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Christine Kowalski:
Well, I'd like to thank everyone for joining our Qualitative Methods Learning Collaborative Cyberseminar today. As Whitney said, my name is Christine Kowalski. I am a qualitative methodologist, and I'm the Director of the QMLC. And I run this group along with our exceptional advisory group. 


The Qualitative Methods Learning Collaborative is a group with the mission of building a national community of qualitative researchers, as well as learning, and teaching qualitative methods. And as a group, we are working towards advancing qualitative methods. We have over 400 members in our group, and the session today is part of our bimonthly seminar series. 


If you're interested in joining the group, and you just happened upon this session, and you'd like to join, please send an e-mail to IRG at VA dot gov, and let them know that you would like to join. 


And now, I would like to thank our presenters for their work in preparing for this session today. Dr. Traci Abraham is a Research Health Investigator for the Central Arkansas Veterans Healthcare system, and an Assistant Professor in the Department of Psychiatry for the University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences. 


And we also have Dr. Jen VanTiem, she's a Co-Investigator with the Ethnographic Methods and Implementation Core at the Center for Access and Delivery Research at the Iowa City VA Medical Center. So thank you all so much for joining today, please enjoy the session. And now, I'm going to turn things over to Dr. Abraham and Dr. VanTiem.

Traci Abraham:
Hello, everyone, this is Traci, and good morning to those of you on the West Coast. Good afternoon to those of you on the East Coast, and to everyone in the middle, good morning or afternoon, depending on what you consider it. 


Jen and I will be describing for you today a method that we're using, it's actually a collect, a collection of methods to assess factors that are impacting the pace of implementation of a caring contacts intervention.

Jen VanTiem:
It sounds good.

Traci Abraham:
Thanks, so the usual disclaimer, right? The views expressed in this presentation are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the VA, or the United States government. And, as well, it's important to note that this work is supported by a Quality Enhancement Research Initiative Partnered Implementation grant given to Sara Landes here in North Little Rock.


And we'd really like to acknowledge this cast of hundreds, this is just part of our cast, if you would, that is our giant research team for this project, Sara Landes, the PI. Jen and I are part of Team Qual, as well as Nyssa Curtis, Brandy Smith, and Barbara Johnson. And then there's everybody else. Okay, Jen, next.  


So very quickly, just to provide a bit of context for these methods; the goal of this project is to implement and evaluate a caring contacts intervention at 28 facilities. Actually, it's in the Emergency Departments at 28 facilities. So the project is three years, three years to spread, and evaluate the intervention.  


You can see all the sites on the map to the right. And we will be using implementation facilitation to enhance implementation of the intervention. These 28 sites fall within nine VISNs.


Very briefly, what the heck are caring contacts? Well, they're usually brief, non-demanding expressions of care and concern that are sent either via cards or letters at specified intervals over the period of a year. This is an evidence-based intervention that has demonstrated reductions in suicide deaths, attempts, and ideation at both one and two-year follow-up. 


So it's one of very few interventions that are effective at reducing deaths, attempts, and ideation. It has shown to be feasible and acceptable with both military and Veteran populations, and it is recommended by the VA, and the DoD in their clinical practice guidelines.  


Here are some examples of the caring contact cards that we developed from the pilot study. You can see on the left the message that we have, the very caring, non-demanding message tailored to Veterans via feedback from Veterans. And on the right is a caring contact, specially, that is sent at, to Veterans on their birthdays. 


And also, you can see that these cards are sent in blue envelopes, and that's to make sure that they don't get lost in that sea of mail that veterans often say they get from the VA.


And here is the plan for implementing the intervention at these 28 sites. You can see that we're onboarding sites and four waves, and that facilitation was planned to last for six minutes, and then there was a step down period. And in the meantime, subsequent waves were waiting for their chance to start with the facilitation process. Next, Jen.


And the i-PARIHS framework is guiding this project from beginning to end. Th i-PARIHS contains four dimensions that it theorizes are critical for successful implementation. There qualities of the context, characteristics of the innovation itself, so the caring contacts, right.  


Recipients of the innovation, certainly they influence whether an an evidence-based intervention is effective. And then most importantly, if you would, the secret sauce is facilitation, and that's what really, according to this framework, makes implementation happen.


So in a nutshell, this project is enormous as you can imagine, it's mixed methods, implementation, evaluation. But I think what's really important is that you understand what we wanted to achieve for the methods that we're describing today.


So in relation to those different dimensions of the i-PARIHS, we wanted to understand the contextual innovation recipient, and facilitation barriers, and facilitators that impact implementation. And then the PI, Sara Landes, text me, if you would, with understanding how these barriers and facilitators impact the pace of implementation. 


