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Christine Kowalski:	Thank everyone, all of you for joining our Qualitative Methods Learning Collaborative Cyberseminar today. As Whitney said, my name is Christine Kowalski. I'm a qualitative methodologist and I'm the director of the QMLC. And I run this collaborative along with our exceptional advisory group. And if you just happened to stumble upon this session today, and you're not part of the collaborative, please feel free to join. You can do so by sending an e-mail to IRG at VA dot gov. 

	This collaborative is set up with the mission of building a national community of qualitative researchers, and as well as learning, and teaching novel qualitative methods. And we do have over 450 members in our collaborative now, and this seminar today is part of our monthly catalog of events. 

	And I just want to mention related to that, we will have a seminar coming up on December 8th, which, kind of, could build off of the one today. So if you want to mark your calendars, that seminar on December 8th will be how to write a qualitative manuscript, presented by three of our advisory group members. So that will be wonderful, if you want to tune in.

	And now I'd like to thank our presenters very much for their work in preparing for this session today. We have Dr. Monica Matthieu, who is a research social worker at the Central Arkansas VA Healthcare system, and an associate professor in the School of Social Work for St. Louis University. She is a PI of a QUERI PEC [PH], and the Rapid Response Team leader for the BH3 [PH]. She leads the program evaluation for readjustment counseling service, and various congressionally mandated projects for OMHSP.

	And then we also have Rebecca Bruening, who is a qualitative analyst at the Durham VA ADAPT! Center of Innovation. She provides qualitative support for the function QUERI project and the VA-Cares Partnered Evaluation project. And she has been with ADAPT! for five years and during that time has led the Center's qualitative research brown bag series. So now I'm going to turn things over to our presenters and hope all of you enjoy. Thank you – 

Unidentified Female:	Thanks, Christine.

Rebecca Bruening:	– So much, Christine and Whitney. I'm gonna go ahead and share. And thanks so much for the opportunity to talk with you all today about using qualitative author guidelines and reporting standards. And thanks to everyone who's here today, we're really excited to be here.

	So to kick us off, I actually wanted to go ahead and start with a quick poll just to get a sense of who's in the audience today. So we'd like to get a sense of how familiar you all are with qualitative reporting guidelines already. And I think I'm going to stop sharing, and turn it over to Whitney to go ahead, and do that poll. Whoops.

Whitney:	Sorry, everyone, the poll will be open. Right now, hang on one second. Okay. Alright, it it should be open now, all of you.

Rebecca Bruening:	Great, thanks, Whitney. So yeah, we'd love to hear from you all, how familiar you are right now with qualitative reporting guidelines?

Whitney:	Okay our answers are coming in. It seems like we have a couple of people who are trying to answer the question. Alright, it seems like your answers have slowed down quite a bit. I'm gonna go ahead, and close out the poll, and share the result. 

	And we have, let's see, 20% said, A, not at all familiar. And 39% said, B, somewhat familiar; 19% said, C, quite familiar. And lastly, 14%, I mean, 4% said, D, very familiar. Thank you, everyone. Alright, Rebecca, I'm just going to pass that presenter back over to you.

Rebecca Bruening:	Great, thanks, Whitney, and thanks all for participating in the poll. That's just helpful context for us. And so based on that, it sounds like there are many of you who are not as familiar, which is great. We're gonna go, sort of, step by step about the basics of qualitative reporting guidelines. And the, for those of you who are very familiar already, we're hopeful that you'll find some new tips, and tricks that might be helpful in your writing process. 

	Okay, great, so this is our agenda for our session today. I'm going to be covering the yellow box, which will just be a basic overview of reporting guidelines, what they are, and what they are not, some rationale for using them. And then I'm going to talk through the two major qualitative reporting guidelines, and speak to some of their commonalities, and their differences, and just add some considerations for use.

	And then at that point, I'm going to turn it over to Monica to talk to you about the process of manuscript writing, and how these tools can help. And she's also going to give you a nice tour of the EQUATOR Network, which is a great resource as well.

	So just to set the context here, let's talk about what reporting guidelines are for qualitative work. And I want to start with some background and just some motivation for this topic. So as many of you are probably familiar, there are many, many biomedical journals out there. And one key question for editors and reviewers is how they can judge the quality of an article that's being submitted. How they can evaluate manuscripts coming in. 

	And this is regardless of what methodology is being used, of course. And at the same time, readers of those journals want to be assured that what is being reported is complete, is transparent, that key items haven't been omitted or selectively reported. And if there are issues along these lines of selective omissions or, or inaccuracies, that can lead to having an impact on medical practice and decision making, and, kind of, adversely impact the the information about that topic.

	So tools such as qualitative reporting guidelines and reporting guidelines in general can help authors, and reviewers, and readers really understand, and evaluate the quality of the work. And the EQUATOR Network, which we'll talk about, Monica will talk about in a minute, is enhancing the quality and transparency of health research. And it's a great, comprehensive online collection of resources, including reporting tools, and reporting guidelines that can help you as you're putting together your work for submission.

	So let's talk about what reporting guidelines are and are not. And I'm going to start with what they're not, just so that you can have that contrast. So reporting guidelines are not a rubric for evaluating how high quality or not a paper is. It's not something to sit down next to the paper, and rate on a scale of one to five for each item. 

	And it's not really, reporting guidelines are not necessarily stringent or fixed. What they are are, kind of, an aid or a useful tool to help you in outlining your work, ensure that you aren't forgetting any key information. And they can also be helpful for you in thinking through even the study design at the outset, and thinking about what you need to consider. 

	So bottom line, reporting guidelines really are helpful in meeting journal expectations, ensuring that your work can be understood by readers, by other researchers, and can be included in systematic reviews, and can be evaluated based on its merits.

	So what are qualitative reporting guidelines? So fundamentally, they're just a set of standards that can help you in reporting your work, and can enable readers, and reviewers to evaluate the quality of your work by truly seeing what you did. And there are a couple of major qualitative reporting guidelines that I'll talk about here. 

