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JOANN STARKS: 	Welcome, everyone, to the question and answer session following the workshop presentation with Dr. James Thomas.  I’m Joann Starks from the Center on Knowledge Translation for Disability and Rehabilitation Research or KTDRR at SEDL in Austin, Texas. We’ll get started in just a second. I’d like to invite everyone to introduce yourselves in the chat box at the bottom left of the screen when you sign in. Please tell us your name and where you are from.  As you can see Oliver Wendt has done that.  We do have some registrations from around the world. So it will be interesting to see how many people can join us.  Well let’s go ahead and get started. Again thank you for joining us for the live question and answer session with Dr. Thomas.  We hope you all enjoyed the final presentation in our four‑part series.  Dr. Thomas, may call you James? Thank you for providing the recorded session and for joining us now to respond to questions for the next 30 minutes. The instructions for participating are in the upper left‑hand side of the screen, and as a reminder, if you would like to view the captions by way of C.A.R.T., there is a link to join there.  A new window will open with the CART captioning and you can modify the options to suit how you want to view them.  You are welcome to use the chat box to type in the question.  I will read it verbally so James can answer or you’re welcome to call in the question to the toll‑free number in the U.S.  800‑266‑1832. For those of you who are familiar with Adobe Connect and have a microphone, you may raise your hand and voice a question.  And finally if you have a question later, you can send an e‑mail or ask your question in the evaluation, and we will get back to you.  So James, welcome.  I've got your first question here from Oliver Wendt.  When and for which scenarios do you think it is worth going the extra mile and turning a quantitative or qualitative review into a mixed methods review?  And when would you stay away from it?  
JAMES THOMAS: 	That's a good question.  When I would stay away from it, that is easy to answer, in that I would stay away from it when time is short and resources are limited.  Because as I think I have talked about in the presentation, there is quite a lot of work ‑‑ a lot of thinking work to do in these sorts of reviews.  You need to give yourself time to think.  So stay away when time is very short.  When going the extra mile ‑‑ I think for lots of the policy reviews we do, it is often worth going the extra mile, because what we're doing, a lot of the time, is trying to think through why we see different effects, different concepts.  I think the mixed methods way is one way of helping us to do that.  A lot of times when we have the time, we do mixed method reviews of different varieties because we're not really aiming for one single summary effect of the intervention works this well, period.  It tends to work well and less well in different contexts.  What we're interested in doing is understanding and helping decision‑makers to understand the situations in which it might be relevant and appropriate to do a particular ‑‑ a particular intention when it might not be.  So, you know, I think that when is it worth going the extra mile, an awful lot of the time when you have got variation in the anticipated impact of a particular intervention.  How is that, Oliver?  Does that answer your question?   
JOANN STARKS: 	I think that sounded very good.  So let's see.  Oliver is responding.  We do have another question.  What does the ideal review team look like for a mixed methods systematic review?  What if you can't find a well‑rounded team, can you borrow the expertise you need elsewhere?  
JAMES THOMAS: 	Well, the well‑rounded team for reviewing needs to have people both with disciplinary subject expertise in what you're investigating.  You need informational scientists to help with the study identification and obviously, we need people who are good at reviewing the literature and people who are specialists in reviewing the literature tend to be good in the mastery in brief quickly.  So they can wrap their heads around new topics quite quickly. So they have got particular expertise in being able to keep a systematic review on track and to schedule and to be able to manage a quite complex process a large systematic review is.  You know, conceptually, they're quite straightforward in a way, you think we don't find as much research about this particular issue as we can, how hard can that be.  Actually operationally they are very difficult.  And there is no substitute for having some core reviewing expertise.  In terms of the mixed methods, especially, yeah, you need it, obviously, if you are doing statistical analysis, you need people with a stats background.  And likewise, you can do some of the qualitative analysis with maybe a less experienced team.  But you won't get the best out of it unless you have got people from that background as well.  Can you borrow expertise? It is actually easy enough to borrow is the subject expertise, the topic specialists. Anyway that’s the experience we found.  We tend to be the specialists in review methodology so we can do the statistics, and qualitative and mixed methods.  Then we're faced with a particular topic, which we don't know well, we'll identify some people who know that well in order to bring that expertise, which we don't have within the team itself. 

