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JOANN STARKS: 
Welcome everyone to the question and answer session following the workshop presentation by Dr. Ruth Garside. I’m Joann Starks from the Center on Knowledge Translation for Disability and Rehabilitation Research (KTDRR) at SEDL in Austin, Texas. We'll get started in a minute. I would like to have everyone introduce themselves in the chat box here in the bottom left of the screen, when you sign in. Please tell us your name and where you are from. We have received registrations from around the world. We have six people joining us. Hopefully we’ll have a few more people joining us for the QA session with Dr. Ruth Garside. Thank you for joining us. We hope you all enjoyed the presentation. And Dr. Garside--may I call you Ruth?--thank you for providing the recorded session and for joining us again to respond to questions for the next 30 minutes. 
RUTH GARSIDE: 
It's a pleasure. 

JOANN STARKS: 
Instructions for participating are here in the upper left of the screen. A reminder, if you would like to view the captions by way of CART, there is a link here. A new window will open for viewing the CART captioning. You can modify the options in the way best suited for you view them. You’re welcome to use the chat box and type in your questions. I will ask the question verbally so Ruth can answer. If you prefer, call in the question to the toll‑free number in the U.S. 1-800-266-1832. For those familiar with Adobe Connect and have a microphone, you may follow the directions here to raise your hand to ask a question. Later, you can send us e‑mail or ask your question in the evaluation and we will get back to you.


Let's see. We have Steven Boydston, Chad Nye, and Paula Corabian who have introduced themselves. Thank you all for doing that. Who would like to ask a question of Dr. Ruth Garside? Anyone? Let me see here. We have questions that were sent in prior to the session. 

This first question, it is kind of complex. I'm going to go ahead and ask it anyway. That is: What is the relationship between methods for a qualitative systematic review and methods for synthesizing qualitative evidence? I guess that would be, what are the differences or similarities between the methods for these two concepts? Ruth? 

RUTH GARSIDE: 
So a systematic review refers to the whole process. Systematic review would include information about how you are going to search for the relevant studies, what criteria you use to decide if something is relevant for inclusion or not. How you're going to quality appraise that evidence, and the methods for synthesis. The synthesis method is the particular stage in the systematic review, where you are trying to bring together all the findings from the studies that you've included in systematic review. So that is kind of nested, the relationship is. The review is the whole thing. And the synthesis is the particular stage in the review where you are actually dealing with the findings and trying to understand what the whole is telling you. 
JOANN STARKS: 
Great, thank you very much. Let's see if that sparked a thought with anyone else, to see if we have a question that we can put in here. I see Chad Nye is with us. I know you have a question. What is the first thing that comes to your mind, Chad? Chad's question: Are there likely to be particular questions or methods that would require two approaches to be completed for a given review? For example, would you need to do a meta‑ethnography and a qualitative interpretive synthesis, or are the methods mutually exclusive? 

RUTH GARSIDE: 
Generally, you choose one approach to synthesizing the findings and what might lead that is the type of evidence that you have in the studies that you include in the review. So if you have studies, which are primarily doing thematic analyses, for example, a thematic synthesis might be the best match for that kind of information. Whereas if you have studies which are much more theoretically or conceptually rich, you might need to use a method which is more considerate of those kinds of findings, and so you might want to use, for example, a meta‑ethnography technique which specifically works with that kind of conceptual level of data. Sometimes, it is difficult to tell before you have got your body of evidence what kind of synthesis approach is likely to be most appropriate. 

And you might also have different sorts of questions. So if the question that you're asking of the review is what is ‑‑ what has already been done about this particular topic, you may want to use, again, a more descriptive approach, like thematic analysis. Whereas if the purpose of your review is to produce new conceptual insights or new, more complete theory to explain a phenomenon. And again, you might want to use the techniques which are more interested in theory building rather than descriptions or descriptive techniques. 