	So one is the SRQR, which was designed, really to apply to any kind of qualitative study, whether it be an interview study, or artifact review, or ethnography, or observational. It can really accommodate a lot of different approaches and methods.

	And then the other major qualitative reporting guideline is the COREQ. And this one was designed to apply to studies that specifically use interviews and focus groups for their data collection. 

	So why would you want to use a qualitative reporting guideline for your work? You can probably guess that some of these based on what I've said so far, so there are some motivations for, for you as a researcher personally, if you're writing your workup, and also some broader considerations for the field. So I'll go over these. 

	So really, the the primary goal of using a reporting guideline is to ensure that you are including complete information about your approach so that reviewers, editors, readers could evaluate, and understand what you did. It can be advantageous for you to consider using a reporting guideline as you are structuring your paper. 

	Because many journals require or highly encourage using these guidelines. And if they don't, you may get a reviewer who comes back and asks you to apply one to your work to ensure that you included everything. So this can save you some time, and especially in the revise, and resubmit process.

	And more broadly, the authors of these qualitative reporting guidelines made the case when they were coming up with them, that there was some unevenness in reporting that they saw in qualitative papers that they had reviewed. Unevenness in terms of what was reported in one paper and missing from another that made it difficult to, kind of, compare approaches to understand what was done. 

	And so they came up with these reporting guidelines really to improve the transparency and clarity in the qualitative inquiry body of work. And this also helps, sort of, bolster the the rigor and the perception of rigor of qualitative work in in the broader field. 

	So next, I'm going to go through some of the common elements of these two major reporting guidelines for qualitative work. And this is just so that for those of you who aren't as familiar, you can get a sense of, kind of, what categories of things are included in each of these. And what they expect researchers and writers to address in, in your papers.

	So the first item is research team characteristics and reflexivity. So this refers to the characteristics of the people who were doing at the data collection, the analysis, and the writing to get a better sense of where they were coming from, and how they were approaching the data. Because as we know, in qualitative work, we are the instruments. And so knowing more about us as researchers helps readers and reviewers understand how you arrived at your conclusions. 

	So for that item, you might want to consider talking about the experience and expertise of the people who were doing the work. For example, how much experience in qualitative methods, or in the topic area? Any potential relationships between the researchers and the participants, if that's applicable. For example, clinician patient relationships that might add a different dynamic. And anything else that you'd want to know about, sort of, your preconceived biases or notions going into the work.

	Another area that both of these reporting guidelines encourage researchers to report on is the methodological orientation, or possibly the paradigm that you approach the work with. It's probably less common in a lot of biomedical journals to explicitly state the paradigm, but this can certainly be done, and is encouraged in these reporting guidelines. So a paradigm could be post-positivist, constructivist. There are many out there. How do you, how do you approach the knowledge making process or knowledge generating process?

	And then the methodological orientation, if you can name the method that you used for your works; for example, grounded theory, content analysis. That's helpful, but even just describing what you did can satisfy that, that bullet point.

	Next is the sampling strategy which is fairly self-explanatory, but how to do sample. Folks were interviews, how did you sample observational events? What were the criteria that you used? Another item to report for both of these reporting guidelines is the context of the work. And as we are aware in qualitative work, the context makes a big difference in understanding and making meaning of the findings that you, you arrived at. 

	And also understanding how transferable your findings might be to other, similar settings, so describing your setting in detail: For example, this work was conducted in a mid-size VA Hospital in the Northeast might give the readers and reviewers some idea of how transferable those findings might be to their setting. Of course, you'd want to describe your data collection methods and instruments. 

	So if you used an interview guide, it's important to at least describe what was included in that interview guide. And you may want to consider including it as a supplemental appendix. If you had an observation, structured template, you would want to include that there. And also mention any technologies that you used to collect your data such as recording devices, web conferencing platforms, if that's how you conducted your interviews, things like that.

	For analysis, it's important to include several things that will just improve the transparency of what you did. And so, sort of, linking back to the research team characteristics, both of these reporting guidelines encourage writers to include who was involved in analysis, again, to understand, kind of, who, who was involved in terms of their, what they came into the project with in terms of experience, and relationships, and things like that?

	Also, including how you bucketed your data, how you processed your data whether that be a code, codebook, or coding tree, or other steps. And it's also important to include any techniques or steps you took to enhance the trustworthiness of your data. So for example, if you brought your data back to participants for member checking, you would want to mention that. If you triangulated with other data sources, that would be helpful to include.

	And any paper, of course, would report on your findings. And the key here for both of these reporting guidelines is they encourage you to establish clear links back to the data. So really grounding your findings in the data, whether it be through quotes, or descriptions of observations, or artifacts. Any way that you can tie it back and , sort of, justify how you arose, how you got to those conclusions.

	And then something that you may not see in the manuscript visibly, but that would be an important element for you to have is an audit trail, which is basically, sort of, a paper trail, or an electronic trail that takes you step by step. Illustrates how you got from point A to point B, from raw data to final findings, and analysis, and every data consolidation, and bucketing process, or step that you took along the way.

	So just to go over a couple of differences between the SRQR and COREQ, I alluded to one of them, but just, sort of, thinking logistically about how you would use these. The SRQR actually includes sections and items to, to consider for every section of the paper from the title all the way to the conflict of interest section. For the title I think it says, if you have a qual – if you're doing a qualitative study, you should mention that in the title. 

	So SRQR is quite thorough by going over all of the sections of the paper. The COREQ really focuses more granularly on the methods and results sections and what to include there. And again, the COREQ is really focused on studies that involve interviews or focus groups. 

	And I just wanted to add a couple of considerations here for using these reporting guidelines. I mentioned before that these are not rigid or stringent. And so it's important to keep in mind that not all elements or items may apply to every study or manuscript.

	An example of this could be in the VA, there, many times we might use rapid qualitative analysis for our, for our study because we need to turn things around quickly to operational partners. In that case, you might not have a formal codebook or coding tree that you could report. But if you think about the spirit of or the intention of what is being asked for in that reporting element, you can, kind of, divine that.

