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The increasing variety of literature synthesis methods and the evolving guidelines for
conducting them can be overwhelming for early-career researchers. While these
guidelines provide a structured approach, they may contain hidden challenges and
nuances that only become apparent through practical application. The aim of this paper
is to provide supplementary guidance based on the latest available guidelines and two
PhD candidates’ experiences of conducting scoping reviews. The paper outlines what a
scoping review is, when to use a scoping review and summarises the most recent
guidelines for conducting such reviews. We describe five steps of the scoping review
process: 1) identifying the research question; 2) scoping review protocol; 3) identifying
relevant studies and literature; 4) selecting studies to be included in the review; and 5)
data extraction, synthesis and results presentation. We share our learnings, including the
use of Rayyan and Covidence software for the systematic management of literature.
Though not presenting new methodologies, this paper provides practical advice on how
to apply the scoping review methodology to support its effective and rigorous
implementation.

Te Reo Maori Translation

Te Kawe i nga Arotake Tuhinga: He Maramatanga Awhina Mahi mo
nga Kairangahau Hauora Tau Tuatahi

Nga Aria Matua

Téra ano te huhua o nga tikanga tuitui rangati tuhinga, me nga aratohu mo te kawe, a,
ka tauwhare mai pea hei taumahatanga mo nga kairangahau tau tuatahi. Ahakoa na énei
aratohu i hora mai étahi ritenga nahanaha, kei roto pea étahi wero me étahi aronga e
kore e kitea wawetia, hei te hoatutanga taturu i te ao mahi katahi ano ka kitea. Ko te
whainga o ténei tuhinga he hoatu aratohu tapiri i takea mai i nga aratohu mohoa, me nga
wheako o étahi kaiaruaru tohu kairangi i te kawenga i nga arotake tuhinga. Kei ténei
tuhinga ka kitea he aha rawa ténei mea te tuhinga arotake i te whanuitanga o nga
taunakitanga watea , ahea me whakamabhi i taua momo arotake, a, kei konei hoki he
whakarapopototanga o te kawe i aua tii arotake. Ka whakamaramatia e matou nga
hipanga e rima o te hatepe arotake i te whanuitanga o nga taunakitanga watea: 1) te
tautohu i te patai rangahau; 2) te kawe o te taua ti arotake; 3) te tautohu i nga rangahau
me nga tuhinga tauhangai; 4) te kowhiri i nga rangahau me whakauru ki te arotake; me 5)
te kounu raraunga, te tuitui raraunga me te whakaatu i nga kitenga ki te ao. Ka tiria e
matou a matou kitenga, tae atu ki te whakamahinga o nga pimanawa Rayyan me
Covidence mo te whakahaere nahanaha i nga tuhinga. Ahakoa kaore i te tapae tikanga
mahi hou, ko ta ténei pepa he tuku tohutohu whai take mo te hoatutanga o nga tikanga
mahi arotake tuhinga hei tautoko i tona whakatinanatanga whai hua, totika rawa hoki.
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INTRODUCTION

When embarking on a research project, it is well known
that conducting a literature review is essential for framing
the study and effectively identifying gaps in knowledge to
guide the next stages of a research project. This process can
be particularly challenging for early career researchers, who
may have a research question or concern about a concept
or phenomenon but struggle to decide where to start. Given
the vast amount of research available, methods of evidence
synthesis have evolved to consolidate findings and make
knowledge from multiple studies more accessible to the re-
search community. The development of numerous classifi-
cation systems and terminologies to help clarify and cate-
gorise different types of review makes this selection more
difficult, evidenced by the work of Grant and Booth, who
developed a typology of 14 different types of review (Booth
et al., 2016; Grant & Booth, 2009), and a more recent pub-
lication that identified 48 types of review (Sutton et al.,
2019).

Scoping reviews are a type of evidence synthesis that is
increasingly favoured for research in the health sciences,
and particularly in nursing, because they provide a flexible
approach to synthesising diverse evidence and are a good
starting point for addressing a research problem (Wang et
al., 2024; Woo et al., 2023). Although there are many guide-
lines for conducting a scoping review, they often lack the
detailed information and experiential insights that can only
be gained by applying them.

