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ANN WILLIAMS: Thank you all again for joining us with this session with Dr. Karin Hannes. We hope you enjoyed her presentation. We would also like to thank, of course, Dr. Hannes for participating in our discussion this afternoon. It is 8:00 p.m. her time in Belgium. Let's go ahead and get started.


There are three ways for you to ask your questions. The first way, you are welcome to use the chat box on the left-hand side of the screen to type in your question. I'll ask that question verbally to Karin.


The second way is if you have a microphone you can use VOIP. And there are five steps to use your VOIP. The first is you raise your hand using the toolbar above the screen, and the moderator will enable your microphone. You click the phone icon on the top toolbar and then you select the second option that says Using microphone. And you click "join" and then you will be live on air.


We also have the option of you to call into our conference call number. Those numbers are located in the ‘How to ask a question’ pod on the top left-hand side of the screen. The only thing to remember when calling in is to mute your computer speakers. It is very important that you do so because we will have a lot of feedback if you don't mute your speakers. Please mute your speakers if you call in. So without further ado let's get to some questions.


We see John has just chatted in. He says “Great presentation, Karin. Thank you. Could you say a bit more about the critical interpretive synthesis? How do you decide on studies to include?”
KARIN HANNES: Yes. Thank you, John, that's a very interesting question. Critical interpretive synthesis is somewhat atypical as an approach because its major goal is actually to critique the viewpoint of the original authors in their original articles. So it sort of takes a discourse approach, looking beyond what people actually create based on the data and look into the discourse that they are telling. There is a lot of discourse. We know, for example, that the evidence-based discourse is really strong in healthcare and that many people use that as a sort of framework to position their basic studies in.


What critical interpretive synthesis would do is not look into the facts that are presented in the study, but also through which pair of glasses it has been presented. And can we sort of create a new blueprint to go against or to critique the viewpoint that underpins the basic studies. The process in itself is not very different from something like meta-ethnography or meta-aggregation; it flows through the same step-wise approach.

It is particularly the analytic lens that is different. It also searches for primary studies, either through a comprehensive sample of studies or a purposeful sample. It then screens them for relevance to the study question and it also may involve itself in critically appraising the quality of the studies before synthesizing. So the major difference there is the fact that they don't take the statements of the authors for granted and critique their premises that underpin the study. Is that sort of clear to you?

ANN WILLIAMS: Yes. 
KARIN HANNES: With other approaches, John?

ANN WILLIAMS: Let's see if John types in. He says thanks. Another question that he has is: Is it best to do a qualitative and quantitative review synthesis at the same time for a true mixed methods review? What are your thoughts, Karin?

KARIN HANNES: Yes, that is not particularly necessary. It depends on how you sort of kick off in your project.


The type you are referring to is generally called a ‘concurrent mixed method review.’ It means that you start from the same sample of literature, but you don't put methodological filters up front, you just retrieve all literature from all sorts of designs, and then concurrently you tease the quantitative and the qualitative studies out and then analyze them simultaneously. Most of the time you bring the insights together in a sort of final discussion section.


Another way of conducting mixed methods synthesis is actually to start with one end. You either start with the quantitative bit and then wait to see whether there are any emerging questions arriving from that, that might lead us into exploring certain issues in a qualitative way.


I can imagine that you conduct a meta-analysis on a particular topic and that your conclusion is, for example, that the studies are so heterogeneous that you actually can't statistically pool them. You have to go for a narrative approach that summarizes the study, but that may lead into a more qualitative review question, trying to tackle the heterogeneity. I'll give you an example of that. We’ve had a review published on school feeding programs in developing countries. And there it was the case that there was a lot of heterogeneity in the studies which prevented people from pooling the studies. What they actually did was explore the heterogeneity, it was very much related to context. 

And it led to a whole new different layer of insights. For example, what came out of the qualitative bit is that the effects of school feeding programs, for example, were worse for the most deprived children. And if you have to untease that, what the authors found in the qualitative bit when they explored the studies a bit better, is actually that these people, these children that came from the most deprived families actually didn't get any food at home anymore. So there was sort of a substitution mechanism in these families that led to the insight that it really didn't work for that particular group.