	What they're looking for is really an understanding of how you bucketed your data. So what you might offer instead is some of, a description or listing of the note taking template categories that you used for your rapid analysis note taking template. And that would, kind of, get at the same purpose. So you can think creatively about how these items might apply. And again, not all of them may apply in every situation, and that's fine.

	It's also important to note that it's important to include the elements that do apply to your study. It may be less important where they go in your manuscript. And a lot of this may depend on your expertise, and your experience, and, kind of, what the convention is for the journal that you're submitting to, or the topic area that you're in.

	So for example, integration with prior work is an item in the SRQR, so how you tie your results back to previous literature. And in many traditional biomedical journals, this would straightforwardly go in the discussion section, but you could imagine some qualitative journals might welcome it a little bit more interpretation, and diving into the literature even in the results section, or, kind of, a blended results discussion section. And that's okay, too. As long as you're including the information, that's really the important part, again, to increase transparency of what you did. 

	So with that, I'm going to stop sharing and turn it over to Monica to talk with you all about how to include this in your manuscript writing process. 

Monica Matthieu:	Thank you, Rebecca, that was wonderful. I appreciate so much for being able to talk us through about reporting guidelines. And we're gonna start, Whitney has put a poll up for us about your familiarity with reporting guidelines. So we'll take a few seconds just for the poll. I can fill airspace quite easily. I, I I generally talk a lot, so I wanted to just to take, give a quick shout out to the folks in Central Arkansas that I work with that have helped me to design the presentation with Rebecca today. 

	This presentation would not be here without, certainly Christina and Whitney's support. But pairing Rebecca and I together, we were able to blend our resources as well as the help of David Adkins and Jack Suarez who helped us build this presentation, and everyone in Central Arkansas that helps me to be a better writer of qualitative work every day. So thank you to my team, to others that have worked with me in qualitative. You taught me a lot along the way. 

	And I've seen lots of names in the participants today of those of you that I've worked with, either in one fashion or another. Susan, and Amanda, and others that have helped me with qualitative work over the years, it's a nice opportunity while the poll is up to thank all of you that have contributed to my work, and my learning in qualitative. And, hopefully, we, Rebecca and I can give back that understanding of, of working with qualitative data, and reporting guidelines today for all of you.

	So Whitney, like I said, I filled the airtime for you. So if you want to talk about the poll, whenever it's ready, I'll hand it over to you.

Whitney:	Well, unfortunately, for some reason, the poll cast switch up, so the question is not matching. So if you give me – 

Monica Matthieu:	Okay.

Whitney:	– A couple more seconds, I will open up another one – 

Monica Matthieu:	I can give you – 

Whitney:	– For you.

Monica Matthieu:	– Plenty of seconds. 

Whitney:	Yeah.

Monica Matthieu:	Do not worry. Do not worry. 

Whitney:	Okay.

Monica Matthieu:	I could do the Jeopardy song, but I sing very well. But we can all do the doo-doo-doo, make it fun. 

Rebecca Bruening:	That was some pretty good singing, Monica.

Monica Matthieu:	Was that good, Rebecca?

Rebecca Bruening:	I nominate you.

Monica Matthieu:	Because, what, you think American Idol is going to call? I don't know that they're gonna call. When _____ [00:22:34] Louisiana and I'm more likely to be on some cooking show about Cajun food that I am ever going to be on a singing show. So anybody needs recipes for really good food down south, I am your woman; singing, pretty tone deaf on that one. But if if you think, Rebecca, I got a shot, I might work on it. 

Rebecca Bruening:	Well, I would watch your cooking show, for sure, so sign me up – 

Monica Matthieu:	Yeah?

Rebecca Bruening:	– Once you get that going.

Monica Matthieu:	I I have a cousin that actually has one on YouTube. Now we have the poll. I have to tell you offline, my cousin actually has one on YouTube. And he's fantastic. He has a very thick Cajun accent, which I don't. My mother was an English teacher, so I enunciate as opposed to the dis, and that, and dee's, and doe's of my Cajun colleagues, and father. 

	But he has an ability to say the word, 'phenomenal,' so I had to actually throw his 'phenomenal' in there. We're gonna have a phenomenal time. So those of you that have gotten the poll, let's talk about how familiar you are with qualitative reporting guidelines. I believe, Whitney, that was our first poll question. Right?

Whitney:	Yes.

Monica Matthieu:	And if it, it wants to act up. I can just ask people. And you can certainly keep trying, if you want to in the background. It's up to you what you'd like to do. 

Whitney:	Yeah it, it's honestly up to you at this point. This thing keeps acting up, so.

Monica Matthieu:	Alright, well, I'll, I'll – 

Whitney:	Right.

Monica Matthieu:	– Go ahead and take over the slides. 

Whitney:	Yep.

Monica Matthieu:	And if we want to take a second, I will share my screen, and get that started. And we'll go from there, see how it goes. It looks like Whitney, I think you have to hand it over to me. 

Whitney:	Yes. Okay. 

Monica Matthieu:	So just _____ [00:24:05] asked all of you about your familiarity with qualitative reporting guidelines. We wanted to really think with you about, kind of, your experience in working with preparing manuscripts for qualitative analysis. So as we figure out the, that's the direction that we'll be going in as soon as I can get to the slides to share them for you. Let's see.

Whitney:	Alright, one second, it's acting very funny again, so I am so sorry. Let me – it would work now.

Monica Matthieu:	That's fine. Technology is a gift as well as a burden sometimes. Alright, let's see if this works. Okay and I'll go ahead and pull it up from the current slide where Rebecca landed on. And okay, we can all see the green screen. I'm going to talk to you about how to use qualitative reporting guidelines. So if you see the poll again, you can just, kind of, think of your answer, and we can talk through it. 

	So the question was supposed to be up on the poll. And certainly, like I said, you can think about it. But how often do you actually use a standard technical writing process, literally, an outline when developing a manuscript? And now, let's be honest with ourselves. I don't honestly have an outline for every single paper, and I work with a fantastic, okay, phenomenal research team, and writing team. 