So we're not talking about a, sort of, static analyses, or analysis if you would. What she really wanted was this dynamic analyses of change over time, and how barriers, and facilitators shift. So that was the big challenge for our analysis.

Jen VanTiem:
Okay so data collection is still ongoing, but up to now, two members of the qualitative team, Brandy and I, we have conducted 128 interviews with seven external facilitators at about 11 sites. 


So depending on where the site is in the implementation process, interviews either occur every two weeks or once per month. They last about 30 to 60 minutes, and they're conducted over teams, and we use Audacity to record the interviews.


After each interview, we add a few key takeaways to a dated and bulleted outline for each site. At the beginning of subsequent interviews, we read out the takeaways to the facilitators. We found that this was particularly helpful because, one, facilitation and implementation were occurring at multiple sites at the same time.  


And two, the pace of facilitation and implementation at each site was unique. So it became very easy to become disoriented or lose sight of what was happening at which site. For example, I was following sites 506 and 610 with facilitators one in three; as well as site 666 and 695 with facilitator one, again, and then also facilitator two.  


We started calling these bulleted outlines with key takeaways from each interview at the site _____ [00:09:56]. And it was our first step in making sure that we kept an intelligible log of what had happened.


So very quickly, we started to generate a lot of data. And at the same time, we were all working virtually. So the templates helped us minimize interpretation and increase efficiency across our team. Our main methodological goal was to capture the process of facilitation, and implementation by connecting the snapshots narratively with the site summaries, and ontologically with the consistent categories, and the templates.


The the template analysis with individual summary templates as a method has been previously described by Alison Hamilton and Erin Finley in a manuscript and Cyberseminar. Those are citations number six and seven in our references. Site matrix displays have been previously described by Averill in a manuscript, and that's citation eight. 


So throughout the process of data collection and analysis, we've also been playing with different kinds of data visualization, and in an effort to find the way to show the unique pace of implementation at each site. For example, all of the sites finished in one, finished the Implementation Planning Guide, but we wanted to see if noticing when they finished it also tracked with what _____ [00:11:18] about how they did it.


So we used a team-based approach to data collection and analysis. This occurred in three stages: audio recording and transcribing, templating, and auditing templates, and then moving data from the template to the matrix. And again, the Qual Team includes Barbara who coordinates, and schedules all of the interviews as well as interfaces with other parts of the research, so in the PI, the evaluators, and the facilitation team.  


Nyssa transcribes all of the interviews, audits templates, and conducts additional interviews with stakeholders at the sites. Brandy and I, we conduct the interviews, template the interviews, and audit the templates. And then Traci is the Qual Team lead, she refines the templates, helps resolve issues, and transfers relevant information into the matrices.


_____ [00:12:16] we understand template analysis as a way to reduce and organize our data. Again, as of now, we have conducted 128 interviews, that is translated to roughly 600 pages of transcripts. The template format helps us cut that down by more than half, so a six-page transcript becomes a two-page transcript. 


We use the i-PARIHS framework and categories from the implementation science literature to build the foundation of our template. Over time we developed inductive subcategories. Importantly, though, this technique is about reducing data, it does not foreclose the discovery of unexpected findings. 


As you'll see, we generated new subcategories as data collection and analysis progressed. Because we met weekly as a team, and we're always in some stage of data collection, and cleaning, analysis, or synthesis, the term that leads to new ideas, or surprising avenues was always happening.  


So that this side, this slide shows a blank template with the categories from the i-PARIHS framework, and the implementation science literature already included. The inductive subcategories that we developed iteratively as a team were organized under the deductive categories from the implementation science literature, and we describe those on the next slide.


So again, we have the deductive categories from the i-PARIHS framework, and the deductive categories from the implementation science literature. But here, we also have included some of our iteratively derived inductive categories, and some examples of the data that we pulled in and reduced from the transcripts.

Traci Abraham:
It's my turn, right, Jen? 

Jen VanTiem:
Yes, it is. 

Traci Abraham:
Thank you, alright. So what do we do to pull this all together and make sense of all these templates, right? So you have individual templates for every debrief with your facilitators. While we're using a site matrix, so you synthesize, further reduce your data, normally using matrices. 


These we organize in an Excel form. And the way that I have them organized is I have on the left-hand side as you'll see here in a moment, i-PARIHS domains on the y-axis. And then across the top on the x-axis, I've included time points.  


So those time points are, essentially, every debrief so every two weeks, there's a debrief. And then I populate those fields with data from the individual templates. I thought we had an an example of a matrix, Jen. Is that on the next slide?