So that sort of review is where you start with the one and follow up with another, is generally referred to as a sequential type of mixed method review. So that is not really an issue of what should I do; it is the way your question is phrased. If you start with two questions that are related to each other, you might go for a concurrent review. But many people also opt for doing the first bit first, and then follow up if it's necessary.

ANN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, Karin.

KARIN HANNES: After that, John, you might think that a sequential type of review has no point of integration. It actually has. Because in some examples like the lay health worker example (Slide 46) the logic model that comes from the effectiveness review is then actually used and the qualitative information is brought in as a sort of moderating or mediating principle in terms of obstacles or facilitators.


Actually in the last synthesis you conduct, you sort of borrow elements from the previous synthesis to make the picture more comprehensive. That's the way many people solve the issue of sequential review.

ANN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much, Karin. John says he sees--thanks.

KARIN HANNES: Well, I can't see you, John. (Laughter.)

ANN WILLIAMS: I want to ask the participants that are on the line as well to chat in their questions. So we see that we have about ten folks on the line. They are welcome to chat in any questions that they have.

KARIN HANNES: I see that Kathleen is typing.

ANN WILLIAMS: Yes. Let's see what she has to say. She says “Just curious: Is anyone online currently doing a qualitative systematic review?”
KARIN HANNES: I am!

ANN WILLIAMS: You are? It doesn't look like anyone else is. Can you tell us just the topic of your qualitative systematic review, Karin?

KARIN HANNES: Currently I have three qualitative evidence syntheses running. One is more topical and the others are methodological. The topical one is experiences of young mothers or first-time mothers with breastfeeding. It looks into facilitators and barriers towards breastfeeding, which is a huge issue in Europe. They try to stimulate breastfeeding but it doesn't work out in each of the countries. We are looking into that.


Another is an exploration of the use of art-based research methods in the area of social pedagogy. We actually invent around what sort of arts-based methods are used in this particular discipline. I have another one going on looking into characteristics of published evidence synthesis in the field of education. So the last two are more methodologically inspired, which is my main or core area of interest, really. So there are a lot of options that you have from a topical and a methodological point of view.

ANN WILLIAMS: Definitely. It sounds like you're one busy woman. We did have a few questions that came in during registration. Let's see what Lucy has to say first. Lucy is on the line and she says “I'm currently doing a review looking at treatment preferences of young patients participating in RCTs, and their parents' preferences. I have found narrowing my search terms very difficult. I hope to use meta-ethnography.”
KARIN HANNES: I agree on the search terms, and that has several reasons. The first reason is that in terms of filters for filtering out qualitative research, we have a few now in PubMed and in CINAHL that work really well, but qualitative researchers have been really lousy in the past with creative titles that don't really tell us a lot about the sort of designs they have used. So there's a problem with the labeling of or indexing of qualitative studies, which makes it a bit hard to find.


But in terms of narrowing search terms, the first thing I do is draft a first proposal and I use the SPICE acronym for that to define my key terms. I'm not sure whether you are familiar with something like the PICO acronym, which is used in the quantitative systematic reviews to indicate the Population, the Intervention, the Comparison and the sort of Outcomes you are interested in.


In qualitative evidence synthesis these terms do not always work, particularly the comparison and the intervention. If jargon is specifically related to meta-analysis, so we invented a new acronym to help us define the key words for our review, which is SPICE. S stands for setting. You have to set your setting which is important because most qualitative research is sort of setting-specific and context-specific. Is it a European context? Is it a developing country context? Things like that.


The P stands for population. It is quite the same. You list all of the synonyms that may indicate or may be used for your population. Some things are challenging, like, for example, youth. You have a lot of different terms to define that population but you have to bring all the synonyms.


The I in the SPICE acronym actually stands for interest. What is my topic of interest? Can I sort of compile a list of key words that highlight my topic of interest? In my case in the contents review it would be preceding and support [ missions]. I would build my key words on that.


And then the C is not always used because it links into comparison, but there are certain reviews where you might use a comparison. For example, if you want to compare the experience with a doula at home, somebody who helps you out after having the baby, that may be compared to support from your own mom for example.


The E is crucial, that is what are you actually evaluating? It links in jargon that is related to experiences or obstacles or facilitators or support. I mean, the thing you are actually interested in evaluating. So I was hoping that maybe the SPICE acronym would help you to sort of develop these strings a bit more systematic, Lucy, that you referred to different problems in narrowing search terms.