JOANN STARKS: 	Great.  Thank you very much.  
JAMES THOMAS: 	Sure.  There is another question from Oliver. 
JOANN STARKS: 	Right, he's prepared.  I will go ahead and read it for everyone.  Given the complexity of a mixed method systematic review, what can you do to keep the overall protocol transparent and replicable. 
JAMES THOMAS: 	That is a good question from this week, actually, because we have just been putting together our protocol.  The first time that I said we came up with a protocol for a large review, but we needed an executive summary on our protocol. 
JOANN STARKS: 	Wow!  
JAMES THOMAS: 	So much it is. An awful lot of thinking goes into the protocol.  We find the more up‑front thinking you do, the more that is repaid later in the process.  So it is really worth thinking through the issues.  And also, sometimes, just having a little test run at the type of analysis that you want to do before the protocol finals so you understand what the issues are when trying to synthesize several different types of research.  How can you keep them transparent and replicable? Well, you have to be fairly specific about what is going to happen and how to make the research work with one another.  But, you know, there are quite a lot of protocols that describe this activity out there now.  So it is first time you’re doing one it’s worth a look on websites and have someone at the EPPI Center website.  But there are some good protocols and reviews now with the Cochrane library now, which is using mixed methods.  It is involving the bank of existing protocols that you can draw of, if this is something that is new to you. 
JOANN STARKS: 	That was very good.  
JAMES THOMAS: 	No problem.  We're happy to share these things.  Well, what’s it got is sort of like a flowchart diagram which shows how the different components of the review impact one another.  It is also because that executive summary has to be used to engage practitioners in the process of doing the review, because we want to get their input and their perspective on how they would like to be able to use the review's findings.  So we put a very long protocol, which is good if you're looking at it from the academic fields.  But it is pretty indigestible in a way, if you are the practitioner and just trying to get your head around how you can use the report yourself. 

JOANN STARKS: 	So it’s sort of a plain‑language summary of the protocol rather than just a plain language review at the end. 

JAMES THOMAS: 	Yeah. 
JOANN STARKS:	Great.  Another question that came in to us is: What do you consider quality criteria for a valid mixed method review?  Are you aware of appraisal tools to guide researchers and consumers?  
JAMES THOMAS: 	People have been working on these, but it may be Pierre Pluye’s work that I would look first of all.  I think mostly, the criteria you can use would be pretty much the same that you would use for the different types of research in the mixed methods review anyway.  So the way that you would treat risk bias in the outcome evaluations. Those same issues are exactly the same in the mixed methods review.  And likewise, how you would quality appraise and synthesize the qualitative research on it’s own is the same in any review.  And again in any review.  Where I think it can be more difficult is the quality appraising and the mixed method analysis. And there are tools out there to help you with the issues.  When quality appraising mixed method analyses, those are probably what I would draw on for doing a critical appraisal of the mixed methods review.  But, yeah, this is a field that is evolving, so it is not surprising that there is not one tool that is widely used and widely adopted across the field yet.   	
JOANN STARKS: 	Thank you very much.  The question I'm sharing now was sent in during the registration process.  I know you actually addressed it somewhat, but I think maybe just the way it is asked.  How would combining qualitative and quantitative evidence in systematic reviews help ensure the most significant data (health, social, demographic and anthropological) of a population is obtained?  
