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Abstract

Protecting children is recognized as a public health priority and supporting parents through
the implementation of evidence-based programs is a well-known strategy to achieve this.
However, researchers highlight that these programs remain insufficiently implemented in
real-world contexts. A knowledge gap exists between the intended implementation of evi-
dence-based parenting programs and their actual implementation on real-world dynamics.
This scoping review aims to provide a comprehensive understanding of how evidence-
based parenting programs have been implemented under real-world conditions by providing
a map of available evidence and identifying knowledge gaps. The overall research question
is: "How have evidence-based parenting programs been implemented under real-world con-
ditions?". The proposed scoping review follows the framework originally described by Ark-
sey and O’Malley, Levac and colleagues, and the Joanna Briggs Institute: (1) identifying the
research questions; (2) identifying the relevant studies; (3) study selection; (4) charting the
data; (5) collating, summarizing, and reporting the results; (6) consultation. The Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews
(PRISMA-ScR) will inform the search strategy. The results will be described in relation to the
research questions and in the context of the purpose of the review. This scoping review will
help to bridge the implementation gap between research evidence and its translation into
practice.

Introduction

Respect for children’s rights is one of the top priorities of public health and is ensured by a
strong commitment to child protection [1]. Research has proven that the family is the primary
context for children’s well-being and healthy development, and growing awareness has been
devoted to the need to support parents in fulfilling their childcare responsibilities [2]. Evi-
dence-based parenting programs (EBPP) effectiveness in addressing child behavioral problems
and improving parenting practices has been established [2, 3]. As a result, practices based on
the best research evidence are increasingly encouraged by the scientific community [4]. There
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has been increasing recognition of the importance of incorporating these empirically sup-
ported practices into the daily services attending children and families [5]. This necessity is
motivated by the belief that prevention efforts should be guided by science and that interven-
tions shown to be effective through rigorous evaluation should be used [6].

Prevention scientists distinguish between efficacy and effectiveness studies [7]. Efficacy rep-
resents the positive effects of a program under optimal implementation conditions, whereas
effectiveness refers to the effects of a program implemented under real-world conditions [7].
However, the results of EBPP efficacy studies often are not replicated when these programs are
transferred to widespread implementation in communities [8]. Despite its high relevance, the
question of efficacy provides little insight into how best to implement the intervention in dif-
ferent real-world settings [9]. Indeed, efforts to implement interventions under real-world
conditions are typically much less effective than outcomes achieved through randomized clini-
cal trials in laboratories [9]. The positive outcomes achieved in controlled research settings are
not always replicated in natural settings within mainstream services [7, 10]. While it is of great
relevance to use EBPP in real-world settings [11], the transition of these programs from the
initial trial stage to real-world implementation is both complex and poorly understood [6].
There remains a gap in translating the success of programs in efficacy trials into natural set-
tings [11]. The implementation process influences the outcomes achieved in parenting pro-
grams [9]. Therefore, the evaluation of implementation can contribute to researchers’
knowledge of whether an intervention failed because it was ineffective or implemented incor-
rectly [12].

Implementing EBPP in the real world is an essential step in translational research to make
effective programs widely available to improve public health [13]. Some EBPP have attracted
international investment beyond their original place of development and have been widely dis-
seminated and implemented in various countries. Examples include EBPP of the Triple P Sys-
tem [14] and the Incredible Years Program [15]. Nevertheless, some researchers highlighted
that evidence-based approaches remain insufficiently available in many key services for chil-
dren and families delivered in the community [16, 17]. Today, practitioners can access many
registry tools that evaluate programs using evidence criteria [18]. However, our knowledge of
published studies examining EBPP inclusion in real-world settings [19] and barriers and facili-
tators to EBPP implementation in these settings is limited [20]. In 2016, a special issue with a
collection of articles was dedicated to the identification, description, and evaluation of some
EBPP implemented in real settings in Spain [12]. The need to expand this work is acknowl-
edged, highlighting the relevance of developing further reviews of EBPP implemented under
real-world conditions [12].