	And I don't always outline every paper, but I've found that when I'm working in a writing team, having an outline, having a way, and a process to work together is really, really helpful. And that's what we're going to talk about today.

	Okay so this particular slide is the overview of where we're going in the, in the, in the next couple of minutes. So what I want to talk to you about is how it is that my writing team in Central Arkansas have worked together, Ciara, and Jack, and David, and Ian, Silas, so many people come together, Angie, and and her team. We bring together a lot of different people into the production of manuscripts. 

	And so we always start with a simple process. We start with a paper file. I'm going to talk you through what a pay per file for the manuscript is. How do you take an idea and actually put words on the page? We're going to talk a bit about how our team meets to talk about the design, the study, the focus of the data, the actual data that we have available to us, and the question we want to answer to put out into the scientific discourse about what we want to share. 

	Generally, we talk about the reporting guideline. A lot of times my team has told me over and over again, "At the end of the day we didn't know what design the study was. And until you told us those words, we would have never been able to figure it out." I don't believe that. I think what happens in time is that they just like me coming along, and giving them the extra assurance that they've picked the right reporting guideline. 

	But once you select a reporting guideline, you're going to take that reporting guideline, the checklist, and we're gonna talk through all of these steps. You're going to take that guideline, and you're actually going to put it in that paper file that you've created. And then from there, our writing team can begin working together on a manuscript with words on the page that can build around those reporting guidelines, and to actually build out, our our manuscript in, kind of, a sequential way.

	So _____ [00:27:15] each of these one by one; so the first one, how do you create a paper file? It sounds way more complicated than it is. It truly isn't. So think of a paper file as a Microsoft Word document, or whatever you use, so it's a Word document. Okay. And it's blank. It is, like, for many of you that blank screen staring at you, screaming to put words on the page. And you've got all this pressure to write this manuscript, and there's just a blank page staring at you. 

	And I know when I was a postdoctoral trainee, I sat there with my dissertation after spending many months in Rochester in the winter, closed in writing my dissertation. I I sat there with my dissertation staring at it, and thinking, "How am I gonna get manuscripts out of it?" It was a key colleague of mine, Emma Robertson Blackborne, I have to give her a shout out, who taught me how to write. 

	She sat with me week in, and week out, and we carved my dissertation into pieces. And the very first thing she started with was a paper file. Alright. You need words on the page to get you started. So what we do in my writing teams now is we take a blank Word document, and we just take the APA major headings. 

	And what you can see here in this little table is just some of the possible headings that you might have for a section of a manuscript that you might be using to develop. Now, APA, MLA, totally up to you, whatever the journal format you're using, but we're going to use the APA's example today. So a possible paper file, for us the layout would be we would ask the technical writer on our team, Jack or Ciara; and I'd ask them, I'd say, "Hey, can you make a paper file or –?" and I'd make up a topic, the COVID paper. Right? 

	And so what Jack or, or Ciara would do, is they would literally make a Word document that had a title page that would have the abstract as a page. Introduction is another page, each one of these would be just a separate page with literally the bold, centered APA formatted header on the page. And for those of you that work in writing teams, and have your author's affiliation, and your titles, and all of that, you you may not have the title of the journal, the, excuse me, the article. 

	You might have your authors and your coauthors. You might be able to cut and paste your affiliation from other papers into this paper file. Again, the object of this game is you don't start with a blank screen. You start with something, and it has nothing to do with your content yet. Then when you bring your writing team together as we do, we meet on Fridays at 9:00 a.m. 

	And in those writing team meetings, we focus on a particular project. In the past we actually had two projects that we met for 30 minutes each, but we'd have so many papers in production, and so many people in our writing groups now, that we actually have two different meetings. One for Angie's project, and one's for Kim Garner's project on advanced care planning, our our QUERI Partnered Evaluation. 

	So what we do in our writing team meetings is that, first of all, our writing team meetings is a composition of everyone. It's an all comers invitation. During COVID, I open the writing team meetings to everyone in our Center, again, who might be teleworking, needing some opportunity to think about some training topics in a different way. 

	So our writing team meetings are generally staffed by myself, the data analysts, whether the quantitative or qualitative data analyst. They are staffed by the technical writers, the co-investigators. I invite any other analysts or writers that want to come and learn from how we do our writing meetings. But we generally meet once a week, holds our accountability. 

	Right, so we need some accountability to touch these papers every week. And I've learned that that's really important in our group, especially for me, and my all over the place, and doing many things. And so we bring everyone together, and in this writers team meeting at the very beginning of a manuscript. And I'm, I'm serious when I say, we can have an idea for a manuscript from our implementation team, from clinicians we work with. 

	An idea can come from anywhere, just a common, a common _____ [00:31:05] the water _____ [00:31:07] does with _____ [00:31:08]. Water is, is instrumental in so many great ideas for, for manuscripts. I have a running list that we will get to one day. But in those brainstorms of an idea, it could be just as simple as like I did the other day, "Hey, Jack, can you make me a paper file for COVID paper?" 

	So what Jack did is he built the paper around what we, I showed you a few minutes ago. He put the title as COVID Paper, simple, right? He put a couple of authors on there that were in the conversation and handed it to me. We met on Friday, and we began to discuss the design, the focus, and the data we had available. 

	So think about this, you're meeting to really think through what is it that you could publish? What's the story? What's the aim? What's the data you want to present? So we've talked about in different writers' meetings that we've had, whether we could figure out which author's guideline to pick? 

	We've talked about, generally by this time we, we need to know what kind of data we have collected. Right, a lot of times we want to think about what the data is whether it's qualitative, quantitative? Words or numbers, the way I think about it, or both right? What type of data was collected? What do we know about the data? What more do we know about the sample? 

	Right, you just started to think some ideas, and what do you think the idea, the objective, or as Emma, my my teacher of, of writing taught me, what's the unique selling point, the USP? What is going to make your qualitative data spring to light that an editor, and journal reviewers are going to like, and you know is filling a gap in the literature? 

