Supplementary table 1. Definitions of systematic reviews which explicitly quoted specific organizations/checklists/criteria

	[bookmark: _Hlk519724413]Information source
	Organization/checklist/author
	Definition from inclusion/exclusion criteria (verbatim quotes)
	Reference

	Bardus 2016 [1]
	NICE NHS Evidence Process and Methods Manual
	"We included only ‘reliable systematic reviews’, defined in the NICE NHS Evidence Process and Methods Manual (27) as those published in a journal conforming to the PRISMA standards (28) or presenting inclusion/exclusion criteria, and confirming in the abstract that a synthesis of studies from two or more information sources had been undertaken.”
	NICE 2015. [2]
Moher 2009 [3]

	Chung 2015 [4]
	Definition from the Cochrane Handbook
	“SR is defined as an “attempt to identify, appraise and synthesize all the empirical evidence that meets pre-specified eligibility criteria to answer a given research question”, in accordance to the Cochrane Handbook version 5.1.0.”
	Higgins 2011 [5]

	Flodgren 2011 [6]
	DARE criteria
	“Reviews rated as having an inadequate search strategy were excluded, defined by having searched less than two sources according to the DARE criteria”
	Center for Reviews and Dissemination [7]

	Conway 2013 [8]
	PRISMA statement
	[bookmark: _GoBack]“In accordance with the PRISMA statement, a systematic review was defined as a review with a clearly formulated question that used systematic and explicit methods to identify, select and critically appraise relevant research and to collect and analyze data from the studies that were included in the review (6, 35) The review had to describe a detailed search of the literature for relevant studies and synthesis of results”
	Inglis 2011 [9]
Chipps 2012 [10]

	Jaspers 2011 [11]
	Dutch Cochrane Center
	"To determine whether a publication was a SR, we used the checklist for assessment of systematic reviews of the Dutch Cochrane Centre (6) For the initial screening of titles and abstracts, we considered a review to be systematic if at least (a) Medline had been searched, and (b) the methodological quality of the included studies had been assessed by the reviewer(s)"
	Dutch Cochrane Centre 2009 [12]

	Kang 2012 [13]
	Cochrane Collaboration
	We have adopted the definitions used by the Cochrane Collaboration: a systematic review is a review of a clearly formulated question, that which uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, select, and critically appraise relevant researches, and to collect and analyze data from the studies included in the review
	Alderson 2004 [14]

	Kitsiou 2015 [15]
	Cochrane Collaboration and PRISMA
	Following the definitions used by the Cochrane Collaboration and the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement, a systematic review was defined as a review that attempts to search, identify, appraise, and collate all empirical evidence that fits pre-specified eligibility criteria to answer a clearly stated set of objectives or specific research question(s), using explicit and systematic methods with a view to minimizing risk of bias.
	No reference

	Mahtani 2013 [16]
	Cochrane Handbook
	“We used the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions for a definition of a systematic review, that is, ‘a systematic review attempts to identify, appraise and synthesize all the empirical evidence that meets prespecified eligibility criteria to answer a given research question’ (9)"
	Higgins 2011 [17]

	McCall 2013 [18]
	Oxman criteria
	"Included reviews must satisfy all Oxman criteria as follows: state a replicable search method; adequately attempt to retrieve all relevant data; collect the data in a systematic way; analyze and present the results appropriately; consider sources of bias and the quality of evidence [48]."
	Oxman 1994 [19]

	Mickenautsch 2011 [20]
	QUOROM recommendations
	"article exclusion criteria based on the QUOROM (QUality Of Reporting Meta-analysis) recommendations (23) for reporting of systematic review methods were used: reporting of the trial search processes; trial selection criteria; validity assessment of trials; data abstraction from trials; trial characteristics and quantitative synthesis."
	Moher 1999 [21]

	Pollock 2014 [22]
	DARE
	"This application of quality criteria ensures that systematic reviews in DARE have (1) reported inclusion or exclusion criteria, (2) employed an adequate search strategy and (3) synthesized included studies. In addition, to be included on DARE, a review must be considered to have assessed the quality of the included studies or provided sufficient details about individual included studies to enable assessment of quality by a reader."
	No reference