ANN WILLIAMS: Thank you so much for that acronym. Lucy is typing right now.

KARIN HANNES: I can see that, yeah.

ANN WILLIAMS: We'll see what she has to say. She goes: Many thanks, Karin. I initially used SPICE. So glad it's widely known.

KARIN HANNES: Yes. Still, I understand your point. The questions in qualitative evidence synthesis are often very broad and open as opposed to quantitative research our variables, not always as clear yet from the start. It means that sometimes we engage with the literature and new key terms sort of appear from there that might provoke us to sort of rephrase our initial research questions.


There are a lot of iterative loops, actually, that I come across that make qualitative evidence synthesis very time intensive. Then you have to chase back all the articles you've already scored or already screened. You have to do it over. So that is sort of a bit frustrating, but it is also very interesting that your insights may emerge from your engagement with the primary studies, and that it sort of helps you to tease these things out a bit better.


But I often end up with a list of key words that wasn't the initial list because I tend to refine them in an iterative fashion. That sort of increases the timing a lot. It is more resource-intensive in terms of staff you need and time you need to conduct such a synthesis.

ANN WILLIAMS: Definitely. But it seems like a thorough way of going forward.

KARIN HANNES: Yeah.

ANN WILLIAMS: Let's see. Another question that came in is: “What are the steps and tools in conducting a review in synthesizing qualitative evidence?”
KARIN HANNES: I sort of outlined that in the Additional Material on the protocol. So most of the time, qualitative evidence synthesis used the same approach as regular review. They start with a review question, then develop a search strategy to retrieve the right studies, then screen these studies for relevance for inclusion.


Some of the qualitative evidence synthesis approaches then engage in quality appraisal of the material that has been retrieved to sort of, in certain approaches you would throw away those studies that are methodologically flawed. Other approaches are more sensitive towards relevance and favor relevance, they highlight relevance a bit more than the methodologically flawed studies. You would extract data from your primary set and then synthesize it in terms of the guidelines that the chosen approach provides you for that.


So it is not really different from what we are used to from classical Campbell or Cochrane reviews, but it’s a bit more messy in practice, like I mentioned before. Sometimes I rephrase my question, and because of the rephrasing of the question you need to reconsider certain key terms and so on. So in practice, it is a bit messy. But the end report, I always call that reconstructing your logic. So my reader actually doesn't have a clue that I have gone through a very messy process because I reconstruct my logic in a linear fashion. So in the way you write it up, there is no, I mean, it is quite linear in the way you present it to your readers, but it might be more complex and iterative in the process that you are going through as a reviewer.


There are some differences. I might want to mention here because in most quantitative reviews we start from a very comprehensive, exhaustive sample of the literature. So we want to generate all literature that is relevant to our topic. Some approaches in qualitative evidence synthesis would support a more purposive sample, in a sense. They would work towards a saturation point, a saturation point of ideas. So there are certain accents that particular approaches would favor that sort of change the dynamic in the review process a bit. Just looking at John and Kathleen's questions in the chat box now.

ANN WILLIAMS: That's right. Let me read John's question.

KARIN HANNES: Okay.

ANN WILLIAMS: “As I understand it, meta-synthesis allows for the author to be highly selective in deciding which qualitative studies to include. Does that contribute to bias or is that not relevant in qualitative syntheses?”
KARIN HANNES: That's an interesting question. I've spoken about these different epistemological positions towards qualitative evidence synthesis in one part of my talk. I don't know whether you can bring that up, Ann, but it's quite in the back where you have a spectrum between idealist type of researchers and realist type of researchers.


So just to be very general, I would say that realist researchers’ worldview is more related to trying to avoid subjectivism and bias as much as possible. In people who choose approaches from a realist perspective, that critical appraisal of qualitative studies is very crucial to the process and these people would generally exclude all studies that are flawed.


Idealist researchers are not too sensitive to that argument because they actually sort of reconfigure insights from basic qualitative studies. For them it's more important to sort of gather rich palates of relevant insights that help them to create new theory. They are less sensitive to whether it comes from a potentially methodologically flawed paper or not. So in people who choose a more idealist approach to synthesis, they would favor relevance above methodological quality.


