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>> JOANN STARKS: Good afternoon, everyone. This is Joann Starks here, and I will be moderating our discussion this afternoon. We'll get started in a little bit. We're waiting for Dr. Saini to join us here on the Adobe Connect. And I'd like to invite everyone to introduce yourself in the chat box over here on the left side of the screen.


Please tell us your name and where you're from. We've received registrations from quite a few countries around the world. And I see we have 7 or 8 people already here, waiting to participate. John Westbrook is going to introduce himself and others from our staff here at the Center on Knowledge Translation for Disability and Rehabilitation Research. Please join in. This is where you'll be asking your questions today, too.

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Hello, it's Mike Saini here. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Hi, Mike, welcome. You have an audience that is very interested, and have joined us today to participate in our question and answer session, thank you very much. 

We do have probably about 7 or 8 people online that have joined us, a couple people left to go and listen to the video, because they missed it at the prescribed time, but we told them that it was available. So they've gone to listen, and they may join us later or may get back with us later. So welcome, we won't delay any longer, I think we'll just go ahead and get started. We do have some questions that are already available. We've had a couple people submit them, and some by email.


The first question is: We're wondering if you might be able to tell us more about relevant effects that may occur in qualitative synthesis. 

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Yes. It's a term that I've used to suggest that in quantitative research, we're looking for not just the absolute effect but also the relevant effect. In other words, we're looking for differences in terms of the results that we're receiving or that we're-- that's emerging from the data.
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…And much like in the qualitative synthesis, we're looking for both common themes that are being presented to us, but also what is different, what is unique about the various experiences. So we're really trying to include multiple voices rather than just an overall common voice.

>> JOANN STARKS: Great. Thank you very much. A follow-up question is: Are there certain topics that you think do or do not, maybe, lend themselves to the qualitative approach versus quantitative?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Well, definitely if you're looking for making causal inferences so whether or not a specific intervention works, then I would suggest doing a meta-analysis with a quantitative study. If you're looking for the experiences of the participant within those interventions, then definitely a qualitative synthesis would be more appropriate. As well, if you're looking for an understanding of the mechanisms of change or the theories of change, then definitely I would also suggest looking at a qualitative synthesis, because it can provide a rich description of that aggregate data that you could not get just simply by doing a review of random control trials. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Well, thank you. We have another follow-up there: In the qualitative synthesis when do findings in individual studies rise to the level of being considered a theme?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Well, I think it really depends on the approach that you're using. If you are using, lets say, a meta-summary. And so you are looking more at aggregative ways of doing the synthesis you would be a doing frequency count. If you are doing a meta-ethnography and putting those themes into a perspective within a culture context then it would really depend on whether or not it is a part of the common thread of the other themes or whether that idea or theme, or piece of information provides additional rich information that perhaps the other common themes do not. So it really does depend on your approach. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Ok, are there standards for quality assessment for inclusion/exclusion that are generally accepted in this area of qualitative evidence?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: The short answer's no, and that's because there are over 100 and some qualitative tools that are out there. There's no common understanding or consensus about whether or not qualitative studies should be excluded at all for core or limited quality of those studies. Even limited methodological logical studies perhaps have some rich data to share. And so there is no standard way of including or excluding studies, and in the qualitative synthesis we're sort of fine with that, because there's an interpretation of data. And we’re fine with that. As long as you're being transparent in the decision-making process, then you are being consistent within a systematic qualitative synthesis approach. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Thank you. We have another question from John Westbrook, and he is wondering what is your perception of the receptivity for a stand-alone qualitative synthesis in the Campbell and Cochrane collaborations?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: We've been talking about including just qualitative stand alone reviews for a number of years now, and I'm very pleased to see that we are finally moving in that direction. There are really important questions that are better addressed within a qualitative synthesis approach. And they're not best answered by a meta-analysis. So I see the Campbell and the Cochrane not only grappling with this in space for qualitative synthesis but they're also providing space for other types of methodology, including observation reviews. So I think it's a great thing. It's a great move forward. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Great. Thank you. This is a little bit more of a personal question: Our listener is wondering what motivated you to pursue qualitative research and synthesis and how much of your own research is focused on qualitative research?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: That's a great question. I started looking at qualitative research within the context of evidence and practice. Mostly because I was teaching evidence-based practice to graduate students and within that evidence‑based practice course there was no section at all on qualitative research. And I'm a firm believer that when you look at the definition of evidence‑based practice, it is the best available evidence. And sometimes depending on the question and depending on the state of the evidence, your best available evidence is going to be qualitative. 