	Popovich 2012 [23]
	Cochrane, PRISMA
	"We applied the Cochrane Collaboration definition of systematic reviews that is used by the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement: ‘‘The key characteristics of a systematic review are: (a) a clearly stated set of objectives with an explicit, reproducible methodology; (b) a systematic search that attempts to identify all studies that would meet the eligibility criteria; (c) an assessment of the validity of the findings of the included studies, for example through the assessment of risk of bias; and (d) systematic presentation, and synthesis, of the characteristics and findings of the included studies’’ [5]."
	Moher 2009 [24]

	Remes 2016 [25]
	Cochrane, PRISMA
	No specific definition:
“We defined a systematic review in accordance with the Cochrane Collaboration and the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) Statement (Moher et al. 2009).”
	Moher 2009 [26]

	Ryan 2014 [27]
	DARE
	No specific definition:
Methodological aspects “according to the Centre for Reviews and Dissemination assessment of the review published as part of the DARE abstract”
	No reference

	Saez-Benito 2013 [28]
	PRISMA checklist
	"Reviews were considered as systematic according to three criteria from the PRISMA check list [26]: (i) ‘State questions being addressed with reference to participants, interventions, comparisons, outcomes, and study design’; (ii) ‘Describe all information sources and date last searched’; (iii) ‘State studies selection process’."
	Moher 2009 [29]

	Tafelski 2016 [30]
	PRISMA checklist
	No specific definition:
“Systematic reviews should meet the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses (PRISMA) criteria (12)”
	Hutton 2015 [31]

	Tricco 2015 [32]
	Cochrane Collaboration
	"We used the definition for a systematic review put forth by the Cochrane Collaboration, “A systematic review attempts to collate all empirical evidence that fits pre-specified eligibility criteria in order to answer a specific research question. It uses explicit, systematic methods that are selected with a view to minimizing bias, thus providing more reliable findings from which conclusions can be drawn and decisions made” [10]."
	Higgins 2011 [17]

	Windsor 2012 [33]
	Cochrane Collaboration and PRISMA
	"We used the definition of systematic reviews used by the CR Collaboration and in the PRISMA statement: ‘A systematic review is a review of a clearly formulated question that uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, select and critically appraise relevant research, and to collect and analyze data from the studies that are included in the review. Statistical methods (meta-analysis) may or may not be used to analyze and summarize the results of the included studies. Meta-analysis refers to the use of statistical techniques in a systematic review to integrate the results of included studies’ (Egger et al., 2001)."
	Egger 2001 [34]

	Bidonde 2014 [35]
	Cochrane Collaboration
	Although there is no standard definition of a systematic review (SR) [16] we followed the key characteristics of a systematic review as stated by the Cochrane Collaboration [17].
	Moher 2007 [36]
Higgins 2011 [17]


	Chen 2016 [37]
	Cochrane Handbook
	A systematic review, defined by Handbook, is tried to collect all the available evidences that meet prescribed eligibility criteria so as to answer a specific research question. It uses specific and systematic methods, aimed at minimizing bias, to provide more reliable findings, from which, conclusions can be drawn and decisions made. Many systematic reviews contain meta-analyses. Meta-analysis is a statistical method used to synthesize the results of several independent studies [13].

	Higgins 2011 [17]

	Howells 2016 [38]
	Centre for Reviews and Dissemination Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effects criteria
	Studies were classed as systematic reviews if they met the Centre for Reviews and Dissemination Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effects criteria (see table 2) 22 and included a clear statement of the clinical topic, description of evidence retrieval methods and sources, and at least one study that met minimum methodological standards for inclusion — as per additional guidance. 21, 23

	Centre for Reviews and Dissemination [7]
Wilczynski NL 2007 [39]
Montori 2005 [40]

	Kumar 2013 [41]
	PRISMA
	No definition
„Articles that did not meet the PRISMA (13) definition of a systematic review or meta-analysis were excluded.”
	Liberati 2009 [42]