JAMES THOMAS: 	How we would ensure that's obtained?  I think we often find, I think this is one of the items I put in the slides.  I wonder if I can find it quickly.  I don't think I can find it quickly.  I will just speak to it.  One of the real differences ‑‑ it is actually slide 31.  If you can find slide 31 just real quick.  It is the one with ...  What is very different about mixed method  systematic review ‑‑ that is the one.  Very different than the mixed method with the primary research is that it got a ‑‑ it has sort of an overarching perspective of the way in which different groups of people are approaching a particular problem.  This is quite different to like the primary study where you have got the same team doing different components of the study.  Here, when you are doing a mixed methods review, we don't just find that we have got sort of qualitative and quantitative approaches, but actually, what we've got is we get a view of the way that the research is organized in a social kind of a way where particularly groups of researchers clump together and investigate the same issues using much the same methods, and much the same approaches, and you get particular schools of thought that are coalesced not just around methodology, but around about how they think about a problem.  So that is in there. And that was one of the things Thomas Kuhn was highlighting in the book back in the 60s. But when we look at the literature across different methods, across different approaches, we actually then get insight into different people's perceptions on what are the appropriate ways of investigating a particular problem.  So what that then tells us is, for example, in the review we talked about in the presentation, we don’t just think we've got a different research method being used in different forms of review, but actually, we have a different way of thinking about what the nature of the problem is.  So we have in the classical trial literature.  We have got the more standard public health feed approach to promoting healthy eating, which is around the five a day message that we are all familiar with.  There are lots of different slogans to encourage people to eat their five a day in that literature.  When you start to look at the qualitative literature,  not only are you asking a different question.  But you see, actually, that there are different ways of understanding what the nature of the problem and the phenomena is and are.  So we've got, for example, the children's perspective of this, which is actually fruit and vegetables have very different meanings for them and that they quite like fruits and don't like vegetables.  So from their perspective, looking at the bigger picture, they wouldn't see fruits and vegetables in the same intervention.  You're cutting across the way they see the world.  You're saying these things are the same, and you should like them the same way.  
And likewise, the people who did the primary research in that area viewed what they were talking to the children about, it was mostly different to way than the trialists to go about it.  And I think this is quite an important insight into why ‑‑ I'm getting around into answering the question here ‑‑ which is why this is the most powerful way of identifying and answering the key demographic and social characteristics, etc.  because it doesn't rely on a single perspective and single understanding of what the problem is.  It has multiple perspectives.  That is what the strength of that is, is that it identifies more of the potentially important characteristics, which will then cause intervention effects to vary.  
JOANN STARKS: 	Thank you very much.  It looks like we have Oliver coming in with another question.  Lisa, I definitely want to encourage you to come up with a question, if you would like and ask it there in the chat box.  Let’s see what Oliver is coming up with next.  Sometimes the typing of things takes a little more time to get into the box.  If his question doesn't come in soon, I will get another one.  I have a question back here I'm holding myself.  There we go.  I was wondering how you ideally disseminate the results of a mixed method systematic review?  Can you put it all in a journal manuscript or are you publishing it as book chapters. 
JAMES THOMAS: 	Well, our standard way is we do one big report, and we do various seminars and often that is with the people who commissioned it, depending on the group that is using the findings.  Then we'll usually do some journal papers.  What I don't really like doing is salami slicing it out.  One bit out, and then one bit and another.  I would rather keep things together, and have a more sort of holistic view of what the evidence says.  I think one of the key ways of understanding dissemination in this sort of thing is that we shouldn't look on the results as being ‑‑ at least the papers presentations of the results as wanting for you go ‑‑ for us to present all of the steps we went through in huge detail to get to the findings.  So we've got the qualitative studies on their own.  We've got the metananalysis, mixed methods and we've got the selective methods in there.  And really what we would highlight would be the final mixed methods in there.  The others are means to an end.  And actually, they can be quite interesting in themselves.  But one way of keeping the length of the paper down, would be really to focus on the overall messages that are coming out in the synthesis.  Then we can refer people to the full report if they want to dig down in more detail.  That is just always available online with the access.  But, you know, I wouldn't think that we should, for example, go through the detail of the meta‑analysis, if the conclusion is we have not touched this here, we don't know why.  It would be easier to put that in a quick sentence and let's focus on the mixed method analysis which hopefully gives more insight into what's going on. 
