Well-15 Quality Assessment
(Introduction and Practical)

Andrew Booth, Reader in Evidence
Based Information Practice, Co-
Convenor — Cochrane Collaboration
Qualitative Methods Group



Before You Begin...

» Consider how you will use judgements of
guality (cp. 50% of published Cochrane
Quantitative Reviews performed quality
appraisal but did not make it clear how
judgements were used!)

— To exclude or to moderate?

* Will chosen instrument militate against
certain types of research?

« Quality of reporting or quality of study?




Variablility in Practice - 1

21 papers did not describe appraisal of candidate
studies

6 explicitly mentioned not conducting formal
appraisal of studies

5 papers did a critical appraisal, but did not use a
formal checklist

/ described modifying existing instruments
1 used an existing instrument without modification
Dixon-Woods, Booth & Sutton (2007)



Variabllity in Current Practice - 1

23 papers did not describe critical appraisal

5 papers explicitly pleaded against quality
assessment of papers or provided valid reason
for not conducting quality appraisal.

Criteria used varied between detailed descriptions
of relevant items in existing or modified
checklists to a set of broad criteria evaluating,
for example, rich description of data, credibility
or relevance of the original study.

Hannes and Macaitis (2012)



Variabllity in Current Practice - 2

One team used overall judgement (Smith et al., 2005).
Five opted for self-developed assessment instrument
Three used previously developed checklists to create own.
Two mentioned critical appraisal, but did not specify tool.

Most used existing instruments/frameworks. 24 different
assessment tools identified:

Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) (n =18)
Mays and Pope criteria (n =6)
Popay criteria (n =6)
Joanna Briggs Institute (n=4).

Hannes and Macaitis (2012)



Appraising research guality

1. Epistemological criteria: Judgement of
‘trustworthiness’ requires criteria tailored to different
research ‘paradigms’.

2. Theoretical Criteria: Explicit theoretical framework
shaping the design of the study and informing claims for
generalisability

3. Prima facie ‘Technical’ criteria: Used to assess
‘quality’ common to all research traditions e.g.:
Sufficient explanation of background;
Method appropriate to question;
Succinct statement of objectives/research questions;
Full description of methods include approach to analysis;

Clear presentation of findings including justification for
Interpretation of data etc.

Noyes J (2005)



Two dimensional approach to
appraising gualitative research

Technical markers —
CASP

Epistemological and theoretical
markers — Popay et al

Technical Quality High

Description — thicker

*Privileges Subjective experience and
meanings

*Use of theory to build explanations

Technical Quality Low

Description - thinner

sImposed pre-determined framework on
respondents narratives.

Limited/no/inappropriate use of theory,
little explanatory insight

(Noyes, 2005)




Avalilable Tools - 1

« CASP - 10 questions to help you make sense of
gualitative research http://www.casp-uk.net/wp-
content/uploads/2011/11/CASP_Qualitative_Appraisal C
hecklist 14octl10.pdf

« Joanna Briggs Institute - Critical Appraisal Checklist
for Interpretive & Critical Research
http://www.|biconnect.org/agedcare/downloads/QARI_cri
t apprais.pdf

* National Centre for Social Research. Quality in
Qualitative Evaluation: A Framework for Assessing
Research Evidence. London: National Centre for Social
Research/UK Cabinet Office, 2003
http://www.clivilservice.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2011/09/a quality framework tcme6-
38740.pdf
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Avalilable Tools - 2
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CASP = Technical/Procedural Tool
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Making sense of evidence about clinical effectiveness Screening Questions

. 1. Was there a clear statement of the
aimsz of the research?

Consider:

»  What the goal af the ressarch was
»  Why iz it important

o Itz relovance
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10 gquestions to help you make sense of qualitative research 2 I- a qualitative dologs

appropriate?

Consider:
. - . the research seeks o liuminaie
These questions consider the following: ) f;,r. m’:mm,dfa,m;:ﬁf;';;ﬂmqr

research particlpanis

Are the results of the review valid? -

What are the results?

Detailed questions
Will the results help locally?

A number of italicised prompts are given after each question. 3 Was the research design
These are designed to remind you why the question is appropriate to address the aims of
important. There will not be time in the small groups to answer the research?

them all in detail! Consider.

= [fthe researcher has jusiiffed the research
design (e.g have they discussed how thay
decided which method o usa)?

ECASP This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-

E:QCDmmerclal-ShareAllke 3.0 Unported License. To view a copy of this license, 4. Was the recruit strategy
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research’
Consider:

s Jfthe researcher has expimmed how the
Participants ware selecied

= Jfthey explamed why the participants they
selecred were the most appropriate fo provide
access ta the npe gf Fnowledee sought by the
study

»  [fthere are any dizcussions around
recruiiment fe.g. why some people chase not
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JB| — Theoretical Tool
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1. s there congruity between the stated philosophical [] [] [
perspective and the research methodology? B
2. s there congruity between the research methodology [ ] ':'
i and the research gquestion or cbjectives?
3. s there congruity between the research methodology and ] ] |
the methods used to collect data?
2 4. Is there congruity between the research methodology and ] 1 [
z the representation and analysis of data?
g 5. s there congruity between the research methodology and ‘: ‘:‘ ‘:
v the interpretation of results?
E 6. Is there a statement locating the researcher culturally or ':' ':' ':'
§ theoretically?
== 7. Is the influence of the researcher on the research, and vice- ] ] [
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Key Issue

 How are you going to use the quality
assessment?

— From guantitative assessment we know
authors frequently say they do it — but they
don’t incorporate it into results

— Is it technical proceduralism gone mad?

— Or can we use the assessments to improve
our synthesis and subsequent interpretation?



Workshop - Approaches

Quality assessment of CASP Checklist
reporting instrument

Article 1 (Carnes et al,

2008) [BMJ Qualitative Group A Group B
Study]

Article 2 (Milder et al,

2011) [Age & Ageing Group C Group D
Qualitative Study]

NB. All Participants also receive Handout 3 — Dixon-Woods “Prompts™ and
Extract from Cabinet Office Framework



