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Background  

This protocol relates to a realist systematic review of implementation in schools conducted 

as part of a wider evidence review on the topic. This realist review represents Work Package 

4. A previous protocol has detailed the plans for the previous three work packages (see 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/education-evidence/evidence-

reviews/implementation-in-education). Work packages 1-3 comprise of: WP1 a theoretical 
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review of literature and work with stakeholders to understand key factors in implementation 

in schools. The main output is a system map depicting this. WP2 is primary research with 

school leaders, to find out about their experiences of implementation of new approaches. 

WP3 has located empirical evidence and reviews of implementation in schools and organised 

this in an evidence map describing the implementation factors and outcomes considered in 

papers. Together this work to date informs the initial programme theory for the realist review 

work to follow in Work Package 4. The findings of all work packages will be reported 

together in one evidence review final report. 

This protocol outlines what we mean and know by implementation in schools, summarises 

findings from the evidence review to date and then details the realist review methods to be 

used in Work Package 4. 

Implementation in schools 

The planned actions that members of a school community take to bring a new approach (i.e. 

practice, programme, intervention or strategy) into regular practice may be referred to as 

implementation. But implementation in education is complex, both in terms of 

recommending the actions that school staff should take to put evidence-informed 

approaches into practice in their context successfully, as well as defining what is in scope 

when we refer to ‘implementation’. Implementation in education can have a wide remit 

which sometimes refers to change that happens as part of continuous improvement or a 

performative measure of how well institutions are delivering education over time in their 

context (Gewirtz et al., 2021). In the literature multiple, interchangeable terms add complexity 

to the understanding of implementation (Flaspohler, 2008). While there is some level of 

agreement that implementation refers to active and planned efforts to mainstream an 

innovation in an organisation (Greenhalgh, 2004), Tetroe et al (2008) reports a wide range of 

terms including diffusion, dissemination, knowledge mobilisation, research translation and 

implementation used in similar ways.  

We have used the definition of implementation, “making, and acting on, evidence-informed 

decisions”. This very short definition implies planned action, but also multiple decisions 

spanning the consideration of which approach to implement, preparation for a new 

approach, monitoring and evaluating evidence of its effect and longer-term decisions about 

maintaining the approach. We assume these decisions happen across phases of 

implementation from selecting approaches, planning, acting, monitoring and evaluating the 

effects, and sustaining the approach (or not) (Aarons et al., 2011). The school context will 

inform the decisions that can be made and how they are acted on and this will also vary 

according to the type of new approach and how it interacts with the school as a system and 

the range of people in the wider school community who are involved (Koh & Askell‐Williams, 

2021).  
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Therefore, when reviewing evidence on implementation in education the scope may include 

the nature and features of the intervention that is being implemented., as well as aspects of 

it that might suggest it is more or less implementable. These aspects include evidence of its 

benefits, how complex the intervention is, and how it relates to existing practice in a school 

(Durlak, 2016). Interventions will also vary in terms of their scale and focus, from whole 

school approaches to more targeted support and from highly specified programmes to 

pedagogical innovations. This suggests that the nature of the intervention will be an 

important consideration informing successful implementation strategies to be selected 

(Greenberg et al., 2005). 

Equally aspects of the school and its context will inform implementation. These include 

foundational aspects of the school itself, such as leadership and the climate for 

implementation (Lyon et al., 2018), as well as broader influences including funding, 

connections with other schools and partners and whether change is mandated (Schuler et al., 

2018).  

Implementation focused on school practice is a rich and emerging field of research, and well 

recognised as important in school effectiveness (Leeman et al., 2018). Implementation of 

evidence-informed practice is recognised as key to school leadership and improvement 

(Furlong, 2014). Research evidence indicates that, when implemented with fidelity and in full, 

the effectiveness of a range of school-based programs increases in terms of the targeted 

intervention outcomes (Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Wilson et al., 2003), as well as academic 

functioning (Banerjee, 2010; Durlak & Wells, 1997; Dyssegaard et al., 2017). However, ‘good 

implementation’ can be explored more fully, as there is a tendency in this literature to equate 

this to fidelity and how much of an intervention is delivered. 

Previous reviews on implementation in schools 

Previous reviews have focused on understanding implementation in schools. Dyssegaard et 

al. (2017) conducted a systematic review to examine what enables or promotes 

implementation, or the use of evidence-based knowledge, in primary and lower secondary 

education. The systematic review pointed to six factors that can enable or hinder 

implementation in schools. These are management and leadership, professional 

development, support from consultants or coaches, fidelity, teacher attitudes and beliefs 

about a programme, and sustainability. 

Albers and Pattuwage (2017) conducted a systematic scoping review exploring whether 

particular implementation strategies used in school settings have improved teaching or 

student outcomes. Implementation strategies such as professional development and 

ongoing staff support were found to impact student outcomes when the strategies were 

delivered with fidelity or considered acceptable in terms of relevance and important by users 

and stakeholders. 
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Anders et al. (2017) reviewed the outcomes of EEF published trials. The qualitative analysis 

considered intervention characteristics and implementation factors including sustainability to 

inform intervention and trial design. The analysis identified the importance of factors such as 

senior leaders’ understanding and commitment to interventions, high quality intervention 

materials, flexibility to adapt interventions to school systems, professional development and 

ongoing monitoring and support. Of note, these authors took a realist-informed approach, 

identifying the likely outcomes when certain features of programmes are in place in a 

particular context. The current review extends this line of analysis. 

Review and methodology rationale 

Realist Reviews 

Realist reviews are used to understand how and why complex interventions achieve 

particular effects. They are a form of theory-driven research synthesis with origins in scientific 

realism that is concerned not only with whether an approach (i.e., intervention, policy, 

programme, or practice) is effective in improving intended outcomes, but with how it works, 

for whom, in what conditions, and why. Central to this approach is the idea that interventions 

undertaken in complex systems, like schools, are underpinned in design and functioning by 

explicit or implicit theories comprising assumptions about ways effects occur. As an 

unimplemented or poorly implemented intervention is unlikely to produce its intended 

effects, theories of effectiveness need to extend to how and why interventions are 

successfully introduced, accepted, adopted, integrated and embedded in existing teams, 

processes and organisations – i.e. implementation. Therefore, an initial step is to develop a 

programme theory. 

In realist terms the review and process of iterating a programme theory is interested in 

developing and testing how mechanisms lead to outcomes in particular contexts. This 

contextually bound approach to causality is represented as context + mechanism = outcome. 

CMO configurations (CMOCs) constitute the analytical units of realist inquiries. The CMO 

configuration is a heuristic used in a realist evaluation (or synthesis) to generate causal 

statements that link mechanisms with aspects of context and outcomes.  