	Macaya Pascual 2016 [43]
	DARE
	No definition
„used an appropriate search strategy (articles indexed by DARE, Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effects) (12) “
	Centre for R, Dissemination 2009 [7]

	Rotta 2015 [44]
	PRISMA statement checklist
	A study was considered to be a systematic review if it satisfactorily fulfilled the following three items of the PRISMA Statement checklist: (1) item 4: a clear description of the clinical question to be answered by the systematic review, including participants, interventions, controls, outcomes  and study design (PICOS); (2) item 7: a description of all data sources used to retrieve the literature and the search period considered; and (3) item 9: a detailed description of the studies’ selection process (number of articles included and excluded in each step) [23].
	Moher 2010 [45]

	Wu 2015 [46]
	Cochrane Handbook
	The Cochrane handbook version 5.1.0.10 states that an SR should aim to ‘identify, appraise and synthesize all the empirical evidence that meets pre-specified eligibility criteria to answer a given research question’. Following this definition, we judged a publication as an SR if it sought to answer an explicit clinical question by examining evidence from at least two electronic databases. 
	Higgins 2011 [17]

	Korzeniewski 2008 [47]
	National Health and Medical Research Council Guidelines
	"(…) is consistent also with the definition of a “systematic” review found in National Health and Medical Research Council Guidelines (p 2 and p 12). A systematic review (1) makes a thorough attempt to identify all relevant research, (2) makes judgments about the quality of the literature, (3) systematically synthesizes the findings of studies of acceptable quality, and (4) makes judgments about the research question."
	National Health and Medical Research Council [48]
National Health and Medical Research Council [49]

	Willis 2011 [50]
	Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews
PRISMA
	"The definition of a systematic review is open to interpretation. Chalmers and Altman described a systematic review as a review, which had been prepared using a ‘systematic approach to minimizing biases and random errors’, with the different components of the process. being documented in the ‘methods section’ [34]. The Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews on Interventions states that systematic reviews possess a number of ‘key characteristics’ [35]. The eligibility criteria used here were in line with these key characteristics and also coincide with those items of PRISMA that help define a systematic review."
	Chalmers 1995 [51]
Higgins 2011 [17]

	Kastner 2012 [52]
	Cochrane Collaboration
	The definition of a systematic review according to the Cochrane Collaboration is “A review of clearly formulated questions that uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, select, and critically appraise relevant research, and to collect and analyze data from the studies that are included in the review. Statistical methods (meta-analysis) may or may not be used to analyze and summarize the results of the included studies”
	No reference

	Evans 2015 [53]
	Campbell collaboration
Cochrane
	"There is no single definition of a systematic review, but in considering how systematic each of the reviews we examine is, we turn to guidance from two main registries of systematic reviews, the Campbell Collaboration and Cochrane. The Campbell Collaboration (2015) defines a systematic review as one that “uses transparent procedures to find, evaluate and synthesize the results of relevant research. Procedures are explicitly defined in advance, in order to ensure that the exercise is transparent and can be replicated.” Campbell also describes screening studies for quality and peer review as important elements of systematic reviews. They provide four specific criteria that a review must have in order to be considered systematic: (a) clear inclusion/exclusion criteria; (b) an explicit search strategy; (c) systematic coding and analysis of included studies; and (d) meta-analysis (where possible). Cochrane provides less-specific guidance on what makes a review systematic, but its description of its own reviews is highly correlated with that of the Campbell Collaboration (Cochrane 2015). (…)"
	Campbell Collaboration 2015 [54]
Cochrane 2015 [55]

	Haase 2011 [56]
	Cochrane
	"Traditional narrative reviews often fail to use scientific method and are therefore subject to significant bias. In an effort to reduce this bias and improve the scientific rigor of reviews, the systematic review was developed in the 1990s. Chalmers and Altman defined the systematic review as “a review that has been prepared using a systematic approach to minimizing biases and random errors which is documented in a materials and methods section.” The Cochrane Handbook’s definition of a systematic review is one that “attempts to collate all empirical evidence that fits prespecified eligibility criteria to answer a specific research question. It uses explicit systematic methods that are selected with a view to minimizing bias, thus providing more reliable findings from which conclusions can be drawn and decisions made.” As might be inferred by the above definitions, systematic reviews are conducted according to structured guidelines to maintain their scientific integrity and minimize bias."
	Chalmers 1995 [51]