And so I use both qualitative and quantitative in my own primary research, because there are some questions that are just better addressed by sitting down with folks and doing interviews or focus groups. And I've been doing focus groups and interviews with participants for many years now. And I really do see the value of it, which is why I wanted to really promote space within the systematic review discussion for opportunities to build methods and to improve methods for including qualitative within systematic reviews.

>> JOANN STARKS: Well, thank you very much. We have a question from Chad: Is one approach more appropriate for the novice researcher?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: I think, again, it really depends on the question that you're trying to ask within the overall research project. Of course I would say that meta-study, meta-ethnography probably are the ones that get used the most in terms of qualitative methods because they both allow for the integration of multiple approaches within the inclusion of qualitative studies. So you may have a grounded theory study, an etymological study, a case study. And these approaches allow for you to bring in those multiple methods. 


And so it is easier then to sift and sort through these methods. And of course the other problem is that many times when people publish their qualitative studies they don't actually articulate their methodologies or there’s methodological slur where by default, instance people just say it's a grounded theory because perhaps they just don't know better. And so it's really difficult to sort through these methods. And so using an approach that is more inclusive to various approaches is probably the best way to first approach qualitative studies. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Thank you. I have another follow-up here that really goes with what you were just talking about. A listener wondered if you could explain a little bit more of the difference between a systematic qualitative review and meta-ethnography.

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Yes. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Or maybe the relationship rather than the difference. 

>> MICHAEL SAINI: What we’re suggesting is that qualitative synthesis is an umbrella term that includes includes multiple methods including meta-ethnography. What we're pointing out by calling it qualitative synthesis or a systematic qualitative synthesis, is that the inclusion criteria, the search, the decisions for deciding your method, the type of analysis you do should all be transparent well meta-ethnography is a specific type of method one may want to choose depending on the type of question. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Great. Thank you very much. We have a question from Lisa. Are there guidelines for systematic reviews of qualitative studies to determine their quality, such as search term areas analogous to PICOs for intervention reviews or PIM for instrument and measure reviews? Number of databases to use, number of reviewers, or agreement process?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: No. There is no such guideline that I'm aware of. Part of the problem we're trying to, even when I was developing the book with Aron Shlonsky, is that there are many different people with many different views about how qualitative research should be included in systematic reviews, or even, should qualitative research be included in systematic reviews? 


And so, the field has not gone as far as developing standards or guidelines. Clearly there are some wonderful resources out there that help to explain the approaches that are out there. Ours is one of them. Sandelowski has done a great job and others have really contributed to the field. So I would look through those as being not standards, but at least good guidelines. And, of course, the series here that has been put together is a wonderful opportunity to get that introduction. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Thank you very much. Earlier in the presentation you mentioned that the filters are not as developed for RCTs for example, do you know if anyone is working on this to improve this situation of filters for qualitative or is that just something that will grow and develop over time?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: I believe there's a group at McMaster University that is putting together some filters and have been trying to test them out. I think the, what we're suggesting is that filters do not get used even if you're doing a quantitative analyses because to really get the scope of the literature, it's best not to filter by methodology, and instead, to go through those studies, to determine what those methodologies may be, and then categorize them accordingly. But I'm not aware. I know there's a bit of work going into this, but I think most people would say to move away from those filters, and that's clearly what we've been saying. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Great. Thank you. You also mentioned the importance of transparency in the original studies, what issues are there if you find a difference in that some of those primary studies may be very transparent while others are not. How do you deal with that in your synthesis?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Well, the one thing you could do is email the author of the primary study and ask some more information. And in our book we provide a template of what that email could look like. And the idea being that it may not be that they were not transparent, but they were limited by page limits within the journal. It may have been a dissertation that was then shrunk down to a publishable paper. And so they may have all the information with them, but they just haven't released it within that specific paper. If it's not there, then, again, I would not reject a paper or not having that transparency, but I would include that within my interpretation of the theme that are generated within those studies. I would put that into context.