Having said that, there are ‑‑ I have seen some reviews where people initially do a thematic analysis, so they produce an account that describes the body of evidence, and then they might move on to do a more interpretive stage of the synthesis, perhaps which then tries to relate those findings to a specific policy question, which means that you will require more interpretation on the part of the reviewer to make what's known relevant to the particular questions. So that is also a possibility. But on the whole, people tend to focus on one synthesis approach. I mean, I think you can see that it is quite complex. Whichever approach you're taking, and the reality is that there isn't always time to do more than one approach to the synthesis, within a particular project. 
JOANN STARKS: 
Thank you very much. We have a question also from Oliver Wendt, Department of Speech, Language, and Hearing at Purdue University‑ his question is: For someone who is new to meta‑ethnography, which might be the most difficult parts to pay attention to and what advice would you give?
RUTH GARSIDE: 
I think I would say doing any of these syntheses are always quite complicated if you haven’t got some experience on doing qualitative research. One of my pieces of advice to anybody is gather a good team together. Like qualitative research, is a difficult thing to do as an individual researcher. It is much better to have teams so you can bounce ideas off each other. You can test interpretations of the data with each other and see whether or not you agree that these are appropriate interpretations of the data. So multi-disciplinary teams are really useful for that. One of the things that are difficult about doing a meta‑ethnography is to even identify in the write‑up of a qualitative research, what actually are the findings of this work? What are the concepts that are being proposed by the researchers initially? And until you can do that, you obviously can't move on to the next step, which is synthesizing those findings. So again, I think it is really useful to be able to have a team where you are talking together about the evidence that you're looking at. And being clear about what the different pieces of evidence actually are within each write‑up. 
JOANN STARKS: 
Great. Thank you so much. We've got another question here. I'm still not completely clear as to what constitutes qualitative evidence. By qualitative, do we mean non-numerical quantitative information such as a focus group or could qualitative include surveys, opinion scales, or even descriptive data, any data that is not specifically analyzed.

RUTH GARSIDE: 
That is a really good question. Because there is, in the way that people use the language, some ambiguity. So some people who do systematic reviews of quantitative evidence, where it is not possible to do a meta‑analysis to statistically pool information. Refer to the way they synthesize information as a qualitative analysis or sometimes a narrative analysis. And I think that's different to doing a ‑‑ to synthesizing qualitative evidence. 

Qualitative evidence is textual data. You are right, it comes from interviews or perhaps observational data if you are doing an ethnography or focus groups and the data you've got is words. So the techniques I've described in this session are about using textual data and synthesizing textual data. You will find in the literature that there is some confusion because statisticians who aren't even aware that this qualitative evidence world exists, sometimes use the expression qualitative synthesis to describe what they do with numeric data, which they can't meta‑analyze. That adds confusion. I think in terms of thinking about what qualitative evidence is, qualitative evidence is textual data rather than numeric data. Certainly that's what these techniques are good for. 
The other thing you sometimes see is that people have referred to another kind of evidence review, which they call views and reviews. So that might include both surveys about people's opinions and this sort of qualitative evidence, which is taken from interview data and is textual. They tried to bring that together. I think that's very difficult, and you need to use different techniques for those two sorts of data. My personal experience is that it is very difficult to synthesize surveys, even if they're on a similar topic, because the data you get is so varied. So the focus of this particular presentation has been around qualitative evidence, which is textual in nature. 

JOANN STARKS:
Thank you. Here's another question that's come in. How do you know if your policy question fits the framework for a qualitative review? 

RUTH GARSIDE: 
I think that is a similar question to whether or not your primary research question is best answered by quantitative or qualitative methods. So if you have a question about what works best, that will almost always be quantitative. You will want a comparative measure that compares whether doing action A or action B is going to produce greater advantage. And that is quantitative. The qualitative questions tend to be those ones, which are much more about what people think, what their experiences are, and what their beliefs are. One of the common formats the questions that policymakers ask might be something like what are the barriers and facilitators to successful interventions? You might often do that in parallel with a quantitative meta‑analysis. So for example, if you wanted to know what are the best strategies for helping people who are obese to lose weight. 

And that might be looking at quantitative evidence, randomized control trials about whether particular sorts of interventions work or not. And you would end up with a suggestion about what is good or bad on average. But you might also want to know something about what are the experiences of people who receive these particular interventions? Are there things that make it more likely or difficult for individuals to follow the advice or whether or not the places that they have to go or the people that they meet in the course of that intervention have treated them in a way that encourages them to stay online? So it is those sorts of questions about feasibility, barriers, experiences which are often more suitable for qualitative research. And so often more suitable for qualitative synthesis. 
JOANN STARKS: 
Okay. That was very clear. Thank you very much. We have another question from Oliver. He says: Say I'm reading and evaluating a qualitative synthesis. I'm trying to make sense of it and get a sense of its validity are there specific criteria or appraisal tools for qualitative synthesis/meta‑ethnography.

RUTH GARSIDE: 
There is a tool called ENTREQ, sort of a reporting standard, framework for assessing the validity of any qualitative synthesis that is out there, available freely online. For meta‑ethnography, at the moment, there isn't. I know there is a project that has just been funded in the UK in Scotland, actually, which is looking to develop a similar reporting standard for checking the validity of meta‑ethnography. That is hopefully in the next couple of years will produce a publication which will give a similar set of standards to think about how valid a particular meta‑ethnography is. The other tool, which is currently being developed and may be quite useful is not about the synthesis as a whole, but thinking about what the certainty is attached to particular findings within a review. Because obviously within a review, you may have a number of different findings, and some of those may be better supported by the evidence than others. 