	And then absolutely, like Rebecca had mentioned, you want to think about the journal you'll be submitting to, not just for the format of APA, or MLA, but generally, the way the headers the journal is used to using. There are some journals that have tons of headers, and subheaders. There are other journals that have hardly any. That's going to influence, kind of, how you do this. 

	But don't think of it, again, as rigid, we're thinking through just the topic and the paper. Right now all you have is a paper file and some guiding questions to shape, what do we think the data might be? Okay. The next step is really selecting our guideline, right? 

	And so now, we've got, again, in my example, I told Jack, "Hey, we're going to do the COVID paper," we realize that we have qualitative data that talks about COVID impacts in one of our national programs. We want to think about how to shape that data. And when we had the conversation, we were dead set, we were going to do a qualitative manuscript. It's interview data, so COREQ fit the bill. We had our guideline.

	The next week we met with another group of data analysts about some quantitative data. And someone said, "Yeah, we have virtual care data in this pot over here." And I was, like, "Okay, Jack, we've just changed our qualitative methods from this paper to now being a mixed methods paper." So they're not gonna be that you have to pick one. You just have to have a general frame of what you're looking for in order to find a guideline that matches as closely as possible. 

	And just like in my example, I started with qualitative. Jack had set up the file. We knew we were going to use COREQ. We knew we had interview data, it's qualitative paper. And then all of a sudden, we realized, hey, wait a minute, let's take a step back. We're in the idea, in the brainstorming stage, right? We have data that could go together that may tell a much broader, more cohesive story about the impact of COVID on our national program. 

	So again, although these things are not stringent or fixed, you're having to think creatively in this brainstorming stage. But you select a guideline that's best suited to what you'd like to write. Okay, now how to select that if you don't know if that brainstorming is uncomfortable for you, or if you're ambivalent about how to do it. 

	The EQUATOR Network has some tools that here on the screen, that helps with the decision tree to select it. Now again, our presentation, Rebecca and I are focusing on qualitative manuscript, manuscript preparation and authors' guidelines. As you can see on this particular guideline, this has way more than just qualitative. 

	Obviously, you see the CONSORT, the PRISMA, the MOOSE, there's lots of really cool ones on here. Just recognize that this is broader than just qualitative, but may be helpful for you to work through, again, in deciding which to use.

	So first part of your manuscript, we generally, in my team, we have a paper file built. We've met as a team. We've, kind of, brainstorme some ideas about the paper. We've thought about the data we want to bring together. We are now meeting again, another Friday, and Jack, or Ciara has pulled together that paper file for us. We have chosen our author's guideline. 

	What you want to do now is you want to integrate the reporting guidelines into your paper file, into the prospective paper. Right? So literally copying and pasting the guideline into your manuscript paper file. So through the EQUATOR Network, we're going to access the PDF. I'm going to show you how to do that in a few minutes. 

	Other versions of actually the guidelines, or the checklists, if they call it that; but, you're going to take these tables, and checklists, and you're going to put it directly in your methods section of your manuscript. And I'll show you why in just a second. So again, cutting and pasting what you found, you've selected your guideline. You're going to put it in the paper now. 

	In my team, we generally start with two different aspects of the paper. We start with the methods as well as the structured abstract. A lot of times when we've brainstormed for that meeting – I should have said that a second ago – when we have our first brainstorming meeting, I generally will jot down the design, the methods, the approach, the type of data, in just key words that I might just throw on the abstract page of that paper file. 

	And that's really meant to just get down in writing what we think the reporting guideline is going to be. But it's also, it's just brainstorming. We know who our participants are for the interviews. We have a couple of words that we know about the data, maybe the timeline. Again, in that structured abstract style, you, you're feeling boxed in, but if you just have a document that has the word 'abstract' at the top, and you know you just want to brainstorm, you're going to throw down a few ideas. 

	Right. And so once you've done that in your first writer's meeting, the next time you meet, and the guidelines for the methods section are laid into the paper, now you want to think about _____ [00:37:19] sections of your methods section. Okay so you've got methods at the top in bold. What are the headers that are gonna be on the left, left justify? Right, that's left, right? And so what are your section headers and subsections? 

	Again, that, kind of, outline format we suggested, that, again, if you write this way it comes naturally to you. But if you don't, this is an outline that can help you to learn to do this in a more efficient way. So again, what you do is you take the guidelines. I'll show this to you in a second. And you plunk it in that paper file. 

	And then what you do is you begin to build out the methods section by answering the questions from the checklist. It sounds really simple. I'll show you how it's done. Okay so for all of you, this is a little bit of a busy slide, but I'm gonna try to orient you, and go slow. So what you have on my screen, it looks like the left. It says 'table one,' at the top, you have the COREQ reporting guidelines, so that's on blue. 

	So the blue side is what the checklist out of COREQ looks like. And on the right, you have the red circle that says, 'methods.' That's the paper file. That's the word document that all we've done is created the headers of methods, introduction, methods, abstract, what have you. And then we're now cutting and pasting this table into a Word document. Let me show you how it's done. There's a little formatting, but it's not a big deal. Right, so we've got the COREQ, we've plunked it in the methods section. Here is some formatting cleanup. 

	The first thing you do is you make your header the first domain, right. And your header in an APA formatted paper will be the left justify, bolded subheader. Then you have an indented next subheader which is personal characteristics. You put that one in italics, or whatever the formatting guidelines for APLA [PH], APA, or MLA is. So you've got a header and a subheader. 

	Now, you've got five questions, right, you see number one that says, "Interviewer facilitator." Which authors conducted the interviews or focus group? Okay, what are the author's credentials? If you look on the red side, you'll see in the paper file, we just copied and pasted the questions. Now, we didn't take the 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, right, because what we want to do, is we want to train you to think, if you just answered the question by turning the question into a sentence, you could develop this paragraph. 

	So which authors conducted the interviewer focus group? So I, Monica Matthieu, did the interviews from our national program. And so the author would be, the sentence might be the first author, the senior author, whatever, whoever, conducted the interview. She is a PhD level social work researcher. So what are the researcher's credentials? She is a PhD level social work researcher who has been postdoctorally trained in suicide prevention research. 