JOANN STARKS: 	Great.  We have a question from Lisa.  When searching for the literature is there a method to guide the mixed methods synthesis, for example, the search terms structure, inclusion, exclusion guides?  
JAMES THOMAS: 	Yeah.  Mainly the overall message on this searching in this area is that we don't have any methodological filters on the search terms that we use. We use standard Boolean searches and we focus on the topic and the population and sometimes the outcomes that we're looking for.  And the maybe the instruction types, but there is nothing in terms of methodology that we focus on.  And then we look at all the studies that meet the criteria, other than methodology.  And also what we'll do is what we call map those studies at that point.  We'll add particular keywords to the text of them all so we can understand the distribution of the search in that area.  Then what we might do is go back to the policy team and talk about what their priorities are, because we need a decision made at that point.  But the main difference is that there are no methodological filters.  So if you’re used to a Cochrane or Campbell approach, the methodological filters in this sort of review, can't have them.  Which means you end up with a lot more manual sifting through the studies to do when you get to the final studies that you are going to include. 
JOANN STARKS: 	Thank you.  We've got another question here.  Is there a potential disconnect between the descriptive/thematic terms and the qualitative results.  Are the descriptive/thematic terms a type of common sense interpretation?  
JAMES THOMAS: 	Do you mean That is not that it is not necessarily the case that you, as the reviewer, interpret what is coming out of the paper in the way the author intended.  Is that the disconnect?  
JOANN STARKS: 	That is what the question relates to, using your common sense or how can you make sure that you're not like putting something together that is not really there?  
JAMES THOMAS: 	First of you will, as a team rather than individually.  That is very important. You have people challenging one another and expecting people to justify that particular interpretation and particular allegation of a relationship to a certain thing.  That evens out interpretations a lot.  What we also do is we have a two‑stage process to this.  The first path through all of the text the text is a summarization process.  We want to get the text in the codes.  The idea there is that we stay close to the text, which is used in the individual studies.  We use software to make sure that we can call up the text which we've used that is behind a particular code so we can check that we're interpreting it consistently across the synthesis.  It is after that exercise that we might get more analytical and structure themes.  It is forcing us to stay very close as I say, to the text that we're seeing there.  The other thing is ‑‑ is the discipline of what we call the line by line coding.  I think we have a slide on in the presentation.  So that is one of the characteristics of the way we do it, which I think is quite important, I know not everyone does that.  But we make sure that we consider every line, as it were, of the findings to make sure that we are not ‑‑ so we just zooming in on themes that just happen to jump out to us.  We consider everything.  The other thing I noticed is I do some teaching in this area every now and again.  I have exercises that we give to students.  And it is quite surprising but also quite reassuring that when we do the mock synthesis exercises, people do tend to converge on the same themes and the same overarching themes come through the syntheses.  While there is potentially some difference in interpretation, in practice, people do tend to come up with the same kind of summaries when presented with the same studies.  The times when they don't, it is usually quite clear why they haven't is because they have brought an external theory where they are interpreting the results in light of such a theory and that gives a quite different slant on some of the findings.  But that's one thing that, you know, just might need to do.  But be quite clear that's what you've done in a particular review and in a particular analysis.  
JOANN STARKS: 	Great.  Thank you.  I've got kind of a long question here.  I think this probably will be our last question.  We're about running out of time. 
JAMES THOMAS: 	Okay.  Wow. 
JOANN STARKS: 	How can you keep your mixed methods product from focusing more on either the qualitative or quantitative dimension?  Could you end up with a review that emphasizes the description without addressing the efficacy of an intervention that would translate into practice and decision‑making?  For example, does this depend on the number of studies?  Is there a minimum number of studies of either type needed to conduct a mixed methods review?  
