
Prototype - Measurement Appraisal Checklist to Assess 
Qualitative Evidence Syntheses (QES) 

(MACAQuES - after AMSTAR 2) 
Does the review have clear aims and objectives that can be  
addressed appropriately by qualitative research? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Review questions for qualitative evidence syntheses (QESs) are typically framed around 

the describing/exploring/establishing of views/experiences/perceptions/factors (e.g. 

barriers/facilitators) of one or more population groups of interest. 

Do the research questions and inclusion criteria address the 
elements of a formulated question? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. E.g. SPICE = Setting-Perspective-Interest, Phenomenon of/Intervention-(comparison)-Evaluation; 
PICo = Population-Interest, Phenomenon of-Context; PerSPE©TiF – Perspective-Setting-
Phenomenon of Interest-Environment-(Comparison)-Timing-Findings  

Were review methods established, to the extent possible, prior to 
the conduct of the review? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Is a publicly-registered protocol available?  Was sufficient flexibility written into the 

protocol to accommodate choice of appropriate methods once the pool of evidence became 

known? 
Was development and conduct of the review informed by patient 
or public involvement and wider stakeholder engagement?   

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Look at the stages of involvement, the extent of involvement, the contributions made 

and how the contribution has been acknowledged.  

Do the review authors explain how they selected sources of 
qualitative data for inclusion in the review? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Did the authors only include studies that use recognised methods of qualitative data 

collection and qualitative data analysis (Cochrane)? Did they include studies of only one 

qualitative study design (e.g. grounded theory)? Did they include surveys? Did they include 

open-ended questions from surveys? Process evaluations? Theses? Book Chapters?  

Do the review authors justify their choice of literature search 
strategy? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. The search strategy can be comprehensive or purposive depending upon the intended 

sampling strategy and purpose of the review. Consider the extent of the match between the 

search strategy and the sampling strategy. Will the chosen search strategy result in an 

appropriate sampling frame?  Do the authors use diverse database sources? Supplementary 

searching? Forwards (citation searching) and Backwards (reference checking) searching? 

Related Articles features? Google Scholar or similar? Repositories? Web searching? 

Do the authors explain their approach to selecting and including 
studies for review and synthesis?   

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

Did the authors include all eligible studies? Do they describe a theoretical sampling frame? 

Do they report theoretical/practical criteria for selection? Do they state who was involved 

and how decisions were made? Do they identify processes for achieving a definitive list of 

included studies (e.g. consensus or third-party arbitration)?   



Do the review authors describe procedures for assuring the quality 
of data extraction or coding? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Independent duplicate extraction may not always be necessary/possible. Consider 

alternatives such as duplication/verification of a sample of studies, checking of key data, 

consensus meetings for checking etcetera.   

Do the review authors report sufficient detail of their search 
methods? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Do the review authors report STARLITE Sampling Strategy; Types of study; 

Approaches (other than database subject searches), Range of years, Limits, Inclusion and 

exclusions, Terms used, Electronic sources (i.e. databases used)? Do they report their search 

process and outcomes within a PRISMA-type flow diagram?   

Do the review authors provide a list of excluded studies and justify 
any exclusions? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. These should be studies that superficially meet the inclusion criteria but on closer (e.g. 

full-text) examination (or following consensus judgements) have been excluded 

Do the review authors describe the included studies in adequate 
detail? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Consider the study characteristics as specified by SPICE = Setting-Perspective-Interest, 

Phenomenon of/Intervention-(comparison)-Evaluation; PICo = Population-Interest, 

phenomenon of-Context etcetera 

Did the review authors use an appropriate method for assessing 
threats to rigour (T2R) in individual studies included in the review? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Did the authors use a published checklist/tool/instrument? Do they justify their selection 

of the checklist/tool/instrument? Do they present the results of the assessments?  

Do the review authors explain how the threats to rigour (T2R) 
assessments were used in the review?  

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Were the assessments used to exclude studies or to moderate the strength of findings? 

Do the review authors acknowledge any limitations or implications of their choice of 

checklist/ tool/ instrument? [The "Meta-Quality Question"] 

Did the review authors use an appropriate method for bringing the 
findings of studies together and synthesising the data? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Do the authors justify their choice of synthesis technique? Consider the RETREAT 

selection criteria - Review question - Epistemology - Time/Timing - Resources - Expertise - 

Audience & purpose - Type of data. Do they use the synthesis method in the way that it was 

intended to be used?  

Are the data adequate to support the findings from the synthesis? Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Consider the number of included studies and the richness of the included data as a 

whole. Also consider the number of studies and richness of data that sustains specific 

findings. 



Do the review authors provide a satisfactory explanation for, and 
discussion of, any between-study differences in findings observed 
in the results of the review?  

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Consider any differences in findings that might be explained by differences in Settings, 

Perspectives, Interventions or Phenomena of Interest, Research Design or Methods or Study 

Quality. Consider any use of subgroups or of 'qualitative sensitivity analysis'. [The 

"Heterogeneity and Coherence Question"]. Look for the use of refutational analysis or 

identification of the “disconfirming case”. 

Do the review authors consider the possible effect of dissemination 
bias on the overall synthesis? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Consider the systematic absence of any type of context, population, perspective, 

intervention or phenomenon type, study method or publication type from the tables of 

included studies. Do the review authors consider the effect of any such omissions on their 

overall synthesis?    

Are the review authors reflexive on their likely influence on the 
review findings?  

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Have the authors acknowledged and addressed any possible preconceptions and biases 

which may have unduly impacted on the decisions made during the planning and conduct of 

the review and in the presentation of review findings?  

Do the review authors report on sources of funding/potential 
conflicts of interest for the studies included in or excluded from the 
review? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

NB. Do the authors report any potential sources of conflict of interest, including any funding 

received for conducting the review? Are they personally engaged (e.g. direct experience, 

friends or relatives etc) with the phenomenon of interest? Did they have prior allegiance to 

any particular intervention or course of action (e.g. as a clinician)? Did the review team 

create sufficient opportunities to identify the potential 'disconfirming case'? 

 

Extension (Optional) 

Did the review authors apply an appropriate method to assess 
confidence in synthesised qualitative findings? 

Y/N/ Can’t 
Tell 

Do the authors report use of the CERQual approach for assessing confidence in synthesised 

findings? (Or, for meta-aggregative reviews only, do the authors report use of the ConQual 

tool?) 

 