Mechanisms can be defined as “the underlying entities, processes or social structures that 

are triggered by an intervention being introduced impacting context” (Astbury & Leeuw, 

2010, p. 368). This is a little broader than some realist definitions of mechanisms as how a 

programme’s resources or opportunities interact with the reasoning of individuals and lead 

to changes in behaviour (e.g. Pearson et al., 2015). We use the broader definition given the 

focus on a wide range of actors collectively involved in implementation in schools and how 

implementation of new interventions has the potential to change the systems (schools and 

beyond) that these individuals are part of. Context, in turn, captures conditions occurring 

before, or existing outside of, implementation strategies with the potential to activate the 
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mechanisms during implementation. Contexts are not generic properties of the school 

system or the intervention itself, they are conditions or factors that are causally relevant to 

particular mechanisms.  

An example of a CMOC from a realist review about school-based physical activity 

interventions (Defever & Jones, 2021) is: If school leaders change school level policy (context) 

… teachers see high-level support which increases importance of physical activity and a 

coordinated approach (mechanism) … this increases acceptability and adoption of the 

intervention (outcome). Realist synthesis often involves high stakeholder involvement, which 

facilitates engagement and the inclusion of multiple perspectives.  

Realist reviews are used to understand how and why complex interventions achieve 

particular effects for different people or in different circumstances. Unlike many conventional 

forms of systematic review, which seek to identify and summarise empirical associations (e.g. 

between a type of intervention and improved outcomes), realist reviews aim to develop and 

refine causal theory about how and why outcomes arise. A realist review methodology suits 

the purpose of the current review because the focus is on explanation rather than judgement 

i.e. realist reviews explain why implementation is effective, rather than the extent to which it 

is effective. Realist reviews also acknowledges complexity of the intervention, and the system 

into which it is introduced. As a result, it lends itself to informing guidance on how to 

improve intervention implementation, because “it seeks to unpack the mechanism of how 

complex programmes work (or why they fail) in particular contexts and settings” (Pawson et 

al., 2005, p. 21). The realist methodology also allows researchers to synthesise quantitative 

and qualitative evidence together, so that both the processes and outcomes of interventions 

may be investigated (Pawson et al., 2005). Realist reviews learn from, rather than control for, 

real-world phenomena that will be important in school settings such as diversity, change, 

adaptation and why interventions may not work. It provides a principled steer from one-size-

fits-all ways of responding to problems. By taking programme theory as its unit of analysis, 

realist review has the potential to maximize learning across policy and organisational 

boundaries (Pawson et al., 2005). 

The RAMESES publication standards (Realist And MEta-narrative Evidence Syntheses: 

Evolving Standards) are based on an evaluation of 35 realist reviews (Wong et al., 2013). The 

standards outline best practice for reporting a realist review and a framework for others to 

assess rigour and quality of the review method. The RAMESES publication standards do not 

provide detailed guidance for how to conduct a realist review. The “evolving” nature of the 

standards reflects the fact that this methodology is relatively new and constantly developing, 

as such there are not a definitive set of steps that guarantee a robust realist review. Rather, it 

requires a series of judgements about the relevance and robustness of particular evidence 

for the purposes of answering a specific question. 
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In light of this guidance, and considering the necessary flexibility and freedoms of the Realist 

approach (Marchal et al., 2012), our review includes the five steps for review outlined by 

Kantilal et al. (2020) as follows: (1) define the review scope, (2) develop initial programme 

theory, (3) search for evidence, (4) select and appraise evidence and (5) extract and 

synthesise data. 

Relevant realist reviews 

Realist systematic reviews have also been conducted to help to understand how school-

based interventions work, for whom, in which contexts, and for which outcomes (e.g. 

Balagaru et al., 2013). They have also been used to identify interventions and strategies that 

enhance implementation (Rycroft-Malone et al., 2012). Pearson et al. (2015) combine these 

areas of investigation reviewing the implementation of health promotion in schools. 

Pearson et al. (2015) conducted a realist systematic review of implementation of health 

promotion programmes in schools with a focus on UK research and application to these 

settings. Four programme theories were developed drawing upon international literature and 

consultation with their review advisory group preparing for implementation, initial 

implementation, embedding into routine practice, adaptation and evolution). UK evaluations 

of these interventions refined the initial programme theories and identified how mechanisms 

differed according to context. Implications for school leaders in terms of preparing for 

implementation and supporting delivery were identified, such as the importance of 

consultation, fit of an intervention with current practice and integration into school policy, 

and having a key individual guiding initiating and sustaining the intervention delivery. 

Defever and Jones (2021) explored implementation fidelity in their rapid realist review of 

physical activity interventions in school settings for junior school aged children. They drew 

upon a socioecological model to classify programme theories (at pupil, teacher, school, 

home and community, and policy levels). They identified features of interventions, alongside 

implementation considerations that might work to promote efficacy and sustainability. These 

often focused on context and mechanisms at the school level including leadership, staffing 

structure, features of the intervention and the school environment. 

Ijaz et al. (2021) explored how and for whom school-based interventions can prevent obesity 

through a realist systematic review that drew upon relevant studies from a previous review of 

effectiveness of these interventions. The key mechanisms associated with beneficial effect 

were identified as sufficient intervention dose, environmental modification and the 

interaction between intervention components. Contextual factors in this review focused on 

characteristics of the participants. This review also shows how identifying mechanisms 

underlying components of interventions helps to explain how features of interventions can 

impact outcomes. For instance, the review demonstrates how education about obesity may 
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help, but does so when mechanisms such as knowledge, self-efficacy and motivation are 

triggered. 

Although their realist synthesis was focused on change agency in the use of evidence-

informed healthcare, rather than focused on implementation in schools, Rycroft-Malone et 

al. (2012) set out how realist review methodology can be used to focus on implementation 

research and the mechanisms and contexts that can help to identify what action around an 

intervention can make it work (or not) in a given context. Together these examples of realist 

reviews relevant to implementation in schools demonstrate the potential for this review 

methodology. While each of the cited reviews provides specific methodological steps and 

interpretations of contexts, mechanisms and outcomes that have helped inform the methods 

for the current review. 

How this realist review builds on our work to date 

Realist reviews involve two broad stages, theory development and theory refinement 

(sometimes referred to as theory testing). Searches for and use of relevant literature sources 

happens in each stage. Theory development involves setting out a programme theory about 

how and why a complex intervention is thought to generate the outcome of interest. The 

applicability of the ideas within the programme theory are then refined in the second stage 

using a range of relevant primary research evidence (not just quantitative effectiveness 

studies). It is during this “testing” that ideas within the programme theory are refined in 

realist terms – specifying the contextual influences, that are hypothesised to trigger relevant 

mechanisms, to generate outcomes of interest.  

Theory development work has already taken place through Work Packages 1-3 and therefore 

much of the work that would typically be included in the first part of a realist review has 

been completed. The findings from these work packages and how they inform the realist 

review theory development are outlined here.  

As part of Work Package 1 we undertook systematic searches for evidence describing the 

application of implementation theories, models, or frameworks (TMFs) within the school-

context. This process of systematic searching captured 58 theories, models or frameworks 

which have been applied in the school context from across 85 empirical or theoretical 

studies. Standard information was extracted from studies included the type of TMF applied, 

type of implementation, setting, participants and intervention focus. 