Although there is a global interest in the field of Implementation Science [21, 22], high-
quality implementation of programs in real-world contexts is acknowledged as a significant
challenge [5]. The many complexities involved hinder the study of the implementation process
in detail [23]. Notwithstanding the complexity of designing and conducting implementation
studies, reviewing the implementation process is an essential feature of program evaluations
[12, 21]. In order to increase knowledge about the best policies and practices related to specific
interventions, settings, populations, and conditions, it is essential to evaluate the implementa-
tion process [12]. The studies that focus on implementation provide information about the fea-
sibility of a particular EBPP and the effort required to implement it effectively under real-
world conditions [12]. For all these reasons, the implementation process is now recognized as
a quality standard for EBPP [21, 22, 24]. There is a growing awareness that implementation
research is critical to the adoption, replication, and scale-up of EBPP [25].

In general, prevention science research has moved from identifying the efficacy of pro-
grams to evaluating their effectiveness under real-world conditions [7]. However, while
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research on effective practices continues to increase, research on implementation is lacking
[9]. Consequently, a knowledge gap remains between how EBPP should be implemented and
how they are actually implemented in the real world [26, 27]. Therefore, researchers now rec-
ognize that the focus should not only be on measuring program outcomes ("Did it work?"),
but that attention needs to be paid to the evaluation of the implementation process ("Under
what conditions?") [24]. However, researchers highlight that there is not yet agreement on
what specific implementation information should be examined and reported in studies [24].
Some suggestions for key implementation components include fidelity (i.e., adherence to the
program model, content, and dosage), quality of delivery (i.e., the skill with which practition-
ers conduct program sessions and interact with participants), and program adaptation (i.e.,
changes made to the program) [28].

Much has been written about the lack of knowledge in the transition from research to prac-
tice [19]. Nonetheless, as far as can be determined, this would be the first time a review has
been written with an implementation lens to map the evidence in the field of EBPP imple-
mented under real-world conditions. Scoping reviews can be particularly useful for collecting
literature in areas of emerging evidence [29], such as Implementation Science. To this end, a
scoping review will be conducted to establish a comprehensive understanding of how EBPP
have been implemented under real-world conditions, providing a map of the available evi-
dence and identifying knowledge gaps.

Materials and methods

The proposed scoping review is guided by the six-step framework originally described by
Arksey and O’Malley [30], which was later reviewed, endorsed, and extended in the method-
ological literature by Levac and colleagues [31] and the Joanna Briggs Institute [29]. The
stages of the review include: (1) identifying the research questions; (2) identifying the rele-
vant studies; (3) study selection; (4) charting the data; (5) collating, summarizing, and report-
ing the results; and (6) consultation. Each phase is described in more detail below in line with
the objectives of the current scoping review. The last literature search will take place on 31
December 2021.

This protocol has been registered at the Open Science Framework (available at: osf.io/

4fydu).

Stage 1: Identifying the research questions

The proposed scoping review aims to establish a comprehensive understanding of how EBPP
have been implemented in real-world settings, providing a map of the available evidence and
identifying knowledge gaps. Based on the PCC mnemonic (population, concept, and context),
the main research question is as follows: How have evidence-based parenting programs been
implemented under real-world conditions?

The research sub-questions are:

o What evidence-based parenting programs have been implemented in real-world settings?
o What are the target populations (parents and children) receiving these programs?
« In what settings are these programs offered?

« What information is reported about implementation in studies of EBPP that have been con-
ducted under real-world conditions?
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o What are the facilitators and barriers to the implementation of EBPP encountered in these
contexts?

Stage 2: Identifying relevant studies

The second stage of the scoping review process will establish the criteria for selecting studies
for inclusion and exclusion in the review. Although a scoping review is designed to cover a
wide range of literature, these criteria will guide the search and help to filter out relevant
sources. The search strategy will be as comprehensive as possible to identify both published
and unpublished (grey) literature.

The review process will include three levels of screening: (1) title review, (2) abstract review,
and (3) full-text review. As recommended in JBI reviews [29], a three-step search strategy will
be used. The first step will be an initial limited search of two appropriate online databases rele-
vant to the topic, Academic Search Ultimate and Scopus. Initially, the following search terms
will be used: implement”, evidence-based program, parent®, community, or real-world. The
wildcard character (*) will be used to ensure that variations of each keyword are found. Follow-
ing this initial search, the text words in the title and abstract of the retrieved papers, as well as
the index terms used to describe the articles, will be analyzed.

