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> 3 Facts

» Since 2015, the number of qualitative studies in GP has increased
»To better understand the context of research questions
»To better grasp stakeholders’ involvement

»EBM: contextualization of guidelines by incorporating qualitative findings into
evidence

» Difficulty in identifying consensus quality criteria
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Project « colouring the guidelines » in 4 steps  rewecrse

1. What is the most appropriate critical reading framework for assessing the quality
criteria of qualitative studies in general practice?

2. What are the methodological characteristics of qualitative studies in general
practice?

3. Should a new evaluation tool for studies in general practice, based on qualitative
approaches, be proposed and validated?

4. Do qualitative studies of good quality in general practice allow us to better
understand the recommendations of guidelines in particular clinical context?
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To identify the most appropriate critical
reading framework for assessing the
quality criteria of qualitative studies in
general practice
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1. Literature review in 3 databases by 2 researchers

» PubMed, Embase and Psychinfo

2. Critical comparative analysis by 2 researchers

» Comparison of 3 validated publication standards (RATS, COREQ
and SRQR) versus quality standards identified from the literature

review
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Method (1): Literature review

INCLUSION CRITERIA

Articles discussing quality in
gualitative research based on:

v'qualitative research design
v'quality standards

v'social and medical sciences
v'Date of publication (after 2014)

EXCLUSION CRITERIA

v'Articles discussing qualitative
evidence synthesis, MS and SR

v’ Articles providing no relevant
information to clarify quality
standards
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Results method (1): Literature review

First author Title Journal
John Wiley (2014) Qualitative research: quality results? Journal of Advanced
PubMed: 1184 results o Nursing: Editorial
Olivia King (2021) Two sets of qualitative research Wiley Research in nursing
Embase : reporting guidelines: An analysis of the and health
results shortfalls

: Jessica L. Johnson (2020) Qualitative research in pharmacy American Journal of
education. A Review of the Quality Pharmaceutical Education
1257 results Indicators of Rigor in Qualitative
Research
articles M. Santiago-Delefosse (2016) Quality of qualitative research in the Social Science and

health sciences: Analysis of the common Medicine

W criteria present in 58 assessment
guidelines by expert users

Shiyou Wu (2016) Author Guidelines for Manuscripts Journal of the Society for
Reporting on Qualitative Research Social Work & Research

Terese Stenfors (2020) How to ... assess the quality of qualitativeThe Clinical Teacher
research
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Critical comparative analysis in 3 sequential steps

Reorganisation of items according to IMRAD

Identification of specific criteria based on
important specificities of qualitative research

Reflexivity, sampling, saturation, data collection, data
analysis, triangulation and transferability

Refinement in more specific criteria defined on
the literature and the 3 standards

Title, abstract, introduction, formulation of the probler
or objectives and research question, context,
characteristics of the research team, sampling strategy
data processing and analysis, synthesis, interpretation
and possible contributions, ethics, conflicts of interest
and funding.

>
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Classification used for reorganizing the items from the 3 standards and selected articles

1.

O %0 N o U B W N

Title, summary, and introduction

Problem formulation and research objective(s) or question
Context

Characteristics of the research team and reflexivity
Sampling strategy and sample characteristics

Method(s) of data collection

Data processing and data analysis

Techniques to enhance reliability (= triangulation)

Discussion, synthesis, interpretation, transferability, and contributions

10. Ethical issues

11.Conflicts of interest, possible fundings
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Criteria Literature | COREQ SRQR RATS
Title, summary, introduction XX 0 XX 0
Problem and research question XX 0 XX XX
Contexte X 0 X 0
Reflexivity XX XXX XX X
Sampling strategy

Recruitment XXX XXX XX XXX

Sampling characteristics XXX XXX XXX XXX

Saturation XXX X XX XX
Data collection XXX XX XXX X
Data processing and data analysis XXX XXX XX XXX
Triangulation XXX XXX XXX XXX
Discussion

Synthesis, interprétation and contributions XXX X XXX XXX

Transferability XXX XX XX XX
Ethical issues X 0 XXX XX
Conflicts of interest, possible funding X 0 XX X

Literature ranking is based on number of articles reporting the criteria and on richness of justification
Ranking for standards: O = unreported; X = reported ; XX = well-described ; XXX = very well detailed
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NONE OF THE THREE PUBLICATION STANDARDS WERE 100% IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE QUALITY STANDARDS REPORTED IN THE
REFERENCED LITERATURE
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v'There is no appropriate critical reading framework for assessing the quality
criteria of qualitative studies in general practice

v'The quality of qualitative research in general practice can be difficult to evaluate
because of incomplete and non-specific reporting of key elements in the
validated publication standards

v'A new evaluation framework for qualitative scientific production could be
proposed based on these results
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Points for Discussion