	That's my alphabet soup behind my name, right? And then what's my occupation? At the time of the study I was employed by the Department of Veterans Affairs as a social work researcher working within the national program for the particular study we were working on, particular evaluation, right? Researcher male, or female, binary, you can be a non-binary, you can express whatever here. 

	The diversity of the person coming in, and how that might add to what we know about the personal characteristics of the researcher. So for me, I might say that I'm a non-Veteran. I've worked for over 20 years in the VA and I started at the Vet Center in New Orleans. I've never been a social worker in a medical center. 

	I don't know what it's like to be a social worker in a VA Medical Center, but I know what it's like to be a social worker in community-based mental health in the Vet centers. So I might add that about my experience and background that might add to what I understand about the, the study. That could go in my personal characteristics. That could go with my relationship with participants. Completely up to you, but again as you see, the idea here is that you're developing the headers, the subheaders. And you're using the questions in the COREQ checklist to actually build the paragraph in your methods section under personal characteristics. Okay. 

	As you continue down, again, that we didn't continue – we continued down with the subheader, so the relationship with the participants. Again, all you would do is answer the questions, and I generally am very, very clear. I tell my team all the time; I'm very literal. I would write a sentence that says whether a relationship was established prior to study commencement? 

	The sentence might say, "Yes," it might say, "A _____ [00:41:38] established prior to study commitment, because the researcher or the evaluator was known to the participants for happen, for perhaps joining a community of practice call. Maybe we did a call for individuals to self-nominate to participate in those interviews. So if my participants knew me before I interviewed them, which they did, I would want to be able to share that information, and be able to write that here. 

	So again, answer the questions in light of the study, in light of who you are, or the study team that's represented in gathering this data, and and being able to prepare this manuscripts. So again, as Rebecca had mentioned, some of the words may not line up to the way we think about it qualitatively, and using qualitative approaches. But study design is a traditional one, yeah, across quantitative and qualitative. 

	Again, you can have a subheader about your methodological orientation, certainly the approach that you took. Again, more detail about the, the the perspective or the paradigm, as Rebecca mentioned; again, you had all of that there. You might change the header to be paradigm and methodological orientation. You're keeping the substance there. You're expanding the conversation around what it is that you use to inform your study. 

	And you're also being able to put it in a place that would make sense for readers to perhaps expect or reviewers to expect to see it. Okay. So you go through the questions, you turn them into paragraphs. You use the checklist to create your headers and subheaders to organize your information that you're going to put, again, in your methods section. Again, like I said earlier, your abstract is just a few sprinklings of ideas to get you started. This is where you're digging in, and really beginning to build your methods section. Okay so if you've followed me so far, right now you have a paper file. You have your abstract section written, and you have your methods. You have your methods at least drafted out with as much through those checklist items that you'd like to cover. And then you say, "Okay, great, Monica, that's awesome." 

	Rebecca mentioned earlier that the other writer's guideline, author's guideline, has more detail across the full breadth of the paper. So again, you might be using one or two guidelines. As you get used to this, using them, you might be, one, use one, maybe for your introduction, and your title as a reminder of checklists that you need to be working on. 

	You might use another checklist for the results section. And how, if you were writing a mixed methods paper, how you might do that integration paragraph. How does the data come together? A lot of mixed methods papers are really limited. If they're not providing that, what does the data mean together? And we really need to be able to amplify that for our readers. 

	So we've gotten you all the way there with preparing a manuscript. Now what I'm going to do is shift gears and talk to you about what the heck the EQUATOR Network is. How do you find these reporting guidelines, not just for qualitative methods, and approaches but others that you may be using as well? 

	So again, another poll question, unless you tell me, Whitney, you'd like to do it. I think I'll keep going. But if you think the poll is available, I'll pause, and just check with you, and see if you want to do a poll question here at this point?

Whitney:	I I think it's up to you. You're welcome to keep going if, if we did take away from some time earlier. So I think it's best to keep going.

Monica Matthieu:	No worries, that's why I checked with you, so no worries. So again, be honest with yourself. If you're not very familiar with the EQUATOR Network, what I'd like you to do is actually go to the EQUATOR Network. So let me put the website up here for you. So for those of you listening to me, go ahead, and minimize your screen. And if you can go to a browser window, and open it up, let's go ahead, and we're going to make this. 

	This was designed to be a demo. But as a webinar, it's harder to do a demo. So I'd like you to do the demo part for me. So for all of you sitting in your computers, please go to www dot EQUATOR, E-Q-U-A-T-O-R, dash, network dot org, or Google the words, 'EQUATOR Network.' Okay, and what I'd like you to do is to navigate to this homepage. Okay and when you get there, I'll pause a second. And then I'll give you an overview of what you see, giving people some time to navigate to this homepage. 

	Okay so as you're navigating, and getting there, I know everyone's computer is at different speeds. If you're on Citrix, I know it's even slower. So take your time, but when you get to the homepage of EQUATOR Network, this is the screen you should see. Now, granted, every website changes _____ [00:45:54] this is the one where I've screenshotted it, and built this presentation _____ [00:45:57] did a fantastic job with all of this. This was what it looked like a few days ago, a week ago. 

	Okay so if you look on the left column where the red circle is, you're looking for where it says, "Search for reporting guidelines." Okay. But what you also see on this page, which is really exciting. There is a lot more information that you can read a little later. But you see the middle column in blue that you could go straight to reporting guidelines for main study types. 

	And you can already see that qualitative research is right down there about halfway in the middle. And it says SRQR, and COREQ. Now, that's a fantastic, quick trip, quick pro tip that you can go straight there, click on it, and get there. Generally, we want to show you how to search. But the other functionality of this website is, again, if you're looking, and trying to learn more about the EQUATOR Network, and how to use it in your own work. 

	Okay. So when you click on – let's go back. You're gonna search for reporting guidelines. So click there. That's going to open up this search box. Okay, the search for reporting guidelines, which looks like a, a clipboard with a check on it. And so your, your screen _____ [00:47:00] changed. And again, the blue is still there in the middle to help guide you. What we want to do is, again, you could go to the blue, pick the two that you know. 