To synthesise this literature with a view to developing a system map of factors influencing 

school implementation, we synthesised the 85 included studies, extracting further 

information around the key factors of implementation addressed in the study, which were 

associated with implementation and/or intervention outcomes. The synthesis of the evidence 

helped in the development of an initial list of key factors which appeared relevant to the 

implementation of evidence-based practice across school contexts. 
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Members of the research team facilitated ongoing discussions with EEF Guidance Report 

Panel members around the developing list of key factors to ensure the factors resonated 

with experience and expertise, and that theory translated to practice. At the peak of this 

process approximately 120 factors were generated through these discussions and sourcing 

from the literature. The research team used Guidance Report Panel feedback to integrate 

similar factors, sense check language choice and exclude factors which appeared less 

important in stakeholder experiences of implementation in schools. To build on the evidence 

and to define scope in terms of what are important factors in relation to implementation in 

schools, a System Map was developed to conceptualise the factors and relationships which 

play a role in implementation. As the development of the system map was providing the 

foundation for initial programme theory development, stakeholder engagement through the 

Guidance Report panel ensured that the realist theory development work remains close to 

policy and practice (Saul et al., 2013). 

The System map provides a mid-range theory (expected to be applicable across different 

settings) from which to develop an initial programme theory. The framework highlights key 

areas of implementation in schools: foundations, intervention related factors, and 

implementation processes – which can be identified as occurring at a particular stage of 

implementation such as during initial exploring, during preparation, delivery, monitoring or 

sustainment. The version of the system map developed at the time of writing this protocol 

can be viewed at: https://kumu.io/RachelProctor/system-map-87a2. The System Map helped 

to visualise how many implementation processes cut across stages or timeframes according 

to contextual factors, the nature of the intervention and the characteristics of individuals or 

groups involved. 

The EEF Guidance Report panel formed to guide this evidence review has provided advice 

and feedback on the content of the system map that the initial programme theory for this 

review is based upon. Realist synthesis often involves high stakeholder involvement and the 

Guidance Report panel and EEF colleagues can provide further advice at key stages, such as 

refining theory applicable to practice, adjudicating between different CMOCs, and critique on 

emerging findings (Wong et al., 2013). 

Work Package 2 is the practice review that has conducted primary research to explore how 

schools understand and experience implementation. Surveys and interviews have captured 

school leaders’ experiences of implementing approaches in their settings and the barriers 

and enablers they recognise. To date, Work Package 2 has seen 101 survey responses from a 

stratified sample of education providers across the early years foundation stage to further 

education age range and including mainstream, independent, special and alternative 

provision. The responses have been fairly representative across provider type and level of 

deprivation. Participants have most often been headteachers and executive headteachers. A 

wide range of approaches that have been implemented were detailed in the survey 

https://kumu.io/RachelProctor/system-map-87a2
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responses. Typically survey respondents chose to respond about successful implementation 

but included both barriers and enablers about what impacted implementation. Likert scale 

responses indicated typical agreement with the relevance and importance of factors derived 

from the system map.  

Twelve interviews have been completed, most often with a headteacher. Simplicity of the 

approach and consistency of delivery were highlighted as key. Staff views and buy in to an 

approach, professional development, motivation and capacity were indicated as factors 

relevant to fit and readiness for an approach. Plans for implementation were often working 

documents and leaders’ roles shifted during the implementation process. Initial delivery of 

an approach was phased in some cases and sustaining an approach was supported by a 

range of activities. Implementation that has been less successful was attributed to issues 

around fit of approach to setting, staff buy in, implementation culture, quality of approach 

and key staff changing.  

Interviews indicate support for the premise that although each context is unique, there are 

regularities to the contextual determinants that support or hinder effective implementation. 

For instance, we have seen successful implementation occur among schools that adopt a 

pre-designed intervention, as well as those which adopt their own approach to improve 

outcomes. However, each of these contexts appear to trigger different mechanisms that can 

improve implementation and intervention outcomes (pre-designed interventions provide 

increased structure, training and resources, whilst approaches designed in house provide 

increased fit and feasibility, autonomy and buy-in). Interviews have also highlighted other 

salient contextual variables at the individual (i.e. personality, motivation), interpersonal 

(relationships, communication, colleague support) and community level (external pressure, 

financial resources, collaborations). We aim to complete five follow-up interviews with 

schools in April-May 2022, to explore how implementation may change over time. 

Work Package 3 has identified and mapped empirical studies and reviews of such studies 

that report on any of a range of implementation factors and processes in the context of 

school intervention evaluation that also demonstrate the impact of these factors and 

processes on implementation outcomes and/or pupils outcomes. We have also located 

research evaluating whether specific implementation strategies, tools and interventions 

improve implementation in schools. Thirty-eight reviews of implementation that fit inclusion 

criteria have populated an initial evidence map to indicate where these reviews have 

information in relation to: intervention categories, school phase, implementation factors, 

implementation strategies, implementation outcomes and intervention outcomes. We have 

also located around 700 empirical studies relevant to implementation in schools in England 

that provide information linking implementation factors or strategies to implementation 

and/or intervention outcomes. 
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Having completed this work that aids theory development and sets the scope of the realist 

review, this protocol focuses on the theory refinement element of the realist review, outlining 

in detail the aims and methods for this future work. In realist reviews theory is refined by 

searching for empirical research literature relevant to an initial programme theory. Work 

Package 3 will be relevant here as it will show where relevant evidence is available and 

therefore we can use this set of literature, as well as empirical literature retrieved in Work 

Package 1. The latter may help identifying contexts and mechanisms as it will include 

theoretical ideas explaining implementation in schools. Drawing upon relevant literature that 

has already been retrieved enhances efficiency and reduces the likelihood of theory 

refinement that finds insufficient evidence to express CMO configurations of relevance for 

ideas in the initial programme theory. We know that we will have a wealth of literature of 

relevance to the initial programme theory ideas. The realist review study selection and 

supplementary bespoke searching conducted for this review will focus on locating CMO 

evidence that is relevant and rigorous to refine and add detail to the programme theory. 

Objectives 

This systematic review will help answer the following overarching research questions:  

• How should school leaders and teachers understand implementation and how 

should they implement evidence-informed approaches in their context in order to 

have the best chance of improving all pupils’ outcomes? 

• What is the relationship between content (‘what’) and process (‘how’) within school 

implementation? 

This systematic review will synthesise relevant research to provide insight on the following 

research questions: 

• To what extent do different dimensions (e.g. fidelity), factors (e.g. context), 

processes (e.g. implementation monitoring and evaluation) and activities (e.g. 

implementation planning) influence a) implementation outcomes in schools, 

and b) intervention outcomes? 

• What is the impact of implementation strategies, tools and interventions that 

attempt to improve implementation of evidence-informed practice in schools? 