A second search with all identified keywords and index terms will then be performed in
all included databases: APA PsycArticles, APA PsycBooks, APA PsycInfo, BMC Medicine,
Education Source, ERIC, Fonte Académica, MEDLINE, PLOS ONE, Psychology and
Behavioral Sciences Collection, PubMed, Sociology Source Ultimate, SAGE Research, and
Web of Science. Duplicates will be excluded. The references list of sources selected from
the full-text will then be screened to look for additional sources and ensure that relevant
articles are included in the scoping review. Potentially relevant unpublished (grey) litera-
ture will be identified through targeted searches of dissertations/ theses (ProQuest Disser-
tations & Theses Global), relevant websites, study registries and reports, and conference
abstracts. Only English, Spanish, French, and Portuguese publications will be included as
resources for translating studies into other languages are not available. Date limits will not
be applied.

The search strategy will be piloted independently by at least two authors to verify the appro-
priateness of the keywords and databases. An experienced researcher on the topic will be con-
sulted for the contribution of specific search terms. Considering that database search is one of
the core elements of the search plan, and it should be peer-reviewed, we will use the Peer
Review of Electronic Search Strategies (PRESS) checklist [32] to guide and improve the quality
and comprehensiveness of the electronic literature search strategy.

Stage 3: Study selection

PCC mnemonics will guide the screening of each title and abstract. Other eligibility criteria
will ensure that the content of included studies is relevant to the research question. Search
terms will be determined in consultation with the research team. The searches will continue
until saturation is reached and no new studies meeting the inclusion and exclusion criteria are
identified. The primary author and one of the co-authors will conduct independent assess-
ments of the full-text articles to determine whether they meet the inclusion/exclusion criteria.
Any disagreements will be discussed between the two reviewers until consensus is reached, or
by arbitration of a third reviewer. Reasons for exclusion will be noted, and the process of study
selection will be documented in a flow chart (Fig 1), according to Preferred Reporting Items
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Fig 1. PRISMA flow chart for the scoping review process. Adapted from: Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff, and Altman [36].

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0256392.9001

for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) [33].
The electronic database search will be recorded in a table, as well as the characteristics of the

included studies. The software used to manage references and search results will be Zotero

[34] and Rayyan [35], respectively.
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Inclusion criteria

o Type of participants: this review will include all research studies of EBPP targeting parents of
children aged 2-16 years. The age range was set between 2 and 16 years old to have studies
including preschool, school-aged children, and young adolescents.

« Concept: the core concept examined by the scoping review is the implementation of EBPP.

o Context: EBPP should be implemented in real-world settings.

Exclusion criteria

o Given that the proposed review explores evidence-based programs for parents, studies that
primarily target foster/adoptive parents or children in extended family placements will be
excluded.

« Clinical/explanatory trials or studies not applied under real-world conditions will be
excluded. This review must map real-world evidence and include data collected in different
natural contexts.

Stage 4: Data charting

The research team will develop a data extraction form to confirm the study’s relevance and
extract the study features. Study characteristics to be extracted will include: author(s), title,
year of publication, type of source, name of the program used, country of origin and country
where the program was implemented, population characteristics, the context in which the pro-
gram was delivered and by whom, implementation characteristics described for each program,
reported facilitators and barriers. Attempts will be made to contact the authors of the included
papers if key information is missing or unclear.

To ensure a systematic data extraction process, the research team will design an extraction
spreadsheet using Microsoft Excel. Before beginning the extraction process, the spreadsheet
will be tested on 10 randomly selected studies to ensure that it correctly captures the relevant
information. Then the form will be refined accordingly. Charting the results can be an iterative
process where the spreadsheet will be continually updated [30]. To ensure accurate data collec-
tion, the extraction of relevant article characteristics will be performed independently by two
reviewers. Any discrepancies will be discussed further to ensure consistency.

Stage 5: Collating, summarizing, and reporting the results

It is important to note that scoping reviews do not synthesize the results of the included evi-
dence sources, as this should instead be done as part of conducting a systematic review. There-
fore, the results of the included sources will be described in relation to the research questions
and in the context of the overall aim of the review. Also, the aggregated findings will provide
an overview of the research rather than an assessment of the quality of individual studies.

Due to the potential scope and heterogeneity of the material included in the scoping review,
it is not possible to determine in advance the optimal method for collating and reporting the
results. This will be refined during the review process as reviewers become more familiar with
the content of all included sources [29]. Therefore, a narrative report and/or a visual form
(e.g., tables and charts) will be produced, as appropriate, to summarize the extracted data.
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Stage 6: Consultation

An experienced researcher will advise throughout the process, including in the planning, exe-
cution, and dissemination of the review.