And so this is a tool call CERQual. That stands for certainty in evidence reviews of qualitative findings, I think that's right. And again, that's been submitted recently, and hopefully will be published this year to be able to think about how you appraise what the certainty is about in any particular finding, within a synthesis. So I think overall, we're slightly behind the development within quantitative systematic reviews in terms of developing these reporting standards and ways of thinking about how we should talk about the methods that we use and the amount of data we have to support findings, but there is a lot of work going on, as well. So hopefully in the near future, there will be more tools to help with them. 
JOANN STARKS:
Well, that was interesting. I had no idea that those tools were already that far along in terms of development. 

RUTH GARSIDE: 
Yeah, they are. It is more difficult in qualitative synthesis, because there are these different approaches. And because there is more of an interpretive nature to the findings. It is a more tricky mission to systematize how we do it all. But certainly there people interested in and who are working on it. I'm involved in the Cochrane Qualitative and Implementation Methods Group. That is another group of people interested in these methods and interested in understanding how we can improve how we do the synthesis and how we talk about what the synthesis is. Yeah, it is an exciting methodological area, for sure. 
JOANN STARKS: 
We have another question that follows along. I think you answered it, but I will ask it anyway. In the stages of synthesis how does the reviewer support what is relevant or related since that is something of an individual judgment? 

RUTH GARSIDE: 
Yeah, I think that's a really good question, although, I would think I would say it shouldn't be an individual judgment. One of the important things about doing any sort of qualitative research is to have really good teams who work on them. And particularly, if you might be taking evidence and not ‑‑ from within lots of different disciplines. From the example before, which I talk about programs that might prevent obesity, for example.  That kind of research might come from different places, might be people with psychology backgrounds doing research around that. Psychology background, sociology, health services research, medics. It is really helpful, then, if you have people that have that kind of training on the team so that you can make sure you're not misinterpreting other disciplinary approaches or theories or in those literatures. So that is one way of trying to ensure that your interpretations are reasonable, within those different formats. 

I think like with any qualitative research or primary or this synthesis approach, you need to have an analytic honesty, if you like, when approaching your data. It is a careful process when you are using this method where you are always going back and forth between pieces of data and your interpretation to try and be certain that the interpretation you made is well supported by the statements and/or theories within the literature that are out there. There are also other techniques, I think, when you do these sorts of reviews, we always try to have an expert advisory group to guide them. We would often present preliminary findings to an expert advisory group which might include people from different stakeholder groups and even members of the public who are associated with, you know, have experience of a particular condition. 

I'm thinking, we did a review recently about ADHD and how non-pharmaceutical school‑based techniques for managing ADHD in the classroom. We had an advisory group there that consisted of teachers, parents of children with ADHD, clinicians, and other relevant people. So when we had our initial ideas about what we thought the synthesis would look like, we had a meeting with that whole group. We talked with them about the interpretation to see whether or not they felt that the way we were interpreting the data made sense in a real world setting or if it was far off the mark. And sort of to do that back and forth between the academic and the real world situation. So that's another way of trying to ensure that your interpretations are valid and meaningful for people to use them at the end. 
JOANN STARKS: 
Great. Thank you. We have another question from Chad Nye. It seems that the qualitative review process is more labor intensive and complicated than I thought before listening to this series of workshops. Can you give some estimate of time and cost that might be involved in completing the review? My research office would want to know if I asked them for any kind of financial support for a review.

RUTH GARSIDE: 
It is a really good question. It is a little like how long is a piece of string. It depends on how big your question is and how big your evidence base is before you start doing the review. One piece of advice I give is to always work with an information specialist when you are planning a review to think about what the search strategy might be and to run some scoping searches so you can get an idea of how much information there is out there to be included in your review. I mean, obviously, there are some parts of the process which it is difficult to short circuit. You have to go through the process of running the reviews and screening for the relevant papers. It is a big difference if you have to synthesize six papers compared to 40. I advise when you are planning the protocol for a project to get scoping searches done. You don't have to screen them all. You can get the scoping searches and screen the first few hundred and get an idea from that about how many pieces of relevant research you might include. 

So just to give you some indications, I think, I don't think I've ever done a review in less than five or six months. And some big reviews can take as long as 18 months. Particularly if you're doing, as we're increasing the asked to do, two reviews, the review of the quantitative and the review of the qualitative alongside to provide complementary information. So yeah, it is difficult to give you a ballpark, but that would be my advice, to always scope the question first and find out how big the evidence base might be that you are dealing with. 
JOANN STARKS: 
Very good. That makes a lot of sense. We do have another question. And let's see. During the translation process, how is reliability between interpreters established? 