There is significant overlap between these research questions and the goal of realist reviews 

to understand how programmes (implementation actions here) work, for whom, in which 

contexts, and for which outcomes. Through focus on context we will consider the factors that 

impact implementation in education; mechanisms will indicate the actions underlying 

dimensions, processes and activities; relevant outcomes are anticipated to include both 

implementation and intervention outcomes. 
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Methodology 

The evidence review work to date on Work Packages 1-3 has helped define the review scope 

to include fields of study such as implementation science, behaviour change, knowledge 

mobilisation and school improvement. The evidence review work thus far has pinpointed 

aspects of implementation in schools that are considered important across theoretical 

literature, Guidance Report panel experiences and views, school leaders participating in the 

Work Package 2 review of practice. This sensitisation to the scope of the review then feeds 

into the next step of developing an initial programme theory as described below. 

A range of terms define and underpin key hallmarks of a realist review. Table 1 defines a 

number of these as used in this review: 

 

Table 1 Definition of terms used in the review 

Term Definition 

Programme 

Theory 

A model linking outcomes to programme activities and the underlying theoretical 

assumptions. A programme theory may consist of multiple CMOCs that explain the 

context, mechanism and outcome relationships and the pattern of outcomes. The 

programme theory is developed and refined over the course of a realist review. 

Context  Conditions occurring before, or existing outside of, implementation strategies with 

the potential to enable or constrain particular mechanisms during implementation 

Mechanism An underlying entity, process or social structure that is triggered by context 

Outcome The impact of the mechanism on the people or school system involved in 

implementation 

CMOC Context-mechanism-outcome configuration. Specific interrelationships among 

context (C), mechanism (M), and outcomes (O) drawn from evidence. 

Relevance Is evidence from a study appropriate for the theoretical idea being refined 

Rigour Quality of the evidence for the theoretical idea being refined 

Juxtapose Place multiple pieces of evidence together to suggest a link or contrast between 

them 

Reconcile Make two or more conflicting evidence ideas consistent or compatible 

Adjudicate Make a judgement about quality or applicability of evidence for a particular review 

finding and select amongst competing ideas 

Consolidate Bring together into a more coherent whole 

Situate To place evidence in a context and show the connection between different evidence 

 
 

Initial Programme Theory 

Figure 1 depicts the initial programme theory that informs this realist review and will be 

refined according to the methods outlined below. This initial programme theory sets out key 

domains from the Work Package 1 system map and includes outcomes. The system map is 

not feasible to use as the initial programme theory because it focuses on factors, and while 

these often indicate context for school implementation, they do not necessarily indicate 
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mechanisms and have not linked to implementation outcomes. Secondly, the level of 

interaction between groups of factors indicated on the system map would be unfeasible to 

consider in full during the review, given that several mechanisms may be indicated by one 

factor or causal link between factors.  

The interactive nature between elements of the school system, the intervention being 

implemented and a wide range of implementation actions or strategies from the system map 

is indicated in this initial programme theory. This is preferable compared to a fixed number 

of pre-determined CMOCs. This would risk missing the causal connections and potential 

cumulative effects across different implementation strategies and fail to cover all aspects of 

the system map.  

Therefore, the figure indicates the broad interactions between different aspects of school 

implementation and outcomes. Domains under each of the seven categories from the system 

map are indicated that provide coverage of the factors from the map and tractable 

terminology to locate when screening literature. The domains aim to lead to identification of 

relevant contexts and mechanisms and allow for links to be seen across domains. 
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Figure 1. Initial Programme Theory
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Theory Refinement 

Theory refinement is the future work that will happen in this realist review, having developed 

an initial programme theory and located relevant literature from the evidence review work to 

date. This refinement stage will elaborate, specify and test out the initial programme theory 

using review and empirical evidence to substantiate and challenge a refined programme 

theory that attempts to help explain what works, for whom and in what context in relation to 

implementation of evidence-based action in schools. The following sections specify the 

methods that we will follow and explain how this progresses in an iterative manner in order 

to interrogate, weigh up evidence for, and challenge the CMOCs that are forwarded as part 

of a final programme theory. 

We follow established realist synthesis quality standards, guidance and publication 

guidelines in these steps (Wong et al., 2013). Figure 2 provides an overview of the 

methodological steps used across this refinement phase of the realist review. It is adapted 

from similar examples used in realist evaluations (i.e. primary research realist work) (e.g. 

Gilmore et al., 2019); we found it helpful to position the system map and development from 

initial to more final programme theory as part of a process of steps, and demonstrate the 

iterative nature of working with different categories of literature in a staged approach. Step 1 

identifying an initial programme theory has been described above. 
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Figure 2. Methodological process for realist review 

 

Inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review 

Inclusion criteria for literature selected for this review are as follows: 

Participants and setting: education institutions catering for 3-18 year olds. Higher Education 

and 0-2 nursery phases (i.e before pre-school education or early years foundation stage) will 

be excluded. Participants will typically be pupils and/or staff . We will also include studies 

whose participants are relevant wider school stakeholders, such as parents, local authorities, 

practitioners working with schools.  

Intervention: Any school-based intervention aiming to improve any intervention outcomes. 

Alternatively, or in addition to this, the intervention or phenomena of interest in a study 

could be an implementation strategy, tool or intervention evaluated in schools aiming to 

improve school implementation outcomes. We will consider the relevance of the intervention 

to current English school settings as part of study selection and exclude interventions with 

low relevance. For instance, in piloting screening reviewers agree to exclude school-based 

Malaria prevention in African countries, introduction of technologies that are now outdated, 
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or curriculum reforms in international schools that are very different to the English 

curriculum. We will be able to provide more examples of these decisions in the final report. 

Study design: Empirical research studies that may be quantitative, qualitative and mixed 

methods evaluations. Studies must measure or evaluate a school implementation factor, 

process or strategy.  School-based intervention evaluations reporting intervention outcomes 

or implementation outcomes with no reference to implementation factor, process or strategy 

will be excluded. We will include reviews that clearly and systematically identify and 

synthesise relevant empirical research using quantitative, qualitative and/or mixed methods 

designs. Reviews will therefore need to report the search they have used and detail about 

inclusion criteria, i.e. a replicable process for study selection. Review aims and inclusion 

criteria would need to fit inclusion criteria for this review. We will exclude dissertations, 

conference proceedings and meeting records given high numbers of relevant studies and 

study selection criteria of rigour. . 

Outcomes: Studies report either intervention outcomes and/or implementation outcomes. 

We will use the taxonomy of implementation outcomes and their synonyms proposed by 

Proctor et al. (2011): acceptability, adoption, appropriateness, feasibility, fidelity, 

implementation cost, penetration, and sustainability. However, we will be inclusive and open 

to other relevant impacts that an implementation mechanism might have. We will not 

exclude based on the tools used to measure these outcomes, but will record this 

information. 

Other criteria: English language only as there will be no capacity to translate a wide range of 

languages and our experience suggests it is challenging to translate qualitative studies and 

retain meaning, as would be important here. . For instance, we would exclude a study that 

reports fidelity of intervention delivery in isolation. If this measure of fidelity was linked to 

other outcomes (fidelity as a factor) or the analysis considered the strategies that impacted 

fidelity we would include the study on this criteria. 