The paper draws from our knowledge as two doctoral
candidates (TO, NL) undertaking a scoping review as part
of our healthcare research. In the first case, TO’s overall
research topic concerned how the multidimensional con-
struct of ‘career growth’ could be applied to nurses in
healthcare organisations. In the second case, NL's research
explored psychological interventions that can reduce the
fear of cancer recurrence in cancer patients. Although our
research questions were very different, there were similar-
ities in the challenges faced. We each did a preliminary
search and found that there was a lot of research related
to the construct and interventions of interest. The infor-
mation in the articles led us in many different directions,
and instead of the knowledge gap related to each of our re-
search topics becoming clearer, it became less clear. The
information available was rich, complex and varied, with
different viewpoints and contradictions. In summary, our
initial search was not helpful in further defining the re-
search gaps we each wanted to explore.

In this paper, we aim to share our learnings to guide
early career health researchers on choosing and using scop-
ing reviews through four main sections: 1) when to choose
a scoping review; 2) what are scoping reviews; 3) guidelines
for conducting scoping reviews; and, 4) steps for conduct-
ing a scoping review. We draw on and summarise the most
recent guidelines for conducting scoping reviews and the
sequential steps involved. We also provide practical advice
on how to apply the evidence synthesis methodology of
scoping reviews.

WHEN TO CHOOSE A SCOPING REVIEW

When we began, our initial searches related to the con-
cepts related to our particular focus of study. The first
temptation was to propose a systematic review, thinking
that this might bring more clarity to all that was known
about our topics. However, a scoping review was more ver-
satile than we thought for providing this clarity. In fact, a
scoping review serves a number of purposes, including as
a precursor to a systematic review (Pollock et al., 2021); to
identify the types of evidence available in a particular area
and to identify and analyse knowledge gaps (Peters et al.,
2015); to clarify key concepts/definitions in the literature
(Peters et al., 2021); to examine how research is conducted
on a particular topic or field (Mak & Thomas, 2022; Peters
et al., 2015); and to identify key characteristics or factors
associated with a concept (Halabi et al., 2020).

But why not a systematic review? We began to explore
the differences between a systematic review and a scoping
review in more detail to determine what we needed to do to
inform the next stages of our PhD programme. We reviewed
key resources to understand the similarities and differences
between the two types of reviews. Table 1 outlines our key
findings. Overall, we found that a scoping review, with its
broader inclusion criteria and iterative nature, allowed for
a more comprehensive and exploratory search of the liter-
ature on a particular topic. In contrast, a systematic review
is highly rigorous and answers a specific research question,
often using the population-intervention-comparison-out-
come (PICO) format (Aromataris et al., 2024). As a result,
scoping reviews are often used to provide general guid-
ance on the size and scope of the available literature and
to support recommendations for future research, whereas
systematic reviews are typically used to inform policy and
practice (Pollock et al., 2021, 2024) and are the preferred
method for determining the effectiveness of healthcare in-
terventions or the accuracy of diagnostic tests (Campbell et
al., 2015; Hoffmann et al., 2017).

After considering all these issues, we each decided to un-
dertake a scoping review, but for different reasons. TO’s re-
view question was related to nurses’ career growth, which is
not a new topic. However, the extent to which the concept
had been explored in nursing was unclear, so her scoping
review was driven by the need to organise and update un-
derstanding and practice in relation to nursing. This knowl-
edge was expected to be useful in identifying the actual
career growth opportunities for nurses and their needs, as
well as the extent of current research and relevant gaps.
All this information would be used to inform the study of
career pathways in a country where career progression has
not been studied.

The aim of NL’s review was to examine the effectiveness
of existing psychological interventions in reducing the fear
of cancer recurrence in cancer survivors. NL conducted a
scoping review to gain insight into the current landscape
of interventions, their effectiveness and the characteristics
of the interventions themselves. This approach intended
to identify opportunities for the development and testing
of psychological interventions in colorectal cancer patients
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Table 1. Scoping or systematic review?

Scoping review

Systematic review

Aim To identify the nature and extent of the To answer specific, clearly defined research questions and
research, preliminary assess the size and provide a rigorous, systematic evaluation and synthesis of
scope of available research literature. existing research, providing reliable evidence for practice and

policy decisions.