	Foisy 2011 [57]
	Cochrane collaboration
	To be included, reviews had to fulfill The Cochrane Collaboration’s definition of a systematic review (i.e. ‘reviews of clearly formulated questions that use systemic and explicit methods to identify, select and critically appraise relevant research, and to collect and analyze data from the studies included in the reviews’
	Waters 2006 [58]

	Kapadia 2016 [59]
	PRISMA
	PRISMA-P-C and PRISMA-C have adopted the same definition of a ‘systematic review’ and ‘protocol’ as PRISMA-P5 and PRISMA.
A systematic review collates all relevant evidence that fits prespecified eligibility criteria to answer a specific research question. It uses explicit, systematic methods to minimize bias in the identification, selection, synthesis and summary of relevant studies. A protocol is a document that presents an explicit plan for a systematic review and details the rationale and a priori methodological and analytical approaches for the review.
	Moher 2015 [60]
Moher 2009 [3]

	Petrosino 2007 [61]
	NHS Centre for Reviews and Dissemination
	Using the term "systematic review" seems to get us out of some of those quandaries but may lead us into others. One general rule used to define a systematic review is that it will usually include a "methodology and results" section. But a review could use systematic methods to summarize evaluation studies, and then rely on "statistical significance" to make judgments about "what works." This definition would classify such a review as systematic even though there are empirical reasons undermining its conclusions. The definition of systematic review created by Khan and his colleagues at the NHS Centre for Reviews and Dissemination (200 1:1) would also treat vote counting, a formerly popular method of summarizing studies within a review, in similar fashion: A review of the evidence on a clear formulated question that uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, select and critically appraise relevant primary research, and to extract and analyze data from the studies included in the review. Given the definitional problems, we prefer to think of systematic reviews as ranging on a continuum of quality.
	Khan 2001 [62]

	Robertson 2015 [63]
	Cochrane Handbook
	No definition.
"The following review process measure was devised based on the Cochrane Handbook definition of systematic review and a systematic review quality assessment tool (Shea et al., 2007)."
	Shea 2007 [64]

	Kaltenthaler 2011 [65]
	NICE
Centre for Review and Dissemination (CRD)
	No definition
"The NICE Reference Case requires that evidence to inform parameters of clinical effectiveness should be identified by systematic review. In its specification or definition of ‘systematic review’ for these parameters, the NICE Methods Guide refers to the systematic review methods of the Centre for Review and Dissemination (CRD)."
	No reference

	Lee 2016 [66]
	AHRQ
Cochrane
IOM
	[bookmark: _Hlk519029174]We defined systematic review as (a) using a set of keywords in (b) two or more databases with (c) independent coders assessing all identified records for inclusion or exclusion. Guidelines from Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) (recommendation 7.6.6) [13], Cochrane (recommendation 7.2.4) [14], and the U.S. Institute of Medicine (IOM; recommendation 3.3.3) [15] all recommend dual independent coding for inclusion to reduce error and increase confidence in the findings.
	No reference

	Bhurke 2015 [67]
	Cochrane
NICE
	By extending Jones et al. paper to include a clear definition of ‘systematic review’ to determine which reviews should be included may have inadvertently resulted in differences between our study and theirs However, by predefining a description for each area of use these definitions can now be piloted for similar research. (…) We defined a systematic review as previously existing if we found, relating to the trial research question, one or more of the following: 
-a Cochrane systematic review 
-other reviews if systematic review was mentioned in the title and methods stated a systematic search was conducted
-a National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) Technology Appraisal Guidance (TA) which include the Technology Assessment Report (TAR) based on the review of clinical and economic evidence
	No reference