Yeah, let's just show that really quickly, just so they get a sense of what a matrix looks like. If you look down on the left, you can see the domains from the i-PARIHS. If you look across the top, you can see the time points. Okay, Jen, hop back to the prior; there we go. 


So essentially what these matrices do because we have them organized by time, point, and domain, and then of course, you populate all the categories in the field, is it allows for a comparison of barriers and facilitators at these different time points during the process of implementation. So which factors are coming into play, when they're coming into play, and for how long have they impacted implementation? 


So it's much more of a dynamic look at things once you go into that matrix. So this is, essentially, qualitative longitudinal analysis, okay. And what I do is insights gained from looking longitudinally across the matrix, and seeing what's changing, or what's remaining the same, I put those insights onto a separate tab in the matrix.  


Right, because it's an Excel form so there's different tabs. And so I might put, like, a summary of barriers, and facilitators, and at which time point they came into play, for example. Any dramatic changes, and then some, really, really impactful statements, often these are things that our external facilitators will say to, sort of, summarize what's happening at a site. 


And they're really, sometimes very funny, actually, and so I'll often put those right in there on that separate tab to help us characterize the process of implementation at that site. And of course, we have a matrix for each site. And then in addition, I'm also using the matrices to keep track of these five key implementation events. 


And these five key implementation events are also being documented in that – Jen, what are we calling them? Help me here for a second, aren't they site narratives? Or site, site summary narratives that Jen described earlier? 

Jen VanTiem:
Yeah, that's right. 

Traci Abraham:
Thank you. Okay, now you can go back to the matrix. Here we go, so you can see how I've populated the matrix here with data from the templates, I, if you were to use this method, you really have to, you really have to have a good sense of what your strengths and weaknesses are.  


And one of my strengths as an analyst is wrapping my head around a great volume of qualitative data. And so when I bring things into the matrix, I might reduce, for example, these excerpts just a little bit. But I often leave most of the excerpts in there because because I can manage that much data, quite frankly. 


But if you, if you find that overwhelming, then you could just, maybe, bring in the categories, for example, or reduce those excerpts even further. And if you look at the bottom of this matrix, you can see the tabs, right. So we have context, and that's really describing the context of implementation. 


Then there's a tab for activities, unmet needs, and that refers to our facilitators. And then I have a tab for analysis, and that's where I bring in all of those insights. Okay, Jen.


Alright, so what happens when you take this approach? What can you do with it? Well, first of all, you can use it to characterize what is happening at each site. So characterize the pace of implementation, and here's just three examples of how we've characterized the pace of implementation at three of these sites. One we've described as rapid implementation. 


And if you look at those key events, you'll see how rapidly things moved at that site. One is delayed implementation. And the third case study is interrupted implementation, and I believe that's the one that we're going to jump into in depth here on the next slide.


So in looking at what happens in this case study, this interrupted implementation case study, there were some facilitators, and barriers that we found. The primary ones, facilitators, were that this is a frontier site, surprising facilitator. Normally, you might think of this as a barrier, right. But what the facilitators reported about this site was that they had a cohesive clinic culture. 


And they had some other things in place that really helped them when it came time to facilitation. For example, they knew how to collaborate virtually, they've been doing that because they were located in different clinics, physically in different clinics. So they were accustomed to collaborating virtually. And, of course, for this project, because of COVID, facilitation is being conducted virtually.  


They also had an influential and motivated caring contacts champion. And there was really good participation of key stakeholders in the implementation planning meeting. So everyone was there and they were engaged. 


And this is a very good, impactful quote from one of our facilitators describing how being a frontier site, actually, it was a facilitator for this site. They are used to just send to each other things and tasks; and even though it spread out, they really, truly work together. But they are quick, and they are cohesive, and they are really well integrated, and, I think, given their setting. Okay, Jen, next.


And then came these barriers so so everything kind of chugged along just fine at this site, and then boom, they hit a wall. So they discovered that they weren't initial, initially linking suicide prevention screening with health factors. Essentially, what that meant was that they couldn't identify the correct Veterans to send the caring contacts to, so that really held them up. 


And then in addition, they needed to retrain key personnel on the SPED dashboard, and that was really delayed due to COVID, and staffing shortages. So after such a glowing report on this site, later on, and this is what one of the external facilitators reported. 


I'm not sure how long we will be in the implementation phase because we can't move forward into there, until they are able to fix the health factor link to the Columbia. So they just stalled even though they had such a great start.


And this, these are a couple of examples of visualizations that we're using to help us wrap our heads around exactly what's happening at the sites, and how the pace of implementation is varying. And I'd like to give credit to the Principal Investigator, Dr. Sara Landes, for really helping me visualize these data. 