Searching Relatively broad, not restricted to specific More rigorous and systematic, including comprehensive pre-

and types of research or quality criteria. It is defined search strategies and strict inclusion/exclusion

screening considered an iterative process. criteria based on study design, quality, and relevance.

Sources and Formal quality assessment is not mandatory.

Quality assessment using risk of bias tools.

presentation literature, description of the profile of the
research area, and recommendations for

follow-up research.

appraisal

Synthesis Typically, both use tabular presentation (i.e., in table form) with some narrative commentary. However, only
Systematic Reviews use meta-analysis to summarise the findings using statistical methods.

Results Scope and thematic distribution of the Present findings through summaries, data tables, meta-

analyses, bias assessments, and recommendations for practice.

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on Booth et al., 2016; Grant & Booth, 2009; Munn et al., 2018.

and provide evidence of the research gap to inform the sub-
sequent research.

In addition, we both found it useful to conduct a scoping
review to clarify key concepts and definitions in the litera-
ture before embarking on our research projects. It was im-
portant to understand the basis of the concepts being ex-
plored, including the extent to which our definitions were
being applied. This better prepared us to identify our re-
search population and whether important perspectives
were being overlooked, in terms of how the concepts were
operationalised for practice and research.

WHAT ARE SCOPING REVIEWS?

When we decided to undertake a scoping review, we
needed to be clear about what it was. Confusingly, some
publications initially referred to scoping reviews as ‘sys-
tematic scoping reviews’ (Peters et al., 2015). However, it
has since been argued that all reviews should adhere to sys-
tematic principles (Booth et al., 2016) and the term ‘sys-
tematic’ has subsequently been dropped. Scoping reviews
had also been referred to as ‘mapping reviews’ or ‘scoping
studies’ (Campbell et al., 2023; Khalil & Tricco, 2022). A
scoping review is a type of evidence synthesis that aims
to systematically identify and map the breadth of evidence
available on a particular topic, area, concept or issue (Munn
et al., 2022; Pollock et al., 2024). Scoping reviews can in-
clude broad types of sources, such as primary research, re-
views and non-empirical evidence (Peters et al., 2021).

To help clarify the meaning of scoping reviews, we devel-
oped a fruit analogy to describe our understanding of the
nature of scoping reviews at the time and to illustrate to
others how they can be useful (Figure 1). Figure 1a shows
many fruits, but it is not possible to say exactly what kind
or colour they are. In Figure 1b, however, it is possible to
see the type and colour of the fruits. Applying this thinking
to the literature illustrates the ‘magic’ of a scoping review
in revealing the nature, size and characteristics of the re-
sources it identifies. To illustrate, Figure 1a shows how we
felt when setting the direction for our respective research

programmes, with the fruit representing all the literature
available on our topic. However, we needed a systematic ap-
proach to mapping the range of literature on our topics; to
stay with the fruit analogy, to systematically identify the
exact nature, colour and type of fruit.

GUIDELINES FOR CONDUCTING SCOPING
REVIEWS

We also found that guidelines for conducting scoping re-
views had continued to evolve (Figure 2). The first frame-
work for conducting a scoping review was proposed by Ark-
sey and O’Malley (2005). However, this approach was
criticised for lacking methodological clarity, particularly in
relation to data analysis. Subsequently, in 2015, the Joanna
Briggs Institute (JBI) developed guidance for scoping re-
views through an expert working group (Peters et al., 2015),
and in 2018, the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews (PRISMA) statement was extended to include scop-
ing reviews - the PRISMA-ScR (Tricco et al., 2018). The lat-
est available edition of the JBI Evidence Synthesis Man-
ual was published in March 2024 (Aromataris et al., 2024).
We used the 2024 JBI guidelines to guide the process and
PRISMA-ScR to guide writing the research report, as these
were the most rigorous methodological resources available
to date.

STEPS FOR CONDUCTING A SCOPING REVIEW

This section summarises the systematic steps involved
in conducting a scoping review based on the JBI guidelines
(Aromataris et al., 2024).