Relevance and rigour: In line with realist review best practice, we will select studies in relation 

to their relevance to refined programme theories and rigour of their evidence for (or 

challenging) these. See Appraisal of included studies section for details. For example, not all 

research evidence on school leaders and implementation will be included in the final 

synthesis, rather it will be the evidence that helps to refine and challenge the contextual 

factors, the mechanisms that change behaviour and the outcomes of these in relation to 

school leaders’ role in implementation in education. 

 

Search strategy for identification of studies 
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We will draw upon our completed searches from Work Package 1 and Work Package 3 as 

studies included in this previous work will fit the inclusion criteria specified above. We 

estimate that there will be 30 empirical studies from Work Package 1 that have applied a 

theory, model or framework (TMF) of implementation to an evaluation of the 

implementation of a school-based intervention. As they draw upon existing theory these 

studies ought to hold strong potential for indicating mechanisms and links to contextual 

factors. See Appendix 1 for the search strategy used in Work Package 1. We searched the 

education databases ERIC, Education Research Complete, British Education Index (via 

EBSCOhost) and the databases EMBASE, MEDLINE and PsycINFO (via OvidSp) and Social 

Science Citation Index (via Web of Science) using terms relating to implementation and 

implementation outcomes (e.g. fidelity, adherence and sustainability) and frameworks (e.g. 

framework, model, theory). We used terms for education 3-18 settings, to focus on school 

implementation in a range of study designs respectively.  

Work Package 3 located reviews and empirical studies focused on school implementation 

and considering the impact of implementation factors and/or strategies. As such, these 

studies may indicate the mechanisms and contexts underlying the factors and strategies. 

Work package 3 also searched the education databases ERIC, Education Research Complete, 

British Education Index (via EBSCOhost) and the databases EMBASE, MEDLINE and PsycINFO 

(via OvidSp) and Social Science Citation Index (via Web of Science) using terms relating to 

implementation and implementation outcomes (e.g. fidelity, acceptability, adherence and 

sustainability (Proctor et al., 2011)) and terms for education 3-18 settings. Searches differed 

to Work Package 1 by adding in terms to capture school implementation strategies and 

specific factors identified in the system map. See appendix 2 for the search strategy used in 

WP3. There will be around 38 reviews and 700 empirical studies to assess for relevance from 

WP3. 

We will conduct supplementary search approaches to locate further sources that may not be 

retrieved from academic databases through our searched. For instance, we used reference 

lists from reviews included in WP1 and WP3 to locate two further review papers that would 

meet inclusion criteria for this review. We will ask EEF colleagues to help with access to EEF 

evaluation reports so these sources focused on highly relevant contexts and interventions 

can be considered to provide further evidence and challenge across a range of intervention 

types for emerging CMOCs. We will also run bespoke searches for CMOCs to locate any 

literature (that may not be restricted to school settings) that can further help understand the 

CMOCs. We will use the education databases and terms relating to the CMOCs to achieve 

this, drawing on support from the information specialist on our research team. EPPI Reviewer 

software will be used to record the retrieved studies, screening, and data extraction of study 

details. The review will also use NVIVO software for working with the sources for data 

extraction of relevant findings and synthesis. 
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Selection of studies  

Study selection will involve title and abstract screening and then full text screening using the 

inclusion criteria indicated above. This will be completed by one reviewer, given that the bulk 

of the study selection will be with studies already selected for previous work packages that 

involved screening by two independent reviewers, with disagreements referred to a third 

reviewer, against similar inclusion criteria. We will independently screen against the current 

inclusion criteria using two reviewers at the full text stage for Work Package 1 studies and for 

additional finds where this has not been the case. Study selection will focus on identification 

of which studies from the wide existing pool of sources across work packages, EEF evaluation 

reports and additional finds have relevant and sufficiently detailed evidence in relation to 

contexts, mechanisms or outcomes in relation to areas of the initial programme theory.  

Our bespoke searches may draw upon well selected “strong situations” that demonstrate the 

styles and domains of practice that cluster teaching and learning around common goals and 

concerns (Benner et al., 1999). This will help show the commonalities of school-based 

implementation across different types of intervention, from whole school approaches to 

more targeted support and highly specified programmes to pedagogical innovations. Strong 

situations might include whole school behaviour approaches and assessment and feedback 

policies as different intervention features to assess whether CMOCs hold across them. We 

will liaise with the Guidance Report panel to select any strong situations. Results of the study 

selection process will be documented using a PRISMA style flow chart indicating the number 

of studies of relevance from each category of literature and holding evidence in relation to 

each CMOC. Multiple papers from the same study will be collated, so that each study rather 

than each paper is the unit of interest. 

 

Data extraction and management   

Extraction of the data will be recorded using a specially developed data extraction table to 

record the data, and aid in the process of sorting, sifting and annotating relevant study 

evidence. This will include fields used in the EEF database of studies, as well as others 

relevant to implementation in schools. See Appendix 3 for the template to be used, which 

will be piloted with included studies. Thematic analysis coding techniques will be employed 

to track which data sources evidence which elements of CMOCs. 

We will separate out the data extraction in relation to the developing synthesis. Firstly, 

descriptive study detail such as author, year, participants, design, intervention, aims and 

summary of outcomes will be provided for each study that contributes to final CMOCs 

incorporated in the end programme theory. Likewise, quality appraisal will be indicated for 

each included study as outlined below. We will use EPPI Reviewer for this more descriptive 

data extraction, as it will aid populating tables for reporting this study detail and filtering the 
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study detail and quality of evidence pertaining to particular CMOCs. Tables detailing the 

characteristics of included studies will be reported. 

Secondly, the more organic coding of potential evidence across studies for emerging CMOC 

ideas and rigour of this evidence will be data extracted using NVIVO as this allows the 

flexibility to assign codes to a range of evolving ideas, write memos to indicate thinking 

about connections across CMOs and across studies, and provides a means of organising and 

categorising different study types indicated in Figure 2.  

Appraisal of included studies  

We will use the ‘Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool’ (MMAT, V.2018) for a standardised and 

transparent appraisal of empirical studies using qualitative, quantitative (randomised 

controlled trials, non-randomised and descriptive) and mixed-study methodologies. This 

assumes a range of study designs in included studies and may be amended if there is not 

this range. To assess the quality of any included systematic reviews we will use "A 

Measurement Tool to Assess Systematic Reviews-2" (AMSTAR 2). AMSTAR-2 classifies the 

quality of systematic reviews into four different categories: high (none or one non-critical 

weakness), moderate (more than one non-critical weakness), low (one critical weakness with 

or without non-critical weaknesses), and very low (more than one critical weakness with or 

without non-critical weaknesses). The quality assessment of each systematic review will be 

rated by one reviewer and checked by another. We will categorise ratings for studies but use 

this in order to comment on the risk of bias of the evidence drawn upon for different final 

CMOCs.  