	Tsakalerou 2015 [68]
	PRISMA
	PRISMA adopts the definition of systematic review of a clearly formulated question as the systematic and explicit use of methods to identify, select, and critically appraise the data from the studies included in the review.
	Moher 2009 [59]

	Hansen 2013 [69]
	Cochrane
Campbell Collaboration
	We also develop an operational definition of ‘systematic review’, which is sufficiently broad to encompass both traditional systematic reviews, such as those undertaken under the auspices of the Cochrane and Campbell Collaborations, and more unconventional ones, such as realist reviews, employed within the social sciences.
There is no shortage of definitions of systematic reviews. For some, it is simply a process of offering accountable, replicable and updateable piece of research to the involved users (EPPI-Centre, 2009a). For others, it is more narrowly defined. The Campbell Collaboration defines a systematic review as ‘a transparent procedure to find, evaluate and synthesize the results of relevant research’. According to the Cochrane Collaboration, a systematic review is a ‘high-level overview of primary research on a particular research question that tries to identify, select, synthesize and appraise all high-quality research evidence relevant to that question in order to answer it’. As such, systematic reviews seek, summarize and interpret primary studies while attempting to provide unbiased research evidence on a given topic. They need to be rigorous in their approach to summarizing and interpreting the evidence. If not, they are ‘little more than ... subjective commentaries on the state of the science’ (Weed, 2013, p. 280). (…)
	EPPI-Centre, 2009 [70]
Campbell Collaboration [71]
Cochrane Collaboration [72]
Weed 2013 [73]

	Winter 2009 [74]
	The NHS Centre for Reviews and Dissemination
	The NHS Centre for Reviews and Dissemination (2001) has defined a systematic review as: ‘A review of the evidence of clearly formulated questions that uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, select and critically appraise relevant primary research, and to extract and analyze data from the studies that are included in the review. Statistical methods (meta-analysis) may or may not be used.’ (Stage I, Phase 0, p4)
	University of York 2001 [75]

	Soares 2014 [76]
	Cochrane Collaboration
	Founded on the concept of the Cochrane Collaboration, systematic review was defined as the method of choice for evidence-based practice, which combines findings from multiple studies focused on a specific problem.
	No reference

	van der Linde 2012 [77]
	Cochrane Collaboration
PRISMA
	A systematic review was defined as used by the Cochrane Collaboration and the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) Statement: “A review of a clearly formulated question that uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, select, and critically appraise relevant research, and to collect and analyze data from the studies that are included in the review. Statistical methods (meta-analysis) may or may not be used to analyze and summarize the results of the included studies”
	Moher 2009 [26]

	Aveyard 2014 [78]
	Cochrane Collaboration
	In the most detailed form, a systematic review strives to identify comprehensively and track down all the available literature on a topic, while describing a clear, comprehensive methodology. Systematic reviews have been identified as "concise summaries of the best available evidence that address sharply defined clinical questions" (Murlow et al. 1997, p 389). The most well-known method for conducting a systematic review is produced by the Cochrane Collaboration (www.cochrane.org).
One of the main features of a systematic review is that reviews follow a strict protocol to ensure that the review process undertaken is systematic by using explicit and rigorous methods to identify, critically appraise and synthesize relevant studies in order to answer a predefined question. The reviewers then develop a comprehensive search strategy, leaving no stone unturned in the search for relevant literature, and do not regard the process complete until the search is exhausted. For example, reviewers search for unpublished research and might talk to researchers about unpublished data of articles not accepted for publication, in addition to published data on the topic in question.
Reviewers then develop inclusion and exclusion criteria in order to assess which information they retrieve should be incorporated into the review and to ensure that only those papers that are relevant to the question(s) addressed by the literature review are included. The reviews than critique the selected papers according to predetermined criteria in order to assess the quality or validity of the research identified. studies that do not meet the inclusion criteria are excluded from the review. This is to ensure that only high-quality papers that are relevant to the literature review questions are included. This process is usually undertaken by two reviewers that collaborate to ensure there is agreement about which studies are included. Finally, the findings of all papers that are identified and incorporated for the review are pulled together and combined using a systematic approach. This enables new insights to be drawn from the summary of the papers that were not available before.
	Mulrow 1997 [79]
Cochrane Collaboration [72]