First step: Identifying the research question

This step involves defining the broad topic or issue of
interest, specifying the aim to be achieved by the review,
and formulating a clear, focused question or questions that
outline the scope of the review (Mak & Thomas, 2022). In
this step, we each identified a primary review question and
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Figure 1b

Figure 1. Unveiling the available literature using a fruit analogy.

Figure 1a: Blurred fruit. Figure 1b: The nature, size, and characteristics of the fruits were identified

Photo: IStock.com Ayse Dogan.

Arskey and O’Malley
Framework
(Arskey & O’Malley, 2005)

Extended Arskey and
O’Malley Framework
(Levac et al., 2010)

JBl workgroup addressed
the methodology for
Systematic Scoping

Reviews
(Peters et al., 2015)

PRISMA-ScR
(Tricco et al., 2018}

Best practice guidance
and reporting items for the
development of SR
protocols
(Peters et al., 2022)

JBI Manual for Evidence
Synthesis, including SR
(Peters et al., 2020)

Recommendations for the
extraction, analysis and
presentation of results SR
(Pollock et al., 2023)

2024 edition of JBI Manual
for Evidence Synthesis
{Aromataris et al., 2024)

Abbreviations: JBI: Johanna Briggs Institute; SR: scoping review; PRISMA-ScR: Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses for Scoping Reviews

Figure 2. Timeline for the development of guidelines for conducting scoping reviews

several secondary research questions to guide the review
(Table 2). Each question served a different purpose.

Second step: Scoping review protocol

The scoping review protocol is the plan or blueprint for
how the scoping review will be conducted. It must be com-
pleted before the review begins, as this step lays the foun-
dation for the entire review process by determining what
literature will be examined and how it will be analysed (Mak
& Thomas, 2022). Peters et al. (2022) provided the most
up-to-date guidance on how to develop a detailed proto-
col. Sections include: a) introduction, review objective and
review questions; b) eligibility criteria, which must be pre-
sented in the population-concept-context framework and
resources sought; and ¢) method, which details the search
strategy, study selection, data extraction and data presen-
tation.

We recommend allowing sufficient time for the process
of drafting the protocol. Based on our experience, it took
us over six weeks to complete the final versions. It is im-

portant to pay particular attention to detail when defining
eligibility criteria and the search strategy. The eligibility
criteria for resources need to align with the population-
concept-context framework. This framework is recom-
mended by JBI as a guide to constructing clear and mean-
ingful eligibility criteria for a scoping review (Pollock et al.,
2023). On the other hand, it is also necessary to ensure that
the search strategy is as effective as possible. To give an ex-
ample of how long it takes to develop a search strategy, we
spent at least two weeks developing and testing our strate-
gies, but this could be more or less depending on expertise,
topic and extent of evidence. At this stage, working with
an experienced librarian proved invaluable in refining our
search strategies.

Protocol registration

It is highly recommended to register the protocol as it
increases the transparency of the research methods. We
chose to register our protocols in the Open Science Frame-
work (OSF), available at https://osf.io, an online platform

Nursing Praxis in Aotearoa New Zealand 1 4
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Table 2. Examples of scoping review questions

Purposes NL case TO case
Clarify key How has fear of cancer recurrence (FCR) been defined in How has Career Growth (CG) been
concepts/ existing literature? conceptualised to guide nursing workforce
definitions in development initiatives?
the literature How has the concept of CG been applied to
(Peters et al., inform nursing workforce development?
2021)
Identify key What interventions have been conducted to reduce FCR Which outcomes have been related to CG?
characteristics among patients with cancer? (Primary Question) What are nurses' perceptions of career
or factors What intervention characteristics are currently used for growth as a concept for guiding workplace
related to a reducing FCR among cancer patients (theoretical base, development?
concept setting, duration, mode, personnel involved in delivery, What recommendations can be made to help
(Halabi et al., number of sessions)? nursing managers embed career growth to
2020) What is the effect of the intervention in reducing FCR support nurse development and retention?

among cancer patients?

What is the length of follow-up of interventions to reduce

FCR among cancer patients?