We will also be sensitive to the quality of evidence for CMOs as we are analysing and 

synthesising studies. This will be in terms of the key goals of relevance and rigour. As such, 

quality of evidence is used to determine which studies inform the refined programme theory 

and help to select amongst alternative CMOCs. The identification of what is relevant to 

include will be made based on the inclusion criteria and judged in relation to the evolving 

programme theory. A study is relevant if it can contribute to developing, testing, or refining 

our initial program theory or parts of it. Decisions about relevance are made before decisions 

about rigour. It may be necessary to conduct additional searches at this point if there are few 

articles capturing some of the important domains from the theory, although a preliminary 

scan of the studies included across Work Package 1 and 3 suggests that we should have 

sufficient data. A study is rigorous if the methods used to obtain the relevant data are 

trustworthy and credible. Appraisals of rigour judge the methods that were used to generate 

the data and this judgement might therefore differ across the data within a study that may 

contribute to different CMOCs. In other words, unlike with conventional reviews of 

effectiveness studies, the rigour of evidence may be judged below the level of whole studies. 

We will follow the recommendation in the RAMESES guidance, for each example of relevant 

evidence identified, reviewers will identify and make notes about any issues that might affect 
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data quality or rigour. We will draw upon a previous review by Ijaz et al. (2021) that 

categorises rigour at four levels according to whether the argument made in a study fit the 

data, and/or whether the relevant outcome is at low risk of bias. Because the synthesis will 

involve close collaboration between reviewers, we expect to have ongoing conversations to 

agree on levels of rigour, rather than formally checking each decision. Whether theory is 

clear and convincing may not depend solely on the rigour of the data, because often 

circumstantial data or interpretations by study authors will still be useful in theory and 

triangulate evidence from different studies. 

Finally, we will be interested in the quality of our review findings. This places the lens of risk 

of bias in terms of the collective evidence for supporting and refuting theory, rather than 

aggregating or giving undue importance to the quality assessments of individual studies. We 

will draw upon Villareal et al. (2020) who used the Confidence in the Evidence from Reviews 

of Qualitative research (CERQual) which has four components (Methodological Limitations, 

Relevance, Coherence and Adequacy of data) to assess each final CMOC to determine the 

level of confidence for each proposition in the final programme theory (Lewin et al., 2018). 

  

Data synthesis 

Synthesis of the diverse sources of evidence included in a realist review is conducted through 

a process of reasoning that is structured around several comparative reasoning activities, 

including: 

1. Juxtaposition of sources of evidence, for example when evidence about a mechanism that 

changes implementation behaviour in one source enables insights into evidence about 

outcomes it might impact in another source. 

2. Reconciling of sources of evidence, when outcomes might differ despite seemingly similar 

contexts, further investigation is appropriate in order to find explanations for why these 

different results occurred. 

3. Adjudication of sources of evidence, on the basis of rigour as described above. 

4. Consolidation of sources of evidence, when evidence about contexts, mechanisms and/or 

outcomes are complementary and enables a more secure explanation to be built 

5. Situating sources of evidence, when outcomes differ in particular contexts, an explanation 

can be constructed of how and why these outcomes occur differently 

The transparency of a synthesis in a realist review is achieved by documenting these 

reasoning processes, describing how they are grounded in the empirical evidence and the 

justification of inferential shifts that occur through this engagement with the evidence 

(Pearson et al., 2015). As such, it is important to document this analysis and synthesis and the 

progression from initial programme theory to evidence about CMOs, to CMOCs, to 



Review title: Review of evidence on implementation in education 

Protocol for an evidence review 

Principal investigator(s): Darren Moore 

Template last updated: February 2020 

 

21 
 

synthesising potential links across CMOCs in a more final programme theory. NVIVO 

software will allow the flexibility for this coding of evidence and narrative memos to be 

written explaining decision making and hypotheses as the synthesis progresses. This also 

implies the value of close and critical collaboration with other research team members. We 

will structure in particular points when researchers seek feedback from our internal team, as 

well as encouraging close discussion as analysis progresses. We will also aim to build in 

feedback from the Guidance Report Panel and our wider review team as the synthesis 

develops. Stakeholders can help identify and choose amongst different potential CMOCs, 

and provide a ‘reality check’ on the clarity and explanatory strength of the selected 

theories/mechanisms which become a focus of the refining theory phase of the review. We 

can also draw on data from Work Package 2 with schools and follow up interviews due in 

April 2022 to assist in this too. 

Completion of the realist synthesis will allow the reviewers to refine the initial programme 

theory with identified CMOCs and use these to explain (a) how and why school 

implementation factors and processes cause change and generate outcomes and (b) what 

works ‘for whom, in what contexts, in what respects, to what extent and over what durations’ 

in relation to school implementation strategies. The final programme theory will therefore be 

much more detailed than the initial one. Overall conclusions can then be drawn, and a set of 

tentative recommendations produced. This penultimate stage will enable the production of a 

final synthesis integrating review evidence with programme theory and culminating in a 

revised programme theory. This may also indicate how we can refine the mid-range system 

map. Presented as a narrative, the findings of the review will be written-up according to 

standards and the format set out by the RAMESES group (Wong et al., 2013). 

Reporting 

The Work Package 4 realist review will be reported alongside the other work packages in a 

final report of the evidence review as a whole. The findings of this realise review will draw 

upon the EEF’s Systematic Review Report Template as relevant, although it will be of most 

importance to follow the guidance of the RAMESES reporting standards designed for realist 

syntheses (Wong et al., 2013). 

We will present an interim final report of the evidence review in June 2022. This will allow key 

implications and recommendations to be shared then, and ahead of a full write up of the 

whole evidence review. This will allow the Guidance Report panel to begin work in Summer 

2022 and a chance to provide some initial feedback that can help shape the final report 

submitted by the end of the Summer. Furthermore, the interim report submission provides 

some flexibility and time for any additional work that may be required to extend the work to 

date. We are mindful that the focus of the realist review on often hidden mechanisms, may 

leave some questions remaining in relation to synthesising the more overt implementation 



Review title: Review of evidence on implementation in education 

Protocol for an evidence review 

Principal investigator(s): Darren Moore 

Template last updated: February 2020 

 

22 
 

strategies that have been assessed in the literature. There may also be further questions in 

relation to contexts for implementation and implementation outcomes that are not well 

indicated in the evidence synthesised as part of the realist review. Finally, the mechanisms 

will represent areas of the system map, a broad mid-range theory of school implementation. 

We may find that the mechanisms fit more specific behaviour change theoretical 

frameworks, and it would therefore be useful to connect the mechanisms in this way. 

The discussion and conclusion chapters will include the following sections to help facilitate 

the development of recommendations for the updated Guidance Report: 

▪ Relevance of the evidence base 

▪ Gaps in the evidence base 

▪ An overall evidence statement 

• Limitations 

• Implications 

▪ Implications for practice 

▪ Implications for research 

We will also present a final system map informed by work to date in the discussion chapter. 

As such, we will consider how the realist programme theory work can inform the broader 

mid-range theory. As mentioned above under quality appraisal, it will be important to assess 

the rigour of the CMO style propositions as part of the final programme theory and 

therefore assessing the quality of the evidence underpinning these aspects of the findings is 

important and we will use the CERQual framework to transform the focus of quality appraisal 

and risk of bias in terms of the review findings and recommendations rather than each 

included study. 

