_2020_528_Fig1_HTML.png
3919 records imported for
screening

Y

1280 duplicates removed

|

2639 records screened
against title and abstract

A 4

2560 records excluded

|

79 records assessed for full- 53 records excluded
text eligibility Duplicate: 3
Insufficient description of
activities: 30
l Not peer reviewed: 1

Non-research process: 5
Not at planning phase: 12
No identifiable interest: 1

26 records included Not a review: 1






OEBPS/cc-by.png
() _®





OEBPS/contact.gif