What tools have been used to measure FCR?
Identify and To what extent has the concept of career
analyse growth been used in research about the
knowledge nursing workforce? (Primary Question)
gaps Have the four dimensions of CG been
(Peters et al., applied within the nursing workforce,
2015) individually or together, or without

reference to the concept of CG?

Abbreviations: FCR: fear of cancer recurrence; CG: career growth

designed to facilitate collaboration and teamwork in scien-
tific research. OSF has many valuable tools for managing
research projects. However, we did not use all of them;
each of us used the platform as a place to register our
PhD projects and our respective scoping review protocols.
Another option for registering protocols is Figshare
(https://figshare.com/), an online repository where re-
searchers can store, share and manage their research out-
puts, including datasets, figures, images, videos and other
types of research-related content. In addition, scoping re-
views are increasingly being published in peer-reviewed
journals such as JBI Evidence Synthesis, BM] Open, and the
Journal of Research in Nursing. As well as promoting trans-
parency, publication also promotes reproducibility, avoid-
ance of duplication of research and stakeholder engage-
ment through peer review prior to the start of a project.
External peer review as part of the publication process is
also an opportunity to improve the quality of research.
Links to our protocols are provided as examples of a reg-
istered scoping review protocol: https://doi.org/10.17605

OSF.IO/NKUJB (TO) and https://doi.org/10.17605/0SF.10

R5C43 (NL).

It is worth noting that it is possible for the protocol to
be satisfactory at the start of the review process but may
need to be modified later in the process. The process of
conducting scoping reviews is iterative, and therefore, the
protocol is not an infallible document. For example, when
NL was developing the scoping review protocol, she ini-
tially intended to focus solely on participants with colorec-
tal cancer. However, after conducting a preliminary search
and discussing with her supervisory team, she expanded
the participant criteria to include studies involving all adult
cancer patients, including those with colorectal cancer.

This decision was made due to the limited number of stud-
ies focusing exclusively on colorectal cancer and the oppor-
tunity to gain a broader understanding of effective inter-
ventions and potential options for managing fear of cancer
recurrence—some of which have been found to be effective
in other types of cancer. As we progress through our re-
search, we will undoubtedly gain further insight into our
related topics. This should prompt us to reconsider aspects
of our approach, such as determining which evidence
sources are most appropriate from both methodological
and theoretical perspectives, and which sources will pro-
vide the information needed to develop and support the
next stage of our research programme.

Third step: Identifying relevant studies and
literature

As highlighted earlier, the search strategy, which details
the process for identifying relevant studies, needs to be
specified in the scoping review protocol. The first decision
is to identify where to find information relevant to the
topic, and the appropriate electronic databases, websites
and repositories for grey literature (conference papers, re-
ports, theses and dissertations) (Marsolek et al., 2018) and
other relevant sources must be identified. We recommend
considering: a) whether the information sources or data-
bases are appropriate for the researcher’s area of study; b)
selecting information sources that cover the topic in suf-
ficient depth; and c) prioritising information sources with
precise search functions to facilitate more accurate
searches. According to these criteria, Embase, Medline and
the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CEN-
TRAL) are commonly used high-quality databases. An ad-
ditional consideration is that some databases overlap. For
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example, Medline and PubMed are known for their over-
lapping resources, so it is recommended to use only one of
them.

Search engines use the words chosen by us in our search
strategy as a filter, but there are as many articles, trans-
lations of terms, connotations and interpretations as there
are authors. Therefore, researchers need to ensure that
their search strategy includes synonyms, alternative words
and spellings for key search terms. The use of MeSH (Med-
ical Subject Headings) terms is a good way of overarching
the relevant topics related to the subject, as they provide
descriptors in a standardised hierarchical structure that al-
lows searching at different levels of specificity. While MeSH
headings are useful for navigating biomedical literature,
they have limitations when exploring social science or In-
digenous topics. They often reflect Western biomedical
frameworks, may lack appropriate terms for culturally spe-
cific or emerging concepts, and may misclassify or under-
represent Indigenous perspectives.

