SWAR 39: Evaluating “Co-Creation through Consultation” to engage
knowledge users in scoping reviews

Objective of this SWAR

This Study Within a Review (SWAR) will evaluate the impact of a Knowledge User (KU)
engagement model previously developed through a BEME (Best evidence medical education)
scoping review [1]. The objectives are:

1. To examine the contribution and impact of KU engagement during two host scoping reviews.
2. To gather the insights and perspectives of KUs in order to further refine the KU engagement
model.

Study area: Knowledge User Engagement in Scoping Reviews
Sample type: Researchers
Estimated funding level needed: Low

Background

Scoping reviews in Health Professions Education (HPE) synthesize and map existing literature
on a given topic, offering a broad overview of available evidence. They go beyond traditional
systematic reviews, identifying knowledge gaps, guiding future research, and supporting
evidence-based decision-making. A recent study of scoping reviews in HPE encouraged future
review teams to clarify the often vague role of external consultation in scoping reviews, because
engaged research contributes to high-impact, high-quality outcomes [2].

In HPE, co-creation involves the collaborative generation of knowledge by academics working
alongside knowledge users (KUs), including domain experts, and patients and public involvement
(PPI). Co-creation goes beyond mere consultation, aiming for genuine KU partnership. We
distinguish between ‘consultation’, which involves gathering insights from KUs without their direct
involvement in decision-making, and ‘co-creation’, which entails collaborative knowledge
generation with active partnership and shared ownership between academics and KUs.

A shift from traditional consultation methods to co-creation in scoping reviews has been
proposed, in the hope that this will yield richer findings and enhance dissemination and
implementation [3]. However, there is also a need for transparency and frameworks to guide KU
engagement. A key challenge is the lack of clarity on when and how to apply various models
supporting KU engagement. Additionally, there is the necessity to align with PPI renumeration
guidance for PPI KUs [4]. While co-creation is valuable, it can be time-consuming and resource-
intensive, making it not always feasible. A better understanding of alternative KU engagement
models would allow researchers to make more informed decisions when designing scoping
reviews. This Study Within A Review (SWAR) [5] will provide evidence to help with this.

Interventions and Comparators

Intervention 1: In this SWAR, we hope to examine the motivators, rationale and impact of KU
engagement in two scoping reviews in HPE, for both the health professionals and the KUs
involved. We will use a longitudinal qualitative study involving pre and post review interviews with
the HPs and KUs to evaluate their perceptions of KU engagement in scoping reviews and their
feedback and reflections on the specific KU engagement approach. Simultaneously, the KU user
engagement approach will be documented for each host review. There is a proposed schedule of
12 KU engagement activities, and the non-academic PPl KUs from each review team will be
remunerated for their involvement. The preparation and engagement activities of this approach
during the reviews will be captured, and we will report the impact of the approach on the final
reviews, at each step of the five-stage process [6,7].

Index Type:

Method for Allocating to Intervention or Comparator:



Outcome Measures

Primary: Qualitative Measures: We will conduct pre- and post-review interviews with participating
health professionals and KUs. These interviews will explore their perceptions of KU engagement,
the effectiveness of the engagement approach, and any perceived benefits or challenges. The
interviews will be analyzed using thematic analysis [8] to identify recurring themes, patterns, and
variations in perspectives between health professionals and KUs. This will allow us to capture the
depth and nuance of their experiences and insights into the KU engagement process.

Process-Oriented Measures: The KU engagement approach will be systematically documented
for each host review. This documentation will include preparation activities, the nature and
frequency of KU interactions, and the specific engagement activities undertaken during each
stage of the review process. We will assess how these activities influence the review’s outcomes,
including the quality, relevance, and comprehensiveness of the final scoping reviews.

Secondary :

Analysis Plans

Impact Analysis: The impact of KU engagement on the scoping reviews will be evaluated using a
tool such as the Public Involvement Impact Assessment Framework (PiiAF) [9]. Feedback from
KUs and health professionals will be analyzed to understand the broader implications of KU
involvement for future scoping reviews. This dual approach will provide a comprehensive
understanding of the value and challenges of KU engagement in HPE scoping reviews.

Possible Problems in Implementing This SWAR

Implementing this SWAR across various reviews and with different reviewers could yield varying
outcomes, making reporting a challenge. This will be overcome by describing the results of the
SWAR within each review as a case study, as well as by providing an overall synthesis of
findings.
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