JAMES THOMAS: 	Several questions. 
JOANN STARKS: 	Does it matter if there is more of a focus on one side rather than the other?  
JAMES THOMAS: 	Does it matter?  I think there it is helpful to think about the context of decision‑making if something is supposed to be forming.  That could be right.  Kind of like a typology and taxonomy mixed method design.  Some do emphasize one over the other.  That would not be unusual in some situations.  But so yeah, I think that that is not something that is necessarily a problem so long as it is justifiable, if it does the job that it is designed to do.  Does it emphasize the description without addressing efficacy?  That is down to whether or not the review is supposed to be doing that.  What we very important all the time is to make sure that we're in communication with the people who are going to be using the review.  They don't get a say in how we do the review or what we find.  We do want to make sure we're addressing issues in a way that will help them with their particular decision-making context.  If we find that situation is arising, what we will be making sure is that we will check the work they're supposed to do.  Sometimes they're far more interested.  They’re not interested in an overall efficacy score. I'll bring in the review of the management and services programs.  Like weight management as an example which as a sort of things that you might be ‑‑ you might stand up for yourselves.  You might go to a support group or your GP might suggest you pay for some sessions.  And the literature is international literature.  These could have been done locally.  Saying these will work.  It is not particularly useful finding for a practitioner because actually what they want to know is what is the most appropriate intervention service in my locality?  So that does lead us on far more to thinking through the context in which the different studies were conducted.  And to help us starting to think about what would be the most useful presentation of those findings.  In terms of the number of studies, I think ‑‑ well, it's tricky.  Obviously, you can't do a synthesis if you have one study.  You need several study findings.  But the least use of bias in the number of studies are different in different fields.  So one of the papers that we wrote, a while ago.  We have the pilot in here.  Here we go.  We thought about configuration and aggregation as ways of understanding about what we're doing in a synthesis.  In an aggregation, we are piling up results, piling up similar results in an order to get a great confidence in the precision and magnitude of a particular effect.  Whereas in configurational since cease we want to arrange the findings next to one another so we get a larger picture of what is defined.  And configurational synthesis is actually finding the same type of study, with the same context, with the same thing, doesn't give you a huge amount more confidence in that finding and in a way, having lots of studies doing the same thing is less helpful than some heterogeneity there.  Helps you explore and find the conceptualization of what might or might not be appropriate in the context.  So that takes it into another area.  That is one thing that is probably worth thinking about when we're thinking about the numbers of studies in these sorts of syntheses. You snuck another question in there.  Is the presence of bias in the process/review any different than for a quantitative or qualitative review? I kind of touched on that in the last answer.  The consequences of bias is something we need to be thinking about.  Whereas publication bias, is something we need to think about if we’re aggregating effects and quantitative data. What would be more threatening to the reliability of a review configuring findings as if we didn't find the range of different perspectives and identify the context that would help us make decisions in our particular decision‑making context.  So it’s not that we have to find every single study, but we have to find the best purpose with the range of different perspectives.  I always come back to what I think about reviews, which is the reason I would trust a review is down to the key aspects.  The first one is, the biases are rising from the studies the review contains. I’d want to check the review is appropriately is checking that the studies are reliable.  Also in the way that the review itself is conducted.  So whether or not it ensured that it found the studies that it should find and that it treated the studies in an evenhanded way and made sure that the ‑‑ its findings were truly based on the studies which were in the review, other than some speculation on the part of the reviewers.  
JOANN STARKS: 	Thank you very much.  That was a long question, but a very thorough answer.  And we really appreciate, again, your making the presentation, originally, and then coming back today to answer some questions for us.  I want to remind the people who are joining us, if you could please complete the brief online evaluation form.  With that, that concludes our workshop series in the qualitative and quantitative emphasis.  There was quite a bit of interest in it so we could do follow‑up in our community of practice as well.  Thank you, James for coming and presenting, and thank you everyone for coming here today.  Good afternoon. 
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