I had worked up a couple of visualizations, evidently, this is not my superpower because nobody liked them. And Sara stepped up and really helped me visualize the pace of implementation. If you look at these two case studies here, what you'll see on the top is a site that moves very quickly from the formative eval to the sustainability plan and having that finalized in just five time points. 


Okay so that's two weeks with them, or one dot, I'm sorry, is one month. And then if you look on the one on the bottom, you can see there are many more dots getting just from the formative eval to the caring contacts launch. So this site had a much longer time period, much longer than the six months we had anticipated for implementation, and they still hadn't entered into that sustainability. Okay, Jen.

Jen VanTiem:
Okay so one of the main takeaways thus far has been the realization that it will be challenging to operationalize concepts like barriers, and facilitators, and site readiness. The contextual factors that impact site readiness, for example, will change over time during the course of the implementation process. 


So developing an instrument to gauge implementation readiness and consequently select sites for participation in implementation effort depends on being able to predict in some fashion how contextual factors will impact implementation. So what constitutes a barrier or a facilitator at one site can function as a facilitator or barrier at another.  


A concrete example of this in this project is the element of virtuality which characterizes part of the context in which facilitation has been happening. While virtuality was facilitator at some sites, it was a barrier at others.  


Some sites took easily to the virtual _____ [00:25:14] facilitation. For example, that frontier site had an existing, cohesive, collaborative clinic culture, and they were familiar with collaborating virtually through Teams or Skype. Using Teams to organize educational materials, tracking logs, and information about the innovation made sense to them, and it drew on the skills that they already had. 


Other sites struggled with virtual facilitation in both practical and more existential ways. One site specialist was an MSA and the computer and her workstation did not have a camera attached to it. Prior to the pandemic, she had not needed the ability to be on video calls in order to do her job, yet facilitation of CCED [PH] was hampered by the facilitators and site staff not being able to see each other's faces during meetings. It negatively impacted _____ [00:26:04].


At another site, the hospital leadership had never put in place a telework agreement. And so during the pandemic, many staff left their jobs in order to fulfill caregiving obligations to, and their families. And now, moving into the post-pandemic, the staff that remained were burnt out, have been taken on more work, and feel unsupported by their leadership. 


So they're now leaving their jobs, they're moving into different positions. And this, kind of, staffing turnover has made it hard to sustain the CCED workflow.


This, kind of, granular understanding of the diversity of ways that something like virtuality plays out in the field is part of what makes template analysis a strong methodological approach. The ability to capture the dynamism across and within sites will also maintain rigor in our data collection, and analysis, helped us understand how different factors interacted at different time points. 


Methodologically, we think this fits with literature on longitudinal qualitative research. And theoretically, we think this methodological work contributes to the emerging conversation about how implementation and sustainability are parallel processes rather than consecutive steps in one process.


So as a final note, from my perspective, this was my first time using template and matrix analysis. I learned that I had to think differently about what data to move from the transcript to the template. The categories were helpful, but they worked less like codes and more like elements of _____ [00:27:36].  


So rather than categorizing or indexing, you end up, kind of, world building. The template is the map, and you use the data to fill in the map. I also want to add that logistically this project was and continues to be very complex.  


Because we're attending to all of the back and forth, and stops and starts, as we also in our own lives have lived through the pandemic, and all of the changes entailed, it became incredibly important to track our work as we've already laid out in an earlier slide. 


So that's all we have, and then I'll leave up the references that we specifically called out, the manuscript in Cyberseminar by Alison Hamilton and Erin Finley, as well as the matrix analysis paper by Averill.


Traci, do you have any final thoughts? And I'm also, I apologize if I was hard to hear earlier. Whitney, let me know when I tried to to speak more loudly there at the end.

Whitney Lee:
Christine, are you there?

Christine:
This is Christine. Whitney, I thought you were going to read the questions. I'm sorry.

Whitney Lee:
Okay.

Christine:
I, I don't know that I can pull them out. I can only see a short, little facet of each question. I don't know why. But if you don't mind reading them? 

Whitney Lee:
No, of course not. So we'll just, we'll just jump right into the questions, then. Okay so our first question is, just curious, why do you use Audacity for recordings if Teams has recording capacity of its own and transcript generation?

Traci Abraham:
Jen, do you want me to answer that one? 

Jen VanTiem:
Sure.

Traci Abraham:
As you may or may not know, policies about audio recording interviews vary from site to site, and they decided in in Little Rock that we would not be able to use Teams to audio record the interviews, unfortunately. Audacity was, essentially, what was available to us.

Whitney Lee:
Great, thank you. Please describe the recording technology.