Discussion

The ultimate goal of the proposed scoping review is to identify, characterize, and summarize
the evidence on the topic under review, including the identification of knowledge gaps. This
study protocol describes a detailed plan for conducting the review, including background,
objectives, and methodology. Publishing this protocol will ensure the reproducibility of the
study and benefit from expert review feedback.

A comprehensive literature search will be conducted across multiple electronic databases,
using a methodological framework to chart and map findings, and present a discussion of
knowledge gaps and future research opportunities. The purpose of the scoping review is to
provide an overview of the existing evidence, and as such, the methodological assessment to
determine the quality of the data retrieved from the selected studies will not be performed.

Over the past few decades, the field of implementation research has grown considerably,
resulting in increased interest from researchers, funders, practitioners, and policymakers [37].
Despite its potential to advance science, limited research has focused on mapping issues in this
field [38]. Therefore, by mapping evidence in the field of real-world implementations of EBPP,
this scoping review will help to bridge the implementation gap between research evidence and
its translation into practice.

Any changes to the study protocol will be reported in the scoping review, as well as the dis-
cussion of the limitations of the scoping review process.

The findings of the proposed review will be disseminated through relevant stakeholder
groups (e.g., professionals providing family and parenting support) and presentations at rele-
vant scientific meetings. In addition, an article outlining the results of the scoping review will
be submitted for publication in a scientific journal.

Author Contributions

Conceptualization: Rita Pinto, Catarina Canario, Orlanda Cruz, Maria José Rodrigo.
Formal analysis: Rita Pinto, Catarina Canario, Orlanda Cruz.

Methodology: Rita Pinto, Catarina Candrio, Orlanda Cruz.

Supervision: Catarina Canario, Orlanda Cruz, Maria José Rodrigo.

Validation: Catarina Canario, Orlanda Cruz.

Writing - original draft: Rita Pinto.

Writing - review & editing: Rita Pinto, Catarina Canario, Orlanda Cruz, Maria José Rodrigo.

References

1.  World Health Organization. Inspire: Seven strategies for ending violence against children. 2016 Oct 26.
www.who.int/violence_injury_prevention/violence/inspire

2. Rodrigo MJ, Alimeida A, Reichle B. Evidence-based parent education programs: A European perspec-
tive. In: Ponzetti J, editor. Evidence-based parenting education: a global perspective. Routledge/Taylor
and Francis Group; 2016. pp. 85—104.

3. Temcheff CE, Letarte MJ, Boutin S, Marcil K. Common components of evidence-based parenting pro-
grams for preventing maltreatment of school-age children. Child Abuse Negl. 2018 Feb;(80):226—237.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.02.004 PMID: 29631254

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0256392  August 19, 2021 7/9


http://www.who.int/violence_injury_prevention/violence/inspire
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.02.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29631254
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0256392

PLOS ONE Implementation of evidence-based parenting programs under real-world conditions: Protocol for a scoping review

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

23.

24,

American Psychological Association, Presidential Task Force on Evidence-Based Practice. Evidence-
based practice in psychology. Am. Psychol. 2006; 61(4):271-285. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.
61.4.271 PMID: 16719673

Goldstein H, Olswang L. Is there a science to facilitate implementation of evidence-based practices and
programs? Evid Based Commun Assess Interv. 2017; 11(3-4):55-60. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17489539.2017.1416768

Powers J, Maley M, Purington A, Schantz K, Dotterweich J. Implementing evidence-based programs:
lessons learned from the field. Appl Dev Sci. 2015; 19(2):108—116. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.
2015.1020155

Flay BR, Biglan A, Boruch RF, Castro FG, Gottfredson D, Kellam S, et al. Standards of evidence: crite-
ria for efficacy, effectiveness and dissemination. Prev Sci. 2005; 6(3):151-75. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11121-005-5553-y PMID: 16365954

Layde PM, Christiansen AL, Peterson DJ, Guse CE, Maurana CA, Brandenburg T. A model to translate
evidence-based interventions into community practice. Am J Public Health. 2012; 102(4):617-624.
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2011.300468 PMID: 22397341

Durlak JA. Studying program implementation is not easy but it is essential. Prev Sci. 2015; 16(8):1123—
1127. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-015-0606-3 PMID: 26399607