RUTH GARSIDE: 
Yeah, that's an interesting question. I think it is relatively rare in the initial stages to think about doing kappa scores or those kinds of methods that you might use with quantitative meta‑analyses. Partly because, as I said, one of the things you want to know is you thought of all the possible interpretations, not just fixated on a single interpretation. In fact, it may not be meaningful to know that you are all agreeing with the interpretations especially in the early stages. It is important to consider competing interpretations as well. That's why part of the reason I said a multidisciplinary team can be so important. They can offer different perspectives from their disciplinary place. In my experience, a lack of agreement initially can be useful because it gives you the possibility to explore different interpretations and come to an agreement as a group about the ones you think are most appropriate in this particular case. 

So I think that the reason for having more review is in a qualitative synthesis might be quite different for the reason that you have more than one person in a quantitative synthesis. In a quantitative synthesis you want to be sure everyone to have the same answer. In the qualitative synthesis, at least in the initial stages, you may want to ensure that you have considered alternative or competing interpretations and that you work together to come to an agreement about what the most appropriate one is. I suppose this links into the previous answer as well as; thinking about other ways to establish the validity of what you have, how you have interpreted the data by presenting it to other groups as well -- and listening to alternative ideas. 
JOANN STARKS: 
Thank you, I think this next question follows along. That is: How do you control for distortion and creating ambiguity when moving from the first order to third order of constructs in your interpretation? 

RUTH GARSIDE: 
You have to think really hard. (Chuckling) It’s part of the intellectual work of a synthesis to stay analytically honest, to try not and overinterpret the data, and to continually move back and forth between your interpretation and the data you have and be self‑critical-- to question whether or not this is the appropriate way to interpret what you are saying. And the constant comparison methods allows you to do that, to move back and forth between them. 

At the end of the day, you know, it is an interpretation, I think to a certain extent, we need to be comfortable with that, that we are all bound by our experiences and knowledge and in a certain way. And it is not as easy to particularly with the more conceptual approaches, like meta‑ethnography, it is not always going to be the case that the same question answered by a different group of people would come up with exactly the same answer. And I think as long as we take these steps, staying analytically honest, looking for alternative explanations, and having different ways of exploring alternative explanations, then that's what we need to do. 

The other technique is obviously to look purposefully for discordant cases. So if you have come up with an idea, an interpretation of the data, then to go back to the data and purposefully look for those findings which may not agree with what you have said. And that's another way of trying to have a check on yourself on overinterpreting what you're looking at. 

JOANN STARKS: 
Thank you very much. I think we're just about out of time. We have one other really great question that I'm going to ask. And that is: Could reciprocal translation and reputational translation results simply be the two related sides of the same issue? If so, would the findings of those methods be best used in a single review summary or if not, would that be in effect a zero-sum review? 

RUTH GARSIDE: 
There’s two bits of a question there. I will answer the last bit first, in terms of a zero‑sum review. I think the reality in these sorts of reviews is you have a number of different findings from a synthesis, which data contributes to. So it is not like a meta‑analysis where you have one pooled result and that's the answer. You will have a number of different findings within the synthesis. It is unlikely that you will find a zero‑sum review. Even if you have got a finding, whether it is contradictory evidence, you will have other findings where that is not the case. That kind of way of thinking about how the data falls, I think, is perhaps more relevant in quantitative meta‑analysis. 

The other point is that you can have a reciprocal translation, which contains alternative views if you can explain them. So in the example I gave in my presentation, the refutational example, which was talking about synthesis on slide, I think ‑‑ is it slide 40? So that is the refutational translation, which has opposite findings. And we had in this case, people, social groups being supportive or unsupportive of people of heavy menstrual bleeding thinks of themselves as sick. And if within that evidence we have found that there was an explanation for that difference, for example, the women who were supported by the social group had particular sorts of social contacts or came from particular subgroups of the population. Then that probably would not have been thought to be refutational. Because you could explain the difference within the translation and so it would still be a coherent whole. 

In this case, there wasn't anything obvious in the thoughts of people who were providing those different perspectives that could help us understand why we had these opposing experiences. So in that case, we call them refutational because there were opposite findings, but there wasn't anything we could see within the primary research studies that could help us to explain why some people had one experience and some people had the other. It is not necessarily the fact that there are differences within the data between different studies. It is whether or not we can produce an understanding about why there are those differences, which makes the difference between reciprocal translation or a refutational one. 
JOANN STARKS: 
Well, thank you very much. That was a very good explanation there. I want to thank you Dr. Ruth Garside for presenting today and also to everyone who participated in the discussion. One more reminder to complete the evaluation online form. We invite you to join us on April 1st for Session 4, the final workshop in this series, when James Thomas will discuss combining qualitative and quantitative systematic reviews. Thanks, again. Good afternoon.

RUTH GARSIDE: Thank you.
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