Traci Abraham:
Jen, why don't you take a stab at that one, seeing thing that you're leading the debriefs? 

Jen VanTiem:
Sure, yeah so I'll just describe my process for doing the recording. So what happens is, I send a meeting invite with a link to Microsoft Teams meeting. And then when I go to join the meeting, I don't click on the hyperlink, I call into the meeting with my mobile phone, and I put it on speaker. 


And then I open Audacity, and I press record, and then I start talking, or I I start the interview. And then the folks that I'm talking to the co-facilitators, and start responding to my questions. And I can see that Audacity is picking up the recording because the the waveforms move up and down in the program. 


Yeah so the important thing is that all of the audio is coming from outside the computer. If I were to click on the link and join a Teams meeting, the computer would only pick up what I was saying. It wouldn't pick up what the facilitators were saying.

Whitney Lee:
Great, thank you. How much FTE did you need to carry out this kind of analysis?

Traci Abraham:
Yes, hello, this is Traci. A lot, essentially, we have a team of four located in different places all over the U.S., and it really varies from time to time, how much up FTE we have on the project. Myself as a team lead, I have 30% FTE, and most of the time, I've definitely been using full capacity there to move things forward. 


There are times when things have died down a bit but we also have analysts, and people who are involved in data collection, and analysis who are on – I think, Jen is about 25 or 30%. We have two others that are on, I believe, about 50%. So it does take quite a bit of FTE. It's a big project with a lot going on so.  

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. Was there a particular system for deciding when each time point occurred?

Traci Abraham:
Do you mean when? I'm not really sure if that question is asking about how they, how it was decided, at which time points that the facilitators would be interviewed, or? Yeah, I'm not really sure what that question is pertaining to, data collection or analysis? 


Insofar as analysis is concerned, the time points were really dictated by the different data collection episodes. So these dyadic debriefs were conducted bi-weekly. And so the time points in the matrix then stood for every debrief. So normally, every two weeks there was another time point.  


And when that doesn't happen, when there's a delay, that needs to be indicated. Now, for the visualizations, because we had so many of those debriefs, we collapsed those into one month-long time points just for the visualizations.

Whitney Lee:
Thank you, Dr. Abraham. The attendee did say that that did answer her question.

Traci Abraham:
Great. 

Whitney Lee:
Great so what's a frontier site?

Traci Abraham:
So we defined a frontier site as a very rural site with limited resources. So these are not sites that you would expect would move very quickly through the implementation process. You would expect them to come up against quite a few barriers.

Whitney Lee:
Well, great, and our next questions. It seems like you analyze each site separately. Did you or is there a way to aggregate your sites together to make overall inferences about the pace of implementation? How would you manage the variable start time at the different sites?

Traci Abraham:
Okay so question number one, each site, data from each site is contained in a separate matrix. So first, they are analyzed separately. And again, that analysis tab has, really, a summary of everything that's happening, and all your analytic insights really condensed right down on that one tab. 


And then you can compare across sites by looking at those tabs and comparing what's happening. But also those visualizations really help, right? I mean, that's why we're doing them, it's not just because they look cool, although they do look cool. 


It's because they really help us understand how the pace is different, right, and how there are, sorts of, stops and starts. I think there was another question. Could you read the second part of that to me again?

Whitney Lee:
Sure. How would you manage their variable start times at the different sites?

Traci Abraham:
Yeah, well, the start time doesn't really matter. It's just, right, where, where if you would, ascertaining the pace of implementation by these key events, so it isn't really the start time per se.  


It's when these key events, these key implementation events, like, that first implementation planning meeting, or when the first caring contacts is launched. This is how we're ascertaining the pace.

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. How generalizable or adaptable are the templates and matrices to future studies in this topic?

Traci Abraham:
Jen, do you want to take that one? You haven't said anything in a while and we, would you prefer that I did?

Jen VanTiem:
Either one is okay, yeah. You go, you can, you really developed the template so I, I, yeah.  

Traci Abraham:
Okay. Well, I just don't want you not to be able to to talk. Okay so matrices are a wonderful tool as long as – it's like any other method, whether it's qualitative or quantitative. You have to know the method that suits your purpose, right. So as long as you're selecting the correct method, matrices are definitely applicable to other sorts of studies. I've used them for all sorts of analysis. 


I think, Alison Hamilton, Dr. Alison Hamilton out of Greater, the Greater Los Angeles VA, has described using, for example, participant by domain matrices where you, maybe, have your participants on the y-axis, right. And then your domains are listed across the top on your x-axis. And that facilitates the comparison across participants and across domains.  


They're really excellent tools. But always remember with Qual, the tools are only as good as the analysts. So it's still up to you and your brain to figure out what's going on, right.

