APPENDIX 1

Questions asked by reviewers with detailed explanations of how the papers were classified.

	Questions
	Cohens Kappa 
	Categories

	(1) What type of cross-disciplinary research did the paper state itself to be?
	0.96
	Reviewers checked the title, abstract, key words and introduction to ascertain how the author had defined the paper. Papers were rated as follows: (1) Multidisciplinary, (2) Interdisciplinary, (3) Transdisciplinary, (4) Multi/Inter: this category was given to papers that contained both the words interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary to describe their content



	(2) How integrated were the authors when working on this paper?
	assessed by authors
	Here authors considered the degree to which they had worked together.

(1) Minimal integration involves authors solely for the purposes of obtaining data within their own area of research, i.e. each separately works to answer questions in their own disciplines, then each writes a short section on their findings 

(2) Minor integration involves greater integration of the authors perhaps by some sort of discussion at the outset but there is little evidence that all the disciplines and thus authors carry equal weight within the case study i.e. much more work is carried out and discussed with interview data than is done with DNA sampling
(3) Moderate integration is characterized by a more equal involvement of all authors and evidence of discussions, meetings and workshops
(4) High integration goes beyond initial meetings and workshops and demonstrates that authors have been highly integrated with each other throughout the work; such integration is usually explicitly mentioned in the methods


	(3) How many techniques were used for:

(a) data collection

(b) data analysis

(c) data presentation 


	(a) 0.80

(b) 0.95

(c) 0.90
	Evidence for this category was looked for in the methods, results and discussion section of each paper, we recorded the number of methods as stated exactly by authors. Below are examples of methods recorded as separate by authors:

· Data collection: e.g. literature, interviews, questionnaires, participant observation, distance sampling, mist netting, mark-recapture, DNA extraction,

· Data analysis: e.g. discriminant analysis, multiple regression, meristic analysis, thematic analysis, Grounded theory, phenomological analysis

· Data presentation: e.g. discussion, graphs, tables, diagrams, maps

	(4) How integrated were the methods of different disciplines? 


	0.82
	(1) No integration involves methods from a single discipline only

(2) Low integration involves methods from different disciplines in either (a) data collection, (b) data analysis, (c) data presentation or throughout, but there is no integration

(3) Moderate integration is characterized by a mix of methods from different disciplines in (a) data collection, (b) data analysis, (c) data presentation. These methods are integrated within the project for example social and ecological data are analysed alongside one another to create mixed results

(4) High integration goes beyond separate disciplines and seeks to create new knowledge or theory



	(5) What proportion of the data was qualitative/quantitative?
	0.96
	Qualitative data involves transcripts i.e. from interviews, quantitative data involves numbers. Reviewers looked for this information within the methods and results. Papers were graded as follows: (1) all quantitative, (2) mostly quantitative, (3) roughly equal, (4) mostly qualitative, (5) all qualitative


	(6) What level of public participation was there in the study?
	0.86
	(1) Minimal participation involves practitioners solely for the purpose of obtaining data that is otherwise unavailable or inaccessible, and/or for testing data or methodologies
(2) Minor participation considers practitioners’ views, concerns and knowledge. However, practitioners are limited to the research community, academics, professionals and official agencies
(3) Moderate participation incorporates the views, concerns, and knowledge of a wide range of practitioners, including the general public 

(4) High participation goes beyond the extractive process of eliciting views and actively seeks to facilitate and empower practitioners and/or to build capacity for practitioners to undertake analysis and management 