Fourth step: Selecting studies to be included in
the review

Applying the search strategy is only the tip of the ice-
berg. It is then necessary to continue with a systematic
and transparent approach to the selection of studies for re-
view. Typically, there are no less than two reviewers who
carry out the screening independently. Therefore, before
conducting title and abstract screening to identify relevant
studies, it is important to ensure that researchers have an
accurate and consistent understanding of the criteria, in
addition to developing the protocol. For example, NL and
TO created flowcharts with the inclusion and exclusion cri-
teria for title and abstract screening and definitions. Figure
4 is an example of a flowchart (for NL's research) created to
standardise article selection decisions between screeners.

This fourth step starts with finding and eliminating du-
plicates. While this can be done in a Word document, an
Excel spreadsheet, or a reference manager such as EndNote,
it is a challenging task and can be aided by the use of tech-
nology. There are now web-based applications designed for
conducting systematic reviews, such as Rayyan
<https://rayyan.ai/ and Covidence <https:/www.covi-
dence.org/. We strongly recommend the systematic ap-
proach that these applications provide for conducting scop-
ing reviews, particularly in the third and fourth steps.
Although these technologies facilitate the process, the ra-
tionale for the inclusion or exclusion of articles should still
be documented in detail as this will assist in the subse-
quent resolution of disagreements. We have used both plat-
forms and have therefore had the opportunity to evaluate
both tools and identify their advantages and disadvantages,
which are summarised in the following section and in Table
3.

Step 4a. Import the sources found

Both Rayyan and Covidence are very useful for importing
and exporting results after the search is completed in uni-
versal formats such as EndNote XML format, PubMed for-

Scoping review aim: To examine the effectiveness of existing psychological
interventions in reducing the fear of cancer recurrence (FCR) in cancer survivors.

Citations after removal
of duplicates

Review title

Does the title mention adult (age>18 years) and
cancer/tumour/neoplasms/
carcinoma/malignant/oncology and patients

No

Review abstract - 1

Does the abstract mention
fear/worry/concern/anxiety/distress
of

cancer recurrence/progression/
relapse/return/reappearance?

No

Review abstract - 2

Does the abstract mention
psychosocial
intervention/programme/treatment/
therapy

that can reduce the FCR?

Include for
full-text review

Figure 4. Example of flowchart for title and abstract
screening

Source: From NL's scoping review

mat and Research Information System (RIS). At this stage,
NL started using Covidence and TO started using Rayann.

Step 4b. Identify and remove duplicates

For this purpose, Rayyan was the most user-friendly
platform as it displayed the articles and details for possible
duplicates to help the user to manually decide whether the
articles are duplicates or not. It also has an automatic du-
plicate removal feature and it is possible to select the per-
centage of similarity between articles that are considered
the same. In Covidence, duplicates are detected automati-
cally, which can be inconvenient in cases where resources
are part of the same study or have very similar titles.

Step 4c. Screening titles and abstracts

This step was similar on both platforms, as both allow
the user to label articles, leave notes and highlight key-
words. These features made it easier to visualise important
information from each abstract in order to choose one
source over another.
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> .
Feature N covidence
Type Free Online Online subscription

Automatic citation import

Team review tools

Study tagging and categorization
Real-time collaboration

Compatibility with various file formats
Data export

Friendly Manual Duplicates Removal

Easy Conflict Resolution
Data extraction tools

Table 3. Differences between Rayyan and Covidence

Source: Own elaboration

Step 4d. Resolving disagreements

Covidence was found to be a more useful tool for this
step because it allowed the user to identify the reasons
for exclusion and then to visualise the reasons for dis-
agreement with other authors. NL was able to successfully
complete the disagreement resolution on this platform and
then proceed to the next step. Although TO started the re-
view process in Rayyan, at this stage she needed to export
her data to Covidence to more easily visualise the rest of
the team’s decisions and access the reasons for exclusion.
Using Covidence, TO’s team were able to complete the full-
text review and data extraction process using the free trial
of Covidence, which allows the import of less than 500 arti-
cles.

Step 4e. Full text review

As previously mentioned, we carried out this step in
Covidence, which was straightforward because it allowed
full-text import and subsequent visualisation to extract the
useful data. A systematic and detailed approach to select-
ing relevant articles is essential, as the extracted data needs
to be aligned with the population-concept-context frame-
work developed in the protocol (Pollock et al., 2023).