Whitney Lee:
Thank you, this is a two-part question. Do you use any qualitative analysis software such as Atlas and Viva [PH]? It looks like you did everything in MS Office.

Traci Abraham:
Go for it, Jen. 

Jen VanTiem:
Yes, that is correct, and that goes to, like, what resources are available at different VAs. So in Iowa City, I have access to MAXQDA, but in Little Rock, Traci does not have access to a qualitative _____ [00:38:51] analysis software. 


So yeah, that was a, in part a function of the method that we chose, template analysis, but it was also a function of what resources were available to all of the members of the teams.

Whitney Lee:
Thank you, and the second part to that is, what advice do you have for people who like to adopt this approach, but prefer working in qualitative analysis software?

Traci Abraham:
Well, there are, so there are similar approaches. Templates are generally, as far as I know, templates are always developed in Word documents. I mean, that's part of the beauty of using templates, especially if you're, if you have a research team that's spread across many sites. We're able to circumvent many of the technical issues that we run into working at the VA, right? 


Sharing software can be really problematic and with a project like this, you do not want delays. So there is a similar method called framework analysis. It's also, ironically, sometimes called template analysis. And you can, maybe do a a keyword search to find it.  


I know, King, Dr. King, his name is, I can't remember his first name, he has published quite a bit on this method. And it's similar to template analysis in that you develop these deductive domains and sometimes categories, either from a theoretical framework or from your research goals. And use those to really focus analysis, and streamline analysis if you would, and you create those in a software program. 


So you create codes, right, and then you treat those codes, kind of, like, almost like it's a template. Within those domains, you can develop categories inductively, but then if you discover new things while you're analyzing.  


So there are approaches, certainly feel free to reach out to me at my e-mail if you want some literature on that. I can send it to you.

Jen VanTiem:
Also, in MAXQDA there is a function called structured text coding that you could use to do, like, functionally template analysis. And that's a structured text coding in MAXQDA.

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. Our next question is in developing your code book, how did you define barriers and facilitators?  

Traci Abraham:
Do you want me to take that one?

Jen VanTiem:
Whoever, yeah, or do both fit? I mean I was, part of it is that something could be both a barrier and a facilitator, right?

Traci Abraham:
Yeah I mean, it really, it really depends on how our external facilitators describe that particular factor. Like, we said earlier, being a frontier site, in some cases or at some points in time even, was a real barrier, but it was a facilitator for some sites at certain points in time. 


So really, with templating, you develop what what Dr. Hamilton likes to call neutral categories. So you try to make them, you try to word them in a way that makes them neutral. So they're neither a barrier nor a facilitator, and that makes them very flexible in that you can apply them both ways. 


And then of course, you include that excerpt that provides context to that category. And that helps you understand, so is this a barrier in this case? Or is it a facilitator?

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. Can you say a bit about what goes on into the rapid analysis quotes or paraphrases of the participants' comments?

Jen VanTiem:
Traci, do you want me to talk about the movement from the transcript to the template? 

Traci Abraham:
I think so, yeah, go for it. 

Jen VanTiem:
So like I said, at at first, I was bringing over too much text, and so Traci really helped me understand how to think about what was the the key, sort of, piece of a quote that needed to come over? So we would, I learned how to do that, and then I also used a lot of brackets. 


So if there was something I could paraphrase in a bracket to, sort of, bring in the larger context; like, if I would code an entire segment, I would do that in order to get, like, the piece that explains the really important piece. 


So when a template, you would just bring in the important piece and then use brackets to, sort of, describe what the context was. And why this was the important piece?

Traci Abraham:
Yeah.

Jen VanTiem:
And that piece….

Traci Abraham:
Can I jump in really quick, Jen?

Jen VanTiem:
Yeah, of course.

Traci Abraham:
The thing about templating is there really has an emphasis on data reduction. And there's a reason for that and it's because when you, when you get to the point where you're analyzing across these individual templates; if you have not very carefully reduced your data to its bare essence, you will find, because you're not using a software program if you're working in Word docs, you will find that even if you are good at wrapping your head around a large volume of data, that you become overwhelmed very quickly. 


And so I am, if you would, a real taskmaster about reducing, reducing, reducing on those templates. Because I'm the one who then has to make sense out of this ocean, these oceans of words. So that's a very important skill when it comes to templating.  


The thing about this method is it produces these beautiful, streamlined, clean templates. But honestly, it takes a lot of skill that, I think, is unappreciated, actually, into developing a good template. And I'd like to say, I think my team has learned a lot, and that they're very skilled at this method.

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. How do you think this system of templates and matrices lends itself to studies that are less longitudinal in nature? Have you seen it used in different contexts with something instead of time points to label the column?