Furlong M, McGilloway S. The longer term experiences of parent training: a qualitative analysis. Child
Care Health Dev. 2015; 41(5):687—-696. https://doi.org/10.1111/cch.12195 PMID: 25256901

Ozdemir M, Giannotta F. Improving dissemination of evidence-based programs through researcher-
practitioner collaboration. New Dir Youth Dev. 2014; 141:107—116. https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.20090
PMID: 24753282

Rodrigo MJ. Quality of implementation in evidence-based positive parenting programs in Spain: Intro-
duction to the special issue. Interv Psicosoc. 2016; 25(2):63-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psi.2016.02.
004

Miller AL, Krusky AM, Franzen S, Cochran S, Zimmerman MA. Partnering to translate evidence-based
programs to community settings: bridging the gap between research and practice. Health Promot Pract.
2012; 13(4):559-66. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839912438749 PMID: 22684264

Sanders MR. Triple P-Positive Parenting Program as a public health approach to strengthening parent-
ing. J Fam Psychol. 2008; 22(4):506-517. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.22.3.506 PMID:
18729665

Webster SC, McCoy KP. Bringing The Incredible Years® Programs to Scale. New Dir Child Adolesc.
2015; (149):81-95. https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20115 PMID: 26375193

Axford N, Morpeth L. Evidence-based programs in children’s services: A critical appraisal. Child Youth
Serv. 2013; 35(2):268-277. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.10.017

Forgatch MS, Patterson GR, Gewirtz AH. Looking forward: The promise of widespread implementation
of parent training programs. Perspect Psychol Sci. 2013; 8(6):682—694. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1745691613503478 PMID: 24443650

Burkhardt JT, Schréter DC, Magura S, Means SN, Coryn CLS. An overview of evidence-based program
registers (EBPRs) for behavioral health. Eval Program Plann. 2015; 48:92—99. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.evalprogplan.2014.09.006 PMID: 25450777

Ghate D. From Programs to Systems: Deploying Implementation Science and Practice for Sustained
Real-World Effectiveness in Services for Children and Families. J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. 2016;
45(6):812—-826. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2015.1077449 PMID: 26566999

Garcia AR, DeNard C, Morones SM, Eldeeb N. Mitigating barriers to implementing evidence-based
interventions in child welfare: Lessons learned from scholars and agency directors. Child Youth Serv.
2019; 100:313-331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.03.005

Baumann A, Kohl PL, Proctor EK, Powell B. 2016. Program implementation. In: Ponzetti J, editor. Evi-
dence-based parenting education: a global perspective. Routledge/Taylor and Francis Group;
2016. pp.24-33.

Shelton RC, Lee M, Brotzman LE, Wolfenden L, Nathan N, Wainberg ML. What is dissemination and
Implementation Science? An introduction and opportunities to advance behavioral medicine and public
health globally. Int J Behav Med. 2020; 27(1):3-20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12529-020-09848-x
PMID: 32060805

Fixsen DL, Blasé K, Naoom S, Metz A, Louison L, Ward C. 2015. Implementation Drivers: Assessing
Best Practices. Chapel Hill: National Implementation Research Network.

Hidalgo MV, Jiménez L, Lépez-Verdugo |, Lorence B, Sanchez J. “Family Education and Support”
program for families at psychosocial risk: The role of implementation process. Interv Psicosoc. 2016;
25(2):79-85. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psi.2016.03.002

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0256392  August 19, 2021 8/9


https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.61.4.271
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.61.4.271
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16719673
https://doi.org/10.1080/17489539.2017.1416768
https://doi.org/10.1080/17489539.2017.1416768
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2015.1020155
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2015.1020155
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-005-5553-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-005-5553-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16365954
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2011.300468
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22397341
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-015-0606-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26399607
https://doi.org/10.1111/cch.12195
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25256901
https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.20090
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24753282
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psi.2016.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psi.2016.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839912438749
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22684264
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.22.3.506
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18729665
https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20115
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26375193
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.10.017
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613503478
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613503478
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24443650
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2014.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2014.09.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25450777
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2015.1077449
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26566999
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12529-020-09848-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32060805
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psi.2016.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0256392

PLOS ONE Implementation of evidence-based parenting programs under real-world conditions: Protocol for a scoping review