Personnel 

Review team, with their role within the project, their contribution to Work Package 4 

specifically, and their institutional affiliation. All team members will be involved in discussing 

the emerging evidence for certain areas of the programme theory according to expertise and 

interest. 

Darren Moore – University of Exeter (UoE) – Project oversight, supervise researchers, methods 

design and synthesis. Lead report writing with editing support from all 

G.J. Melendez-Torres – UoE – Methods design and analysis input across WPs, particularly 

realist review  
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Nick Axford – University of Plymouth – Methods design and analysis input across WPs, project 

management meetings with DM. Implementation Science expertise 

Rob Anderson – UoE – Implementation science and realist review expertise and guidance 

Morwenna Rogers – UoE – Information Specialist. Search strategy design and execution, 

systematic review methods 

Jemma Hawkins – Cardiff University – Implementation in schools expertise 

Dave Hall – UoE – School leadership and improvement expertise and guidance 

Vashti Berry – UoE – Support system map refinements 

Jenny Lloyd – UoE – Behaviour change expertise and guidance 

Simon Benham-Clarke – UoE - Researcher: Study selection, data extraction, quality appraisal, 

synthesis.  

Camilla Forbes  – UoE – Researcher: Implementation theories, models and frameworks 

expertise. 

Hayley Gains  – UoE - Researcher: Study selection, data extraction, quality appraisal, synthesis.  

Rachel Proctor – UoE – Researcher: study selection, data extraction, quality appraisal, 

synthesis. Coordination of final programme theory and links to system map. 

Conflicts of interest 

The work described in this protocol is being undertaken by researchers at the University of 

Exeter, University of Plymouth and Cardiff University and funded by the EEF. The views 

expressed are those of the authors and not necessarily those of the EEF. There are no 

conflicts of interest to report.  

Registration 

Once finalised, this protocol will be registered on the Open Science Framework and on the 

EEF website. We have explored the relevance of publishing this systematic review in 

Campbell Collaboration Library of Systematic Reviews, but realist reviews are not typically 

published in Campbell Systematic Reviews to date and the Campbell Collaboration MECCIR 

conduct and reporting standards apply to intervention reviews.  

Timeline 

Timeline below, although note the iterative nature of many of the methods steps described 

in this protocol. 
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Dates Activity 

Staff 

responsible/ 

leading 

January 

22 
Develop initial programme theory DM 

February 

22 
Design methods in detail DM 

March 22 Draft protocol DM 

March 22 Evidence search DM/MR 

March – 

April 22 
Study selection and appraisal 

DM + 

research 

team 

April 22 Data extraction 

DM + 

research 

team 

April – 

May 22 
Synthesis and final programme theory developed 

DM + 

research 

team 

May – 

June 22 
Write up synthesis for interim final report DM 

June – 

August 

22 

Final report of evidence review edited. Further review tasks in 

response to interim report feedback 
DM 
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Appendix 1 – Search Strategy WP1 

Database: APA PsycInfo <1806 to July Week 2 2021> 

Search Strategy: 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1     exp Evidence Based Practice/ (18960) 

2     exp "diffusion of innovation"/ (0) 

3     health care reform/ or health plan implementation/ (2295) 

4     evidence based practice.ti,ab. (7212) 

5     implementation.ti. (14084) 

6     (implement* adj3 change).ti,ab. (2399) 

7     (chang* adj behavio?r).ti,ab. (1687) 

8     (chang* adj practi?e).ti,ab. (480) 

9     (introduc* adj change).ti,ab. (83) 

10     (knowledge adj2 translat*).ti,ab. (1381) 

11     (knowledge adj2 mobil*).ti,ab. (293) 

12     information utilisation.ti,ab. (5) 

13     information utilization.ti,ab. (95) 

14     innovation.ti,ab. (22842) 

15     school improvement.ti,ab. (1783) 

16     research informed teaching.ti,ab. (12) 

17     "use of research evidence".ti,ab. (99) 

18     research utilisation.ti,ab. (45) 

19     research utilization.ti,ab. (277) 

20     research engaged.ti,ab. (29) 

21     (guidelines adj2 utilisation).ti,ab. (1) 

22     (guidelines adj2 utilization).ti,ab. (27) 

23     or/1-22 (66299) 

24     adherence.ti,ab. (30599) 

25     fidelity.ti,ab. (9649) 

26     (acceptability or acceptance).ti,ab. (64899) 

27     adoption.ti,ab. (29538) 

28     sustainab*.ti,ab. (21816) 

29     feasib*.ti,ab. (38503) 

30     or/24-29 (181011) 

31     "systematic review"/ (623) 

32     systematic.ti. (31226) 

33     (systematic* adj2 review*).ab. (31423) 
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34     systematic overview.ab. (251) 

35     evidence synthesis.ti,ab. (691) 

36     (medline or pubmed).ab. (26278) 

37     (ERIC or education research complete).ab. (2828) 

38     metasynthesis.ti,ab. (295) 

39     qualitative review.ti,ab. (554) 

40     evidence review.ti,ab. (240) 

41     scoping review.ti,ab. (2387) 

42     mapping review.ti,ab. (59) 

43     evidence map.ti,ab. (25) 

44     realist synthesis.ti,ab. (92) 

45     realist review.ti,ab. (83) 

46     or/31-45 (61708) 

47     Schools/ (29680) 

48     school*.ti,ab. (401908) 

49     pupil*.ti,ab. (27155) 

50     classroom*.ti,ab. (92113) 

51     teachers.ti,ab. (149953) 

52     (education* adj setting*).ti,ab. (7811) 

53     early years setting*.ti,ab. (155) 

54     early years foundation.ti,ab. (62) 

55     (nursery or nurseries).ti,ab. (4671) 

56     kindergarten*.ti,ab. (18397) 

57     further education.ti,ab. (1270) 

58     or/47-57 (522661) 

59     models, educational/ (0) 

60     framework*.ti. (17716) 

61     (model or models).ti. (124471) 

62     taxonomy.ti. (1498) 

63     (tool or tools).ti. (16893) 

64     toolkit*.ti. (430) 

65     guideline*.ti. (8045) 

66     checklist*.ti. (2694) 

67     theory.ti. (71374) 

68     manual*.ti. (5851) 

69     59 or 60 or 61 or 62 or 63 or 64 or 65 or 66 or 67 or 68 (243222) 

70     23 and 30 and 46 and 69 (47) 
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71     23 and 58 and 69 (964) 

72     70 or 71 (1007) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 2 – Search strategy WP3 