Traci Abraham:
Yeah absolutely, you can compare on nearly anything using a matrix. So, like, I said earlier, you can compare across your participants. If you want to put your participants down the left, down your y-axis, right, so it would be participant one, two, three, et cetera, and then put your domains across the right; and then populate those fields with the categories.  


You can make comparisons across your participants by domain. So it's, really, I feel like to a large part, these matrices are limited by ourselves, right, by how we can, how we can think to use them to compare.

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. Did you create the templates you use or did you start with a, with a created template from somewhere? 

Traci Abraham:
Jen, did you want to go for it?

Jen VanTiem:
Sure so we started with, we created the templates, and we started using the Ai-PARIHS framework, the concepts, or the domains related to that framework. And then also some, some of the major concepts that we know were important based on our reading of implementation science literature. 


So we started with that basic skeleton. And then as we conducted the interviews and learned more, we added more subcategories underneath those, or, sort of, within that skeleton, I guess, we, like, put meat on the bones for lack of a better phrase. 


Yeah so I would say that we created them based on the available literature about what other people who have implemented programs know is important. And then we went from there. Does that sound right, Traci?  

Traci Abraham:
Yeah and it's really a process developing that, I call it a master template. So of course, you have one document that you reproduce in another document in order to analyze each debrief, or interview, or focus group. And it, just like with coding, those categories are developed as analysis procedure, always discovering new things. 


And it really is a team effort. We all, really, I think, enjoy coming together, and talking about the neat things that we're discovering during the debriefs with, with the external facilitators. And talking about that as a team, and how we can work that into our templates, or if we should work that into our templates? 


You have to allow the templates to keep you focused or it defeats the purpose of the, of templating to begin with. So as long as it won't distract us too much from our primary goals, we go ahead and develop new categories as we discover them. 

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. How, how our findings across the 28 sites being integrated to arrive at some bottom line, overall conclusions for the project implementation?

Traci Abraham:
Well, we haven't started coming to bottom, sort of, overarching conclusions. We we did provide a few insights that we have so far been afforded. We, what we are doing is taking some of what we're finding, some initial findings back to the team to help inform implementation, to help enhance that process a little bit if possible. 


So, sort of, identifying gaps in where maybe something didn't happen when it should have, and bringing that to the, to the larger team so that we can remedy that, and improve implementation. 


And another thing that we're doing that I'm enjoying quite a bit is developing these case studies, and bringing them because the facilitators are part of our team, bringing them to the facilitators during team meetings, and saying, "Hey, does this sound right? Are we missing anything? Does this resonate with what you know about this site?" 


So we're able to build verification. And and we'll see, we'll see, when we get to the end. I I think so far, as, as we talked about earlier on those, that insights slide, we have some interesting findings. 

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. This question is for Dr. VanTiem. Can you repeat what you said about the difference between reducing data and coding about world building? Oh,

Jen VanTiem:
Yeah, sorry. I don't know if it makes any sense, it might not make sense. But so for me coding, when I think about it, I think about it as, like, a a way of indexing, or categorizing, like, filling in big buckets so that you can, sort of, go back, and flip through, like, the index in the back of a book, right? And templating, I really had to change the way that I was thinking about how to organize data for analysis. 


And the way that I think about it in my head is that templating is more like world building. So we have this empty map when we start with, like; we know, like, certain towns, and rivers, and mountains are, like, over here.  The categories from i-PARIHS, the categories from the literature, and then we, sort of, fill in that map.  


We fill in the roads between those towns, and, like, if the different, little, like, particular aspects of typography, like as we do the the interviews, and as we fill in the templates, and learn more, and understand better about what we should be paying attention to. Or, like, a group of ideas that we didn't even know existed, right, like, a part of a, an unexplored part of the map. 


So Traci, I don't know if that's a good analogy or not? But it's, it, the way that I've been thinking about it so feel free to feel like it's the terrible analogy.

Traci Abraham:
No I think it's a beautiful analogy and it's so corresponds with, with how I have described templates by, but not, not quite as eloquently, Jen, as you just stated it. Essentially, you want your templates to tell a story through the categories. So what's on there in so far as barriers, and facilitators, and then those excerpts just, they're just there to illustrate what's happening. 


So when you code, you code these big segments, including the context, generally speaking, of what your participant is saying. So you end up with very large set chunks of text often in a code, that's the last thing that you want with the template.  


You really want to boil it down to its essence. And the other thing with coding is you code, when you go into a transcript, you code every instance. So whenever, for example, if we were coding, whenever an external facilitator said that, said during one debrief that stakeholder attrition was a problem, you would code it over and over again in that same debrief.  