>> JOANN STARKS: Okay. Thank you very much. We have another question from a listener: That study on hazardous drinking that you brought up was very interesting. Do you think that the researchers could have carried out a qualitative study that would have yielded some important findings that would not have required 400 people in the community to acknowledge any kind of a drinking problem?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Oh, for sure. I think if they had done a qualitative study and interviewed key stakeholders in the community, including the potential participants, about the potential barriers and limitations of being part of such a study, then they could have worked with the community members based on those results to try and come up with a better plan so they would not have wasted so much resources and so much time, only to have no one included in their study.

>> JOANN STARKS: Well, thank you very much. That was really quite astonishing when they said they had to give the money back and just had to throw their hands up. That was really unbelievable.

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Yes. It's a great example, I think, and that's why I included it in there, of the importance of that integration of both qualitative and quantitative. Because I really do think they complement each other. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Let's see. I thought we had Chad getting ready to ask another question here. I'll see if we can get him to get that out. Looking at our list over here, we have a few others that came in. 

Regarding the quality of the evidence, do you think it's more difficult to ensure the quality of the qualitative evidence than it is with quantitative? Or is it just different, like you said--but could you address that a little bit more in depth?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Yeah. I think the expectation in qualitative research is that it's a subjective enterprise. And so, whereas, in quantitative there's an attempt to try and control biases and try to make more objective, if you will, project by controlling for let's say a threat to internal validity; whereas, in qualitative that interpretation that people bring into the research project gets included within the data analysis and results. And so it can be more difficult to separate out.


And rather than trying to separate it out and that's why we're saying not to reject files or reject qualitative studies simply because they are of poor quality, instead, I would bring that subjectivity into my analysis and include that into my interpretation. But definitely it is much more difficult because it is much more subjective and interpretive.

>> JOANN STARKS: Chad Nye’s question is: Would we do a qualitative review of an intervention if there were no evidence that it worked or at least no systematic evidence?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Yeah. I think there is good reason to. I think we could look at why it did not work, from the experiences of the, from the participants and various stakeholders. It's not like meta-analyses where you would not do meta-regression if there is no significant effect found. It's different in the sense that it informs the research process, and it both complements and enhances.


And it can find additional information and provide additional queues to why interventions may work or may not work. So I would definitely do a qualitative synthesis even though a meta-analysis may have found that the intervention did not work. 

>> JOANN STARKS: Interesting. Thank you very much. Another question that came in: The tool that you've mentioned, the QRC appraisal form, does one need to be an expert to be able to use that properly? I mean, are you going to be able to figure out the answers clearly, or is it going to be more difficult, more subjective, to be able to answer the questions doing that appraisal?

>> MICHAEL SAINI: It's a good question. We try to use language, and we try to use concepts that some basic training of qualitative research would allow you to rate the quality of qualitative research. We've been using this as a teaching tool within our evidence-based practice class. And we had inter-rater agreement with students with very little knowledge of research. And those agreements were quite high.


We also have doctoral students who are looking to know more about qualitative research, use the tool, because they find that it helps them identify some of those key markers of quality. They are based on concepts in the qualitative field regarding trustworthiness, credibility, and then if it's an action-based study, some of the other concepts that shows fairness and authenticity. And so it does provide you--I think it's both an appraisal tool, but I think it's also a teaching tool as well.

>> JOANN STARKS: Great. Well, thank you very much. I think we're almost running out of questions here. If anyone else does have a question, please go ahead and type it there in the chat box or call it in. Otherwise, I think we may go ahead and wrap things up. We'll give a little bit more time here, in case someone has a question they just haven't been able to get onto the screen yet.


But I want to thank you, Dr. Saini, again, for your presentation and for coming back for our question and answer period this afternoon. We'll go ahead, and we're recording this as well and the question and answer will also be available once we've finished processing everything I want to thank you all for coming, I apologize again for the technical delays here at the beginning and also want to remind everyone to please complete the brief online evaluation form. We will be sending an email to everyone that had registered and asking people to give us some feedback via our evaluation form.


So, if no one else has any other questions, whoops, I do see Lisa is typing so we'll give Lisa a chance to ask her question, oh, she's saying: Thank you very much for the presentation. So with no more questions today, I'll go ahead and thank you, all, again, especially Dr. Saini. We want to invite you all to join us for session three in this workshop series which will take place on March 18th where Ruth Garside will discuss methods for synthesizing qualitative evidence. Again, thank you, everyone, and good afternoon. 

>> MICHAEL SAINI: Thank you.
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