> The new evaluation tool will have to :

»Respect complex philosophical underpinnings of particular qualitative
methodologies

» Be pragmatic

» The new evaluation framework could be extended to:
»Support the research design of master’s theses in general practice

» To other academic works in health sciences
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Thanks for your attention
Questions?
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D
The 3 validated publication standards :RATS ‘et
(2003), COREQ (2007) and SRQR (2014)

e RATS: Relevance, Appropriateness, and Transparency Soundness
 COREQ: Consolidated Criteria for Reporting Qualitative Research

* SRQR: Standards for Reporting Qualitative Research
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The 3 validated publication standards :RATS ‘et
(2003), COREQ (2007) and SRQR (2014)
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publication date at 2014

3 articles published before 2014 (publication date of SRQR) are relevant
according to inclusion and exclusion criterias:

1. Cote L, Turgeon J. Comment lire de fagon critique les articles de
recherche qualitative en médecine. Pedagogie Médicale. mai
2002;3(2):81-90.

2. Barusch A, Gringeri C, George M. Rigor in Qualitative Social Work
Research: A Review of Strategies Used in Published Articles. Soc Work
Res. 1 mars 2011;35(1):11-9.

3. Hennink M, Weber MB. Quality Issues of Court Reporters and
Transcriptionists for Qualitative Research. Qual Health Res. mai
2013;23(5):700-10.
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Next steps: Colouring guidelines

v'Facts to objectives
v'"Methodologies and results

v’ Tool implementation:

Validation:
* Intern: phase test ==mp studies and master thesis works

* Extern: experts
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Criteria

COREQ

SRQR

RATS

Characteristics of the research
team and reflexivity

Interviewer/facilitator - Which
author/s conducted the interview
or focus group?

Credentials - What were the
researcher’s credentials? E.g.,
PhD, MD.

Occupation - What was their
occupation at the time of the
study?

Gender - Was the researcher
male or female?

Experience and training - What
experience or training did the
researcher have?

Characteristics that may
influence the research -
Including personal attributes:
qualifications/experience

Role of researchers

- Is the researcher(s) appropriate?
- Do the researchers occupy dual
roles (clinician and researcher)?

Relationship established -Was a
relationship established prior to
study commencement?

Participant knowledge of the
interviewer - What did the
participants know about the
researcher? e.g. personal goals,
reasons for doing the research

Interviewer characteristics -
What characteristics were
reported about the inter
viewer/facilitator? e.g. Bias,
assumptions, reasons and
interests in the research topic

Researcher characteristics and
reflexivity - Researchers’
characteristics that may influence
the research, including personal
attributes,
qualifications/experience ,
relationship with participants ,
assumptions, and/or
presuppositions; potential or
actual interaction between
researchers’ characteristics and
the research questions, approach,
methods, results, and/or
transferability

Role of researchers - Do the
researcher(s) critically examine their
own influence on the formulation of
the research question, data
collection, and interpretation?
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Criteria Specific criteria | Criteria extracted from selected articles Centre Académique
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Characteristics of the | Reflexivity Author Guidelines for Manuscripts Reporting on Qualitative Research
research team and Introduction/Background: Methods
reflexivity -Author reflexivity or standpoint description, including the characteristics and background

as the author(s).

- Author reflexivity description is important to not only making clear to the reader how the
authors are connected to the participants and the study but also making the research process
transparent.

How to ... assess the quality of qualitative research

- An important marker of quality is that the researcher reflects his or her role in the study
(e.g., their relationship to the respondents). This process, reflexivity, is a key marker of
quality. Explanations of how reflexivity was embedded and supported in the research
process.

Two sets of qualitative research reporting guidelines: An analysis of the shortfalls.
Research in Nursing & Health.

As both a universal and critical feature of rigor in qualitative research, reporting guidelines
should emphasize the centrality of reflexivity to the entire qualitative research process.

+ Reflexivity refers to a researcher's awareness including insight about the influence their
political orientations, cultural characteristics, and personal beliefs have on all aspects of the
research process. Reflexivity as a process helps to sustain the

researchers' awareness of their personal beliefs as a means of ensuring that these beliefs do
not overshadow or distort data from the participants. Achieving reflexivity is more than
presenting the reader with a list of characteristics that they can use to judge the re searcher's
credibility as Tong et al. (2007) suggest. Critical reflection throughout the research process
facilitates researchers' recognition of what they know and how they have come to know it
and how it influences their view of the data.
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