Fifth step: Data extraction, synthesis and results
presentation

The final step is to extract the data from the selected ar-
ticles. To do this, an extraction form is needed. The proto-
col should include a draft data extraction form and a data
dictionary (which defines the exact meaning of each ele-

XX N
<, B =< B < B < B <

ment in the extraction form). It may be necessary to re-
vise the data extraction form during the review process. It
should first be piloted on the first five eligible studies, with
modifications made based on this pilot to ensure that all
relevant information is captured (Peters et al., 2015). The
revised data extraction form will be applied to all studies,
including repeating the process for the first five eligible
studies.

In our case, to create a personalised data extraction
form, we both used our respective scoping review questions
to create overarching themes. In addition, many columns
were included to collect and summarise the details of the
available sources of evidence, in a concise description, such
as type of study, journal, year, country and information
about the authors of the paper. Although the data extrac-
tion step can be completed in Covidence, it can also be
completed using other methods, for example, in a Word or
Excel document. However, when using Covidence, it is help-
ful to know that all the extracted data can be downloaded
as an Excel document to get the full information sheet as
a large table. We extracted the information using a person-
alised grid created in Covidence and then exported the data
to an Excel file.

Once the data had been extracted, each question was es-
tablished as an overarching theme, and the data were then
analysed deductively to answer each review question. There
are a variety of ways in which these data can be presented
(Pollock et al., 2023), and we chose to follow the JBI recom-
mendations and PRISMA-ScR checklist for writing the final
report of scoping reviews (Aromataris et al., 2024). There-
fore, the first part of the results section of our papers in-
cludes graphical and tabular information on the number of
articles found, their characteristics and the search decision
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process, accompanied by a flowchart of the identification
of sources of evidence and the inclusion decision. This in-
formation is accompanied by a narrative description of the
results of the review questions and objectives to provide
context and clarity for the data presented. This narrative
highlights key themes and gaps identified in the literature
to ensure that the reader understands the significance of
the findings in relation to the review objectives. In addi-
tion, any limitations in the data collection process or po-
tential biases were addressed to enhance the transparency
and rigour of the review process.

FINAL REFLECTION

This was our first experience of conducting scoping re-
views, and we felt like travellers in unexplored lands. This
metaphor resonates with our experience as international
students (NL & TO) who had to travel far to come to
Aotearoa New Zealand and be brave, embracing the chal-
lenges that a PhD entails. Through the process of conduct-
ing a scoping review, we gained a clearer understanding
of its essential purpose: to capture a broad picture of the
knowledge available on a specific topic. At the beginning of
a PhD, this is particularly valuable because it helps orient
the student, clarify the path ahead, and identify potential
pitfalls along the way.

NL reflections: For me, the scoping review facilitated my
pathway into the PhD because I wanted to design an effec-
tive intervention for colorectal cancer survivors experienc-
ing fear of cancer recurrence. To do that, I needed to know
which interventions had already been tested and what lim-
itations existed. Having completed a scoping review, I re-
alised that other types of literature reviews wouldn’t have
been suitable to support me in this endeavour.

TO reflections: For me, the scoping review was my map,
drawn just before beginning my journey across unfamiliar
terrain. I knew I wanted to address the issue of career
growth for nurses in Chile. Although many articles claimed
to address this topic, the terminology and concepts used
were often inconsistent or unclear. My scoping review
helped me summarise the efforts made by different health-
care organisations, allowing me to begin to understand
what might work for Chile, and what might not.

CONCLUSION

Through this paper, we have intended to provide com-
prehensive insight into the process and challenges of con-

ducting a scoping review through the experiences of us as
PhD students (TO & NL). While the paper outlines stan-
dard practices, such as applying the most up-to-date guide-
lines, it also highlights the specific challenges that early
career researchers may face. By incorporating personal ex-
periences, the article adds a valuable practical dimension to
the theoretical framework, providing readers with action-
able insights in a real-world setting.

We hope that this resource can serve as a valuable sup-
plement to official guidelines for early career researchers,
particularly in nursing. By providing a deeper understand-
ing of the scoping review process, it not only facilitates the
conduct of such reviews, but also strengthens the founda-
tion for transitioning to other types of literature syntheses
or research projects.
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