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Paulsell D, Del Grosso P, Supplee L. Supporting replication and scale-up of evidence-based home visit-
ing programs: assessing the implementation knowledge base. Am J Public Health. 2014; 104(9):1624—
1632. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2014.301962 PMID: 25033117

Dymnicki AB, Wandersman AH, Osher DM, Pakstis A. Bringing interventions to scale: Implications and
challenges for the field of Community Psychology. In: Bond M. A., Serrano-Garcia I., Keys C. B., &
Shinn M., editors. APA handbook of community psychology: Methods for community research and
action for diverse groups and issues. American Psychological Association; 2017. pp. 297-310. https://
doi.org/10.1037/14954-017

Koh S, Lee M, Brotzman LE, Shelton RC. An orientation for new researchers to key domains, pro-
cesses, and resources in Implementation Science. Transl Behav Med. 2018; 10(1):179-185. https://
doi.org/10.1093/tbm/iby095 PMID: 30445445

Berkel C, Mauricio AM, Schoenfelder E, Sandler IN. Putting the pieces together: an integrated model of
program implementation. Prev Sci. 2011; 12(1):23-33. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-010-0186-1
PMID: 20890725

Peters MDJ, Godfrey C, Mclnerney P, Munn Z, Tricco AC, Khalil H. Chapter 11: Scoping Reviews. In:
Aromataris E, Munn Z editors. JBI Manual for Evidence Synthesis. 2020. https://synthesismanual.jbi.
global. https://doi.org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-12

Arksey H, O’Malley L. Scoping studies: towards a methodological framework. Int J Soc Res Methodol.
2005; 8(1):19-32. https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616

Levac D, Colquhoun H, O’Brien KK. Scoping studies: advancing the methodology. Implement Sci.
2010; 5:69-77. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-69 PMID: 20854677

McGowan J, Sampson M, Lefebvre C. An Evidence Based Checklist for the Peer Review of Electronic
Search Strategies (PRESS EBC). Evid Based Libr Inf Pract. 2010; 5(1):149-154. https://doi.org/10.
18438/B8SG8R

Tricco AC, Lillie E, Zarin W, O’'Brien KK, Colquhoun H, Levac D, et al. PRISMA Extension for Scoping
Reviews (PRISMA-ScR): Checklist and Explanation. Ann Intern Med. 2018; 169(7):467—-473. https://
doi.org/10.7326/M18-0850 PMID: 30178033

Kratochvil J. Comparison of the accuracy of bibliographical references generated for medical citation
styles by EndNote, Mendeley, RefWorks and Zotero. J Acad Libr. 2017; 43(1):57-66. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.acalib.2016.09.001

Ouzzani M, Hammady H, Fedorowicz Z, ElImagarmid A. Rayyan—a web and mobile app for systematic
reviews. Syst Rev [Internet]. 2016; 5(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-016-0384-4 PMID: 27919275

Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG. The PRISMA Group. Preferred Reporting Items for System-
atic Reviews and Meta-Analyses: The PRISMA Statement. PLoS Med. 2009; 6(6): €1000097.

Dintrans PV, Bossert TJ, Sherry J, Kruk ME. A synthesis of implementation science frameworks and
application to global health gaps. Glob Health Res Policy. 2019; 4(25). https://doi.org/10.1186/s41256-
019-0115-1 PMID: 31485483

Norton W, Lungeanu A, Chambers D, Contractor N. Mapping the growing discipline of dissemination
and implementation science in health. Scientometrics. 2017; 112(3):1367-1390. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11192-017-2455-2 PMID: 29249842

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0256392  August 19, 2021 9/9


https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2014.301962
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25033117
https://doi.org/10.1037/14954-017
https://doi.org/10.1037/14954-017
https://doi.org/10.1093/tbm/iby095
https://doi.org/10.1093/tbm/iby095
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30445445
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-010-0186-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20890725
https://synthesismanual.jbi.global
https://synthesismanual.jbi.global
https://doi.org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-12
https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-69
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20854677
https://doi.org/10.18438/B8SG8R
https://doi.org/10.18438/B8SG8R
https://doi.org/10.7326/M18-0850
https://doi.org/10.7326/M18-0850
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30178033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2016.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2016.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-016-0384-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27919275
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41256-019-0115-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41256-019-0115-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31485483
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2455-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2455-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29249842
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0256392