With templating, you just put that once in the template, and you pull in one excerpt. So those are the two ways that coding is very different from templating. That doesn't sound nearly as lovely as Jen's description.

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. Were you, would you talk a little bit about the method of rapid template analysis in a complex, multiple-year implementation project like this? And whether you would use this strategy for other projects? If yes, would you adapt anything?

Traci Abraham:
Is that? And, well, I'll go ahead and take that. I use this method all the time. I love templating, especially if I'm working across sites because I have had so many experiences in the VA, running into technical difficulties with analytic programs, that it has really spooked me away from using them unless I have to.  


But it really depends on the project. For this one, it's doable; for others, it might not be. So if you're leading a very large number of interviews at one site, for example, I wouldn't try to use templating for that, and then bring all that into a matrix, and try to wrap my head around it. 


This is doable because we're splitting these up into different sites, right? So we're analyzing per site and then analyzing across sites.

Jen VanTiem:
Yes.

Traci Abraham:
And that makes it manageable. If we weren't taking that approach, I think, we would have to use a program, an analytic programs to help us manage all these data.

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. In your opinion, what would be the minimum, and maximum number of sites that can be used for qualitative summary templates, and matrix display?

Traci Abraham:
I would say there is no maximum, it really depends on the size of your team. We're really lucky that Sara Landes, Dr. Sara Landes, the Principal Investigator, really thought about how much bandwidth we would need and how many people we would need for this component of the evaluation. 


And so we really have the resources available to us. And that is a big part of any analysis, right, is having having the people power to move it forward, the expertise, and just the bandwidth? So you you just have to have the bandwidth, really.

Jen VanTiem:
I think, Traci, too, I was also wondering, like, is there? Would you do template analysis if you just had, like, a couple of sites, like, two or five? 

Traci Abraham:
Absolutely. 

Jen VanTiem:
Yeah. 

Traci Abraham:
Yeah or just one site.

Jen VanTiem:
Really? Right, if you're gonna compare, like, participants or – 

Traci Abraham:
Yeah.

Jen VanTiem:
– A role where…. I got it. 

Traci Abraham:
Yeah absolutely.

Whitney Lee:
Alright, thank you. Our next one is, "I love this, I love this approach. I may have missed it. After developing the rich case studies, do you compare and contrast them to understanding unique particularities and common themes?" 

Jen VanTiem:
Yes definitely. 

Traci Abraham:
Both, yes. Yeah it's a big, it is a a big endeavor, that's for sure. And and keeping up, right, I mean it isn't just getting to the endpoint, it's keeping up. You have to keep up this longitudinal analyses, so keep adding to it, and adding to it. 


And your insights will change because implementation shifts through time. Like, you saw with the case study, things can be trucking along just fine, and then, boom. 

Whitney Lee:
Thank you. So we have time for one last question. At the end of the project, how many interviews, debriefs will have been conducted across sites? With so much data, is there a point where you decide to _____ [00:57:57], decide data are saturated even with differences across sites? Or is there a point at which you think there might, limited value to continue to collect so much data?

Traci Abraham:
Okay, well, what, the goal is really not to reach saturation. It's, the way that the proposal was written, it's that we will debrief the external facilitators on a biweekly basis. So as long as implementation is ongoing, we are leading those debriefs.  


Although for some sites that, for one site in particular that has stalled, we've moved to monthly debriefs until things pick up again. So saturation in this particular case is is really beside the point. 

Jen VanTiem:
I think, also, correct me if I'm wrong, Traci. Part of the goal of the project is to understand external facilitation as an implementation strategy. So even though, like, the same kinds of things might be happening at the same sites, the way that the facilitators deal with the challenges might change. And so we also want to capture that information.

Whitney Lee:
Great, thank you so much. Unfortunately, we are at the top of the hour so we have run out of time for questions. We do have quite a large amount of questions left so I will compile that and send them over to both Dr. Abraham, and Dr. VanTiem. At this time, do you – to both of our presenters, do you guys have any closing comments?

Traci Abraham:
I don't. This has been a wonderful experience, thanks for bearing with us. 

Jen VanTiem:
Yeah I just want to thank Traci for giving me the chance to work on this project with her and learn about template analysis. It has been great. I highly recommend doing this with someone who knows what they're doing. _____ [00:59:56] sometimes I think I wouldn't have – yeah, it was really helpful to work with Traci. Yeah.

Traci Abraham:
Thanks, Jen.

Whitney Lee:
You're welcome. Great, thank you so much to both of you for taking the time to put the presentation together and presenting for us today.

[END OF TAPE] 

Page 1 of 20

