Contextual Factors in Quality Improvement and Implementation Initiatives: A Scoping Review Protocol
Scoping review question or topic

Topic: Contextual Factors in Quality Improvement and Implementation (QI&I) initiatives

The objective of this scoping review is to map the large body of literature and to describe the range of contextual factors identified. By focusing on existing reviews of contextual factors, this review aims to synthesize the ways in which context has been conceptualized and its components described.

My overall research question is: How are contextual factors conceptualized within the literature? My sub-questions are:
· How have authors of the reviews that will be included in this paper (hereafter referred to as ‘review authors’) chosen papers to review? (RQs, terms, methods, outcomes)
· How have review authors defined context?
· How have review authors grouped or categorized contextual factors?
· How have review authors described their reasoning for categorizing factors in the format used?
· Are there any similarities or differences in the terms used to categorize factors across the reviews?
· What gaps in the literature have review authors identified?
Searches 
Searches will not be limited to a language and will have no time restrictions. We will search the following databases: 
Electronic searches 
· PubMed
· CINAHL
· Embase
· Cochrane Library 

Search Strategies (include one, if available)
Search strategy in PubMed MEDLINE:
((("Quality Improvement"[Mesh] OR "quality improvement"[tiab] OR "Implementation Science"[Mesh] OR "implementation science"[tiab] OR “implementation research”[tiab] OR "Organizational Innovation"[Mesh] OR “organizational innovation”[tiab] OR "Change Management"[Mesh] OR "Organizational Culture"[Mesh] OR “organizational culture”[tiab] OR "organization change"[tiab] OR "organisation change"[tiab] OR "organizational change"[tiab] OR "organisational change"[tiab] OR "Diffusion of Innovation"[Mesh] OR “diffusion of innovation”[tiab] OR "innovation diffusion"[tiab] OR "improvement science*"[tiab] OR "Translational Medical Research"[Mesh] OR "Translational Medical Science*"[tiab] OR "Translational Medicine"[tiab] OR "Knowledge Translation*"[tiab] OR "Translational Research"[tiab] OR "Implement Sci"[Journal] OR "Implement Res Pract"[Journal])  
AND (context*[tiab] OR environment*[tiab] OR setting[tiab]))  
AND ((Factor*[tiab] OR driver*[tiab] OR determinant*[tiab] OR variable*[tiab] OR barrier*[tiab] OR facilitator*[tiab])))  
AND ("Meta-Analysis as Topic"[Mesh] OR "Meta-Analysis" [Publication Type] OR "Review Literature as Topic"[Mesh] OR "Review" [Publication Type] OR Meta-analys*[ti] OR meta-synthes*[ti] OR "scoping review*"[ti] OR "scoping stud*"[ti] OR review*[ti]) 
=1769 (Sep 7, 2021) 

Other searches 
· We will scan the reference lists of identified publications for additional studies. 
· We will search google scholar as the final search
· We will search grey literature through searching the following websites:
· Institute for Healthcare Improvement (IHI): http://www.ihi.org/
· Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ): https://www.ahrq.gov/
· National Academy of Sciences (NAS): http://www.nasonline.org/

Inclusion & Exclusion Criteria
Types of study to be included
· All types of Reviews 

Domain being studied 
· Focus of review is context
· Discusses contextual factors or related terms such as drivers, facilitators, barriers, variables, or determinants

Participants/population:
· All countries

Concept: 
· Quality improvement (QI)
· Implementation science
· Improvement science
· Diffusion of innovation
· Knowledge translation
· Translational research
· Organizational Change

Context:
· In the context of healthcare

Exclusion criteria
· Non-review papers (ex: commentaries, editorials, etc)
· A review without a stated methodology or is not systematic
· Review protocols
· The application of a single framework to interpret review results
· The focus of the review is an intervention or program
· The focus of the review is implementation strategies 
Data extraction (selection and coding) 
Selection of studies 
At least two authors (IAT, CD, AG, and KF) will independently screen the titles and abstracts of the papers found by the searches against the criteria for inclusion using Rayyan. At least two authors will then retrieve and independently review the full text of the potentially eligible papers. Conflicts will be resolved through discussion and consensus. 

Data extraction and management 
The research team will use deductive and inductive coding using MAXQDA 2020 to identify relevant data from eligible studies. The deductive codes will capture how contextual factors are defined and conceptualized, the study characteristics, and the key findings of the articles.

At least two authors (IAT, CD, AG, and KF) will independently code five articles that were a priori identified as important works on contextual factors and will subsequently refine the codes based on their ability to capture the important results from these papers. This pilot approach is favored by other authors on the conduct of scoping reviews (Peters et al., 2017). 
 
One author (IAT) will code the papers. All coding will be reviewed and validated by at least one other author (IAT, CD, AG, and KF). Any disagreements will be resolved through discussion between at least two reviewers. The research team will discuss the results and continuously update the data-charting form in an iterative process.

The following information will be coded for each eligible paper: 
· Author
· Year
· Source (journal, book, etc)
· Aims and objectives of review
· Healthcare context
· Type of review
· inclusion criteria used in the review (where appropriate)
· search terms
· eligibility criteria
· number of primary studies included in the review (where appropriate)
· number of factors reviewed (where appropriate)
· categories used by the review authors, 
· any explanation given by the authors in regard to the categorization of factors
· Definition of contextual factors
· Tools or instruments used to assess factors
· Strategies used to leverage or address factors
· Processes used to identify factors
· Other Major conclusions [inductive approach]
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