Supplementary table 2. All references that were used to support definition of systematic review, or inclusion/exclusion criteria that could be used as a proxy for a definition

	Information source
	Reference
	N

	Bardus 2016 [1]
	National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2015 [2]
	1

	Bardus 2016 [1]
Ilomaki 2015 [80]
Oestergaard 2011 [81]
Akram 2014 [82]
Kapadia 2016 [59]
	Moher 2009 [3]
	5

	Borge 2014 [83]
	Shea 2009 [84]
	1

	Chung 2015 [4]
Wu 2015 [46]
Mahtani 2013 [16]
Rogante 2015 [85]
Tricco 2015 [32]
Chen 2016 [37]
Shikora 2015 [86]
Thomas 2012 [87]
	Higgins 2011 [17]
	8

	Faggion 2012 [88]
	Vigna-Taglianti 2006 [89]
	1

	Fleming 2013 [90]
	Sequeira-Byron 2011 [91]
	1

	Fleming 2013 [90]
Sequeira-Byron 2011 [91]
	Sander 2006 [92]
	2

	Conway 2013 [8]
	Inglis 2011 [9]
	1

	Conway 2013 [8]
	Chipps 2012 [10]
	1

	Hunter 2016 [93]
Momeni 2015 [94]
Momeni 2013 [95]
	Lundh 2009 [96]
	3

	Jaspers 2011 [11]
	Dutch Cochrane Centre 2009 [97]
	1

	Kang 2012 [13]
	Alderson 2004 [98]
	1

	Laver 2016 [99]
Winter 2009 [74]
	University of York 2001 [75]
	2

	Martinez-Gonzales 2014 [100]
Windsor 2012 [33]
	Egger 2001 [34]
	2

	McCall 2013 [18]
	Oxman 1994 [19]
	1

	Mickenautsch 2011 [20]
	Moher 1999 [21]
	1

	O’Connell 2013 [101]
Robertson 2015 [63]
	Shea 2007 [64]
	2

	Plaszewski 2014 [102]
Plaszewski 2014 [103]
	Cochrane Collaboration 2005 [104]
	2

	Popovich 2012 [23]
	Moher 2009 [24]
	1

	Remes 2016 [25]
van der Linde 2012 [77]
	Moher 2009 [26]
	2

	Saez-Benito 2013 [28]
Sekhon 2017 [105]
	Moher 2009 [29]
	2

	Savard 2011 [106]
	Whitlock 2008 [107]
	1

	Tafelski 2016 [30]
	Hutton 2015 [31]
	1

	Yucel 2016 [108]
	Liberati 2009 [109]
	1

	Bidonde 2014 [35]
Page 2013 [110]
Beller 2011 [111]
Beller 2013 [112]
Faggion 2014 [113]
	Moher 2007 [36]
	5

	Bidonde 2014 [35]
	Green 2011 [17]
	1

	Howells 2016 [38]
	Centre for Reviews and Dissemination [7]
	1

	Howells 2016 [38]
	Wilczynski 2007 [39]
	1

	Howells 2016 [38]
	Montori 2005 [40]
	1

	Lu 2014 [114]
	Abalos 2001 [115]
	1

	Lu 2014 [114]
	Ernst 2011 [116]
	1

	Macaya Pascual 2016 [43]
	Centre for Reviews and Dissemination [7]
	1

	Rotta 2015 [44]
	Moher 2010 [45]
	1

	Wu 2015 [46]
	Smith 2011 [117]
	1

	Korzeniewski 2008 [47]
	National Health and Medical Research Council 1999 [49]
	1

	Willis 2011 [50]
Haase 2011 [56]
Bowling 2014 [118]
	Chalmers 1995 [51]
	3

	Willis 2011 [50]
	Higgins 2011 [17]
	1

	Bambra 2011 [119]
	Oakley 1998 [120]
	1

	Evans 2015 [53]
	Campbell Collaboration 2015 [71]
	1

	Evans 2015 [53]
	Cochrane 2015 [55]