It is interesting that you actually mention that, because the way the qualitative review community tries to deal with this issue is to conduct sensitivity analyses that are targeted to quality appraisal and several more recently published meta-ethnographies and grounded theory approaches to synthesis have actually published these sensitivity analysis alongside.


I probably have to explain that a bit. But what a sensitivity analysis then does, it first takes the high quality studies only. It analyzes them, and then it compiles a theory or descriptive account on what the high quality studies bring to the scene.


Then the sensitivity part consists of them bringing in the weak studies and looking into what particular ideas would have gotten lost if you would have excluded them. And the results are not really consistent yet. Most of the sensitivity analysis I have seen sort of indicates that you don't lose a lot of content by excluding weaker studies, because weaker studies are most of the time very thin in description. So what is in the weaker studies is probably or most likely also in the high quality studies.


But there are some counter examples of people having conducted these sensitivity analyses and indicating that they actually lost a particular insight that didn't appear in the high quality studies. We are sort of still defining a position on what the best option is there. But sensitivity analyses are really useful exercise to inform yourself on what eventually gets lost if you choose to exclude studies based on quality. So it is sort of an intermediate position there. It helps people to sort of motivate their decisions, and so on.

ANN WILLIAMS: Thank you very much. That's a lot, I just learned a lot. It looks like Kathleen has a question. “Is there a tool that you would recommend for review that wants to include a quality appraisal component?”
KARIN HANNES: Oh, gee. That is a difficult--it's an easy question, but a difficult one, because it would ask for a personal opinion. I would say we've written a chapter on critical appraisal that is now hosted on the Cochrane Qualitative and Implementation Methods Group website. We produced actually supplementary guidance to chapter 20 of the Cochrane Handbook, and the Cochrane Handbook is sort of the bible for people involved in systematic reviews.


I have described a lot of tools there. I have conducted the review of published synthesis in healthcare. And the most often used critical appraisal instruments that occurred in that review were the CASP instrument--the critical appraisal framework--the CASP tool, and the QARI tool…with a Q. Maybe I can type that in.


I would look into the supplementary guidance into critical appraisal of qualitative studies that have been reviewed or produced by our Methods group. It gives gives you a full list of options you can choose from. I'll type in the name of the methods group for you.

ANN WILLIAMS: Thank you for doing that.

KARIN HANNES: The name of the two tools that occurred as being frequently used from my review were CASP and QARI. From those two, CASP is more for novice researchers in qualitative research. It doesn't ask questions that are too complex to evaluate. I think QARi is more for experienced qualitative researchers but it does a better job in evaluating the validity aspects of qualitative research. There's sort of tradeoffs. 

There is a paper I published with Craig Lockwood and Alan Pearson from JBI. It compares three different critical appraisal instruments. You might be interested to look into that paper and see how different instruments actually score on assessing the validity of qualitative studies, which is a major criterion to take along, I guess. So I cannot remember the full title but I'll give you the list of the authors, which might lead you to the study. I think it has been published in 2010. There you have a comparison of CASP and QARI, with still another tool that is not often used, but it might be helpful. [ A comparative analysis of three online appraisal instruments' ability to assess validity in qualitative research ]
ANN WILLIAMS: Excellent. We can send that out to the registrants and we have a reference page on the qualitative workshop introduction, and we'll make sure that citation is on there for folks interested in reading more about that.

KARIN HANNES: Yes.

ANN WILLIAMS: Well, I think we are just about out of time. It is 8:30 p.m. in Belgium for you. I just want to say thank you very much, Karin, for producing your presentation and for coming back and being part of this question and answer session.

KARIN HANNES: Yes, I still see that people are typing. So there is—Paula--
ANN WILLIAMS: Oh, yes.

KARIN HANNES: Okay.

KARIN HANNES: Thank you, Paula, for that.

ANN WILLIAMS: If other people have questions, you are welcome to email Joann Starks, joann.starks@sedl.org. We also want to invite all of you who joined us to come to Session 2 of this workshop, which will be on March 4 with Michael Saini and he will talk more about the methods for qualitative research synthesis.


With that I would like to close this question and answer discussion and thank NIDRR for funding our ability to do this. Thank you again, everybody. And Karin, thank you very much for coming back and joining us.

KARIN HANNES: You're welcome. We'll speak to each other later on then.

ANN WILLIAMS: We sure will. Thank you, everyone.
-- End of Recording --
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