Database: APA PsycInfo <1946 to November 11, 2021> 
Search Strategy: 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
1     implementation.ti,id. (45276) 
2     (implement* adj3 change).ti,ab. (3103) 
3     (implement* adj2 best practice).ti,ab. (603) 
4     (implement* adj2 evidence based).ti,ab. (4871) 
5     (implementation adj3 dissemination).ab. (1703) 
6     (dissemination or disseminating).ti,ab. (75052) 
7     (manag* adj2 change).ti,ab. (4885) 
8     (behavio* adj2 change).ti,ab. (27256) 
9     (knowledge adj2 (translat* or transfer or sharing or mobil*)).ti,ab. (9918) 
10     or/1-9 (163898) 
11     process evaluation.ti,ab. (4178) 
12     "barriers and facilitators".ti,ab. (8310) 
13     (barriers and facilitators).ti. (3654) 
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14     "barriers and enablers".ti,ab. (1501) 
15     (barriers adj2 implementation).ti,ab. (3225) 
16     (barriers adj2 adoption).ti,ab. (635) 
17     (Challenges adj2 implementation).ti,ab. (2208) 
18     or/11-17 (19891) 
19     feasib*.ti,ab. (361745) 
20     sustainab*.ti,ab. (92893) 
21     adherence.ti,ab. (134181) 
22     appropriateness.ti,ab. (22704) 
23     compatibility.ti,ab. (31595) 
24     fidelity.ti,ab. (31676) 
25     utility.ti,ab. (226554) 
26     dosage.ti,ab. (140579) 
27     (compliance or compliancy).ti,ab. (125635) 
28     (acceptability or acceptance).ti,ab. (116712) 
29     adoption.ti,ab. (59070) 
30     engagement.ti,ab. (78578) 
31     successful implementation.ti,ab. (7927) 
32     (failed adj2 implement*).ti,ab. (94) 
33     poor implementation.ti,ab. (246) 
34     responsiveness.ti,ab. (106862) 
35     transferability.ti,ab. (5083) 
36     penetration.ti,ab. (76506) 
37     practicability.ti,ab. (4644) 
38     integration.ti,ab. (191058) 
39     adaptability.ti,ab. (13197) 
40     cost benefit.ti,ab. (10844) 
41     cost effectiveness.ti,ab. (65154) 
42     or/19-41 (1740383) 
43     Schools/ (44789) 
44     school*.ti,ab. (307568) 
45     pupil*.ti,ab. (31301) 
46     classroom*.ti,ab. (19630) 
47     teacher*.ti,ab. (49103) 
48     or/43-47 (374991) 
49     Leadership/ (44385) 
50     leadership.ti,ab. (41522) 
51     professional development.ti,ab. (10567) 
52     champion*.ti,ab. (8191) 
53     expert*.ti,ab. (223118) 
54     early adopter*.ti,ab. (855) 
55     opinion leader*.ti,ab. (1604) 
56     multidisciplinary team*.ti,ab. (20720) 
57     implementation team.ti,ab. (206) 
58     partnership*.ti,ab. (40200) 
59     advisory board*.ti,ab. (2285) 
60     support structure*.ti,ab. (1395) 
61     coalition*.ti,ab. (6604) 
62     reward scheme*.ti,ab. (18) 
63     incentiv*.ti,ab. (34574) 
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64     (readiness adj2 change).ti,ab. (1793) 
65     (staff adj2 training).ti,ab. (5585) 
66     (implementation adj5 training).ti,ab. (4075) 
67     (implementation adj2 support).ti,ab. (2978) 
68     (teacher* adj2 training).ti,ab. (1689) 
69     (teacher adj2 coaching).ti,ab. (15) 
70     (skills adj2 training).ti,ab. (8864) 
71     (teachers adj trained).ti,ab. (43) 
72     technical assistan*.ti,ab. (2516) 
73     computer assisted instruction/ (12260) 
74     (training adj program*).ti,ab. (47258) 
75     peer assisted learning.ti,ab. (266) 
76     training intervention.ti,ab. (2698) 
77     staff education.ti,ab. (1876) 
78     teacher education.ti,ab. (408) 
79     (CPD or professional development).ti,ab. (15549) 
80     reminder*.ti,ab. (14215) 
81     (audit adj2 feedback).ti,ab. (1590) 
82     (monitor* adj2 feedback).ti,ab. (960) 
83     (performance adj2 feedback).ti,ab. (2185) 
84     (performance adj2 evaluat*).ti,ab. (40825) 
85     (performance adj2 monitor*).ti,ab. (4162) 
86     (audit adj2 evaluat*).ti,ab. (384) 
87     (audit adj2 monitor*).ti,ab. (122) 
88     (staff adj2 feedback).ti,ab. (429) 
89     (staff adj2 evaluat*).ti,ab. (948) 
90     (staff adj2 monitor*).ti,ab. (389) 
91     teacher consultation*.ti,ab. (29) 
92     ((family or pupil or student) adj2 feedback).ti,ab. (1141) 
93     stakeholder*.ti,ab. (49990) 
94     (progress adj monitoring).ti,ab. (272) 
95     (quality adj monitoring).ti,ab. (3460) 
96     (practi*e adj supervision).ti,ab. (35) 
97     (implement* adj2 strateg*).ti,ab. (15460) 
98     (dissemination adj2 strateg*).ti,ab. (717) 
99     (environment* adj2 strateg*).ti,ab. (2142) 
100     tailor strateg*.ti,ab. (72) 
101     (capacity adj2 build*).ti,ab. (8132) 
102     coalition.ti,ab. (5049) 
103     teacher supervision.ti,ab. (22) 
104     local coordinat*.ti,ab. (720) 
105     campaign*.ti,ab. (49021) 
106     (change adj2 culture).ti,ab. (1674) 
107     (improv* adj culture).ti,ab. (477) 
108     (change adj2 environment).ti,ab. (954) 
109     (change adj2 community).ti,ab. (1384) 
110     (change adj2 standards).ti,ab. (106) 
111     (funding adj3 change).ti,ab. (135) 
112     (mandate adj2 change).ti,ab. (49) 
113     needs assessment.ti,ab. (6620) 
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114     local consensus.ti,ab. (107) 
115     blueprint.ti,ab. (4822) 
116     implementation plan*.ti,ab. (1109) 
117     (implementation adj2 strategy).ti,ab. (2011) 
118     (framework and implementation).ti,ab. (22404) 
119     "scale up".ti,ab. (13562) 
120     "scaling up".ti,ab. (5817) 
121     data warehousing.ti,ab. (156) 
122     or/49-121 (686210) 
123     10 and 42 and 48 and 122 (1059) 
124     18 and 42 and 48 (719) 
125     123 or 124 (1635) 
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Appendix 3 - Data extraction tool 

Authors/year 
Publication type 
Study design 
Aims 
 
Intervention name 
Intervention description 
Intervention objectives 
Intervention theory 
Who provided intervention 
Training for intervention provided 
Focus of intervention 
Intervention teaching approach 
Intervention delivery time 
Duration of intervention 
Frequency of intervention 
Length of intervention 
Intervention costs 
Treatment group number (for comparative studies) 
Participant allocation (for comparative studies) 
Ecological validity 
 
Country 
Location details 
School setting 
 
Sample 
Age 
Gender 
Deprivation 
 
Primary intervention outcomes 
Implementation outcomes 
Implementation factors 
Summary of implementation findings 