	1

	Jesson 2006 [121]
	Khan 2003 [122]

	1

	Mueller 2014 [123]
	Peters 2006 [124]
	1

	Mueller 2014 [123]
	Korevaar 2011 [125]
	1

	Potting 2009 [126]
	Cochrane 2007 [127]
.
	1

	Iwarsson 2017 [128]
	Cochrane Library [129]
	1

	Foisy 2011 [57]
	Waters 2006 [58]
	1

	Neto 2007 [130]
Baldassarre 2008 [131]
	Kitchenham 2004 [132]
	2

	Kapadia 2016 [59]
	Moher 2015 [60]
	1

	Lichtner 2014 [133]
	Zwakhalen 2006 [134]
	1

	Lichtner 2014 [133]
	Liberati 2009 [135]
	1

	Pope 2006 [136]
	The Jenner Institute [137]
	1

	Petrosino 2007 [61]
	Khan 2001 [62]
	1

	Daigneault 2014 [138]
	Petticrew 2006 [139]
	1

	Ranson 2010 [140]
	Lavis 2007 [141]
	1

	Pollock 2014 [22]
	Evidence-informed policy and practice (EPPI) centre 2016 [70]
	1

	Marinho 2003 [142]
Aveyard 2014 [78]
	Mulrow 1997 [143]
	2

	Marinho 2003 [142]
	University of York 1996 [144]
	1

	Newcomer 2015 [145]
	Chalmers 2002 [146]
	1

	Tsakalerou 2015 [68]
	Moher 2009 [147]
	1

	Sanchez-Puerta 2016 [148]
	Waddington 2012 [149]
	1

	Baude 2017 [150]
	Garg 2008 [151]
	1

	Franco [152]
	Bambra 2011 [119]
	1

	Hansen 2013 [69]
	EPPI-Centre 2009 [70]
Campbell Collaboration, 
Cochrane Collaboration, 
Weed, 2013, p. 280
	1

	Best 2012 [153]
	Greenhalgh 2004 [154]
	1

	Maitland 2015 [155]
	Klassen 1998 [156]
	1

	Svejvig 2015 [157]
Shukla 2013 [158]
Bastos 2017 [159]
	Tranfield 2003 [160]
	3

	Neale 2009 [161]
	Oxman 1988 [162]
	1

	Sjöholm 2013 [163]
Sjöholm 2013 [164]
	Jesson 2011 [165]
	2

	Matney 2015 [166]
	Gough 2012 [167]
	1

	Matney 2015 [166]
	Hanson-Abromeit 2014 [168]
	1

	Matney 2015 [166]
	Porta 2008 [169]
	1

	Matney 2015 [166]
	Khan 2011 [170]
	1

	Marshall 2016 [171]
Marshall 2018 [172]
	Mulrow 1994 [173]
	2

	Marshall 2016 [171]
Marshall 2018 [172]
	Cook 1997 [174]
	2

	Marshall 2016 [171]
Marshall 2018 [172]
	Ba 2007 [175]
	2

	Marshall 2016 [171]
	Haddaway 2014 [176]
	1

	Bastos  2017 [159]
	Thomé 2016 [177]
	1

	Aveyard  2014 [78]
	Cochrane Collaboration [72]
	1

	Hall 2017 [178]
	Littell 2008 [179]
	1

	Higgins 2008 [180]
	Antman 1992 [181]
	1

	Higgins 2008 [180]
	Oxman 1993 [182]
	1

	Holly 2012 [183]
	Centre for Reviews and Dissemination 2009 [184]
	1

	Bowling 2014 [118]
	O'Rourke 2005 [185]
	1

	Sharma 2015 [186]
	Crowther 2007 [187]
	1

	Sharma 2015 [186]
	Khan 2003 [188]
	1

	Sharma 2015 [186]
	Evidence-Based Behavioral Practice 2013 [189]
	1
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