	But let's look at what other qualitative reporting guidelines might happen to be in the EQUATOR Network today. Because they add them all the time. Okay, so the first thing you want to do is you want to look at clinical area. And if you look at that drop down menu, and you take a chance to pull that drop down menu, you'll see a variety of different clinical areas that don't really help you to focus on qualitative research methods. It's interesting, but may not be super helpful. 

	So then, generally what I do, is I, kind of, rule that out, and say that's really not the fastest first ways to go. But let's look at selection of the report. Here, you're gonna pull down the menu, and you're going to see a variety of different places within an author's guideline or a reporting guideline. And I use those words interchangeably. Author's guidelines, reporting guidelines, I, I I might even make up a few words, who knows? 

	I'm Cajun French, I make up stuff all of the time. I talk with my hands. It's all over the place. So you would choose this one if you know the section of the report you want to work on. The one that's the most helpful to get to qualitative is study type. Again, here, what I'd like you to do if you're on your browser, and you follow along, please go ahead, and pick qualitative research. 

	Okay. Once you've picked qualitative research, you're gonna see, the the screen is not going to shift that much. But what you're going to see at the bottom after you put in qualitative research, is you're going to hit the 'search reporting guideline,' button, and then you're going to see that there is about 33 guidelines that show up. Okay. 

	Now, this list, the first one you can see, number one _____ [00:48:31] the board is the SRQR that Rebecca mentioned earlier. The second one is integrity. Right. And so the site has crashed. My goodness, well, I'm sorry that the EQUATOR Network has crashed. So many of you were going to at one time. 

	Luckily for us, we have screenshots that tell us that it's here. So hopefully, these static slides can help you to go in the future. But as you get there, what you're going to notice is 33 reporting guidelines that you can find. And then again, just a reminder, that they're sorted by what's added first, and not necessarily the most used. Okay? 

	So just when you can get on the EQUATOR Network when it's been crashed, and you guys can get to it. Again, we've too much traffic at one time. Again, you can find the one that we're working through. These slides will be available to you, and you'll be able to see this. So we're going to focus on COREQ. 

	Okay. And there are some other things you can look up in a second, if the, if this network is still crashed. So when you're clicking on the hyperlink; let me back up, the hyperlink down here for number three where the COREQ is. What you want to do is you want to click on that link. It's going to open up another screen. 

	That screen is going to look like a, a green screen that has all the details, the citation, lots of links about the COREQ, or the author's guidelines you picked. What you want to look for on that page are two very specific things. There is going to be lots of hyperlinks if you get to that page.

	Okay. Thank you, Angie, for telling me you crashed the network. I was _____ [00:49:58] you're telling me that I crashed my own computer, but you're so sweet. So what you want to do, is you want to take the opportunity to find either the DOI, right. Where you can go to your Google search box, and you can just copy, and paste the DOI, and find the actual article. 

	A lot of the links in the EQUATOR Network might get you straight to the checklist, but I want to teach you how to find it in the manuscript. Again so that if you're teaching other people and that the EQUATOR Network crashes again, you can just go to the the article. S

	o for the COREQ, what you want to do is you either can, if you can type the the DOI number into your Google search box, you can pull up – again, this is an open access journal because it says free right here. We're very lucky that many of these are open access. But if you can't get to the EQUATOR Network, you can google COREQ, see if it comes up, try to find the DOI. 

	What you're trying to find is a PDF of the manuscript. That's the bottom line. Bottom line is _____ [00:50:59] every published reporting guide is really the table that we use to copy and paste into the manuscript. So remember this table I showed you a few, a few minutes ago, this is what you're looking for. 

	So when you get the PDF of the article, you're gonna scroll through the tables. I don't even read the article. The article tells us how they built the reporting guidelines. A lot of times I'm too busy so I'm, like, "How do I get there?" How do I teach my staff to get what we need, plunk it in the paper, and keep moving? 

	When we have time, we'd go back, and we'd consume how they created the guideline. Maybe if we want to create a guideline in the future. Who knows, we might? But you want to find the table that has the checklist, or in some way some guidance that helps you to create that methods section. You're looking for questions, you're looking for headers, you're looking for subheaders. You're looking for the content of what goes in that section and subsection. 

	So again, you're going to use the domains, you're going to use the subsections for headers for your paper. That's the bottom line, get the PDF, get the table, copy, and paste it into your manuscript just like we showed you earlier, manuscript file, your paper file. Okay. Now, just because we crashed the EQUATOR Network, you can figure this out. But not everything is in there, this is just one tool. 

	We wanted just to share what tool we used, what tool's out there. But not every guideline that's about reporting for any type of study design is in the EQUATOR Network. If you're looking for a guideline, and again, my librarian side, and someone who teaches evidence-based practice process, how do you find information? How do you search, how do you work with librarians? 

	I want to remind you to work with a literature search where you might look for other reporting guidelines. You might do a phrase search, we're using the words, 'reporting guideline,' in the air quotes. You might put reporting guideline and qualitative with Boolean logic with capital A and D in between. And that can help phrase search with the quotes, the 'and' can help connect the two dots between reporting guidelines and qualitative research. 

	So you want to combine two phrases and find something. That Boolean Logic might be helpful in any database you might use, or even Google Scholar, in regular Google. But you're trying to find it on your own. You can certainly contact your librarian and ask them to help you if you know the author, the journal, or the title. 

	And I have to thank our colleagues in VA and elsewhere. Susan Zuckman has published one on patient-centered outcomes research. It's a mixed methods guideline that has qualitative as well as mixed methods in it. It's phenomenal, I got to use that word again. I use it all the time. That may be one that's not in the guidelines,but EQUATOR Network, but again, might be circulated amongst your colleagues. 

	Again, create a folder on your network, in your team, in your team's channel, wherever you store your stuff for your writing team. Put together the guidelines that you found along the way, and you can have fun with your team when you say, "Hey, Dave, I need you to go find me the MOOSE guidelines," or, "Hey, Jack, I need the CHERRIES guideline." 

	And what's amazing to me is that my team in a, in a very short amount of time knows exactly what those guidelines are for. One is for an electronic survey, another one is for a meta observational study, something, or a meta analysis. Who knows what MOOSE stands for. But it's really fun to call out MOOSE, and CHEERIES, and all these other guidelines, and then to go pull them up. 

	So we , kind of, make it fun in our team. So again, there may be plenty of other guidelines out there. Please, please, please use your regular search strategies, your librarians, other colleagues to find others, create that file, begin using them as you construct any paper. And as you all know, as Rebecca mentioned in the very beginning, a lot of biomedical journals are actually asking for these guidelines to be included. 

	And that's another pro tip that I didn't put in the slides but it's really important to remember. If you use a guideline cite it in the paper. I actually put in the methods section. What I generally do is in the first paragraph where I've talked about the methodology, the approach, the paradigm, the design, the last sentence is usually my IRB statement whether I have a non-research evaluation study, or a research study, excuse me, with the IRB. 

	There is usually a sentence about the IRB somewhere in there or non-research. Right after that sentence or right before, I will put a sentence that says, "This manuscript follows X, Y, Z author reporting guideline." And I put the citation in for the main article from the PDF that we found. 

	And again, now you've told your reviewers and the editors of the journals that you've looked at these. And they should be able to find your headers along the way knowing that you've used these guidelines to help, again with that transparency, and the quality of your findings, and your reporting. 

	Okay I don't know what time it is, but I'm sure it's about time. So our key takeaways, and three minutes to go. There are specific guidelines for qualitative methods the EQUATOR Network is just one _____ [00:55:56]. And certainly it can increase this, the transparency and clarity. But again, what we tried to teach today is how do you, how do you build a manuscript with some tricks of the trade for my writing team and others that have taught me along the way? 

	So I'm gonna pitch it over to Christine for questions. I want to thank all of you for being here. Christine, if we have time for a question, please feel free. 

Christine Kowalski:	Yes, thank you so much, Monica. And, Rebecca, this was wonderful. We do have a couple of questions, and maybe we can just do two quick ones. So one of the questions that we received was mentioning that the COREQ and the SRQR were written before rapid qualitative analysis became popular, so which is true. 

	And in our collaborative there's a lot of focus now on rapid qualitative methods. So the question is, do you have any thoughts on how we could adapt the standards for that, for the instances when you do use rapid qualitative analysis?

Monica Matthieu:	Well, I'm gonna just give my off-the-cuff, please write one. 

Rebecca Bruening:	Yeah. 

Monica Matthieu:	Right, take a look at these articles that actually published one. I'm gonna ask my colleague, Rebecca, to chime in. But I honestly believe, if it's not there, build it. Use these, use these articles, and PDFs – 

Unidentified Female:	Yeah.

Monica Matthieu:	– And these checklists to guide how you might want to adapt one, and then publish it. It would be a great, great addition for all of us. Rebecca, any ideas on your end?

Rebecca Bruening:	I think that's a great one. I would just add, I was actually looking at that question, and perusing both the SRQR, and the COREQ. And I I think they're, 99% of it still applies, really, to rapid analysis. It's really just about describing what you did. So again, going back to what I think I was saying earlier, it may, you may not have the codebook or coding tree to report, but you may have something, sort of, along the same lines in the same spirit. 

	So it's really just about adapting these for, for what you did. But I think, generally, there shouldn't be too much that you have to adapt. A lot of it really is common across studies.

Christine Kowalski:	Great, thank you so much. And so another quick question that, hopefully, we'll have time for. It looks like there was some interest, Monica, in these writing team meetings you mentioned. I also think that's a great idea. I haven't done that myself, so just asking for a little more information about that, like, how, how long they are? Or how long can you have them? If you have any recommendations for that?

Monica Matthieu:	Yes, absolutely do. So my team and I had, there's a standing meeting on Fridays at 9 o'clock. We have an agenda for whatever papers are priority. And in those meetings we divide and conquer the work, right. I mentioned Jack and Ciara as our technical writers, they generally spend most of our time putting together the structure of our manuscript, and our paper files. 

	But we meet for once a week, Fridays at 9:00, every, every Friday. When I'm not there, Jack, David, the project coordinator, David, may run the meeting. Others may run the meeting, other co-investigators may run the meeting. But we keep it a standing meeting for whoever can come. It's an hour long. 

	We usually try to handle one or two papers. Sometimes we've gone up to four and five papers. What we do in those meetings is actually work through the manuscript. We're teaching and doing, right. And so as I mentioned earlier, where Jack, when I've mentioned, like, Jack and Ciara actually plunked the checklist in. I've had times when we're talking about which author's guideline, and one of them in the background, usually David, or Jack, or Ciara, they've already plunked it in.

	Right, we're talking about which one to pick. They've gone to the folder. They've picked the checklist. They've thrown it into the manuscript file, then they share screen, and say, "Okay, where do we go next?" And I'm, like, "Wow." A couple more tricks of the trade, write in the document, don't write in comment boxes. 

	When Jack was new, he was writing in comment boxes, and had to move it back. And we talked about how much faster it would be to develop the paper, if you're taking notes of our conversation right into the manuscript. So our writing team, like I said earlier, full composition of all comers, anyone can come. 

	And again, it's a working meeting where we work on the manuscript, and we talk about decisions we need to make along the way. And then we give taskers for who is going to take the manuscript between now and next Friday. 

Christine Kowalski:	Great, thank you so much. And this is just a quick something I'll mention that could be related that we do when we're – so if, if people are having these meetings, or doing some of this, we tend to write, we call them memos. Like, if you're using Vivo, some people do, some people don't. Some people use Word. That's fine.

	It's, it can be helpful sometimes when you're actually doing the process of your analysis to be keeping a memo that explains what you're actually doing. So that later, when you come back to reading these methods, you, kind of, have a lot of that documented.  

	We, a lot of us have done this and found it helpful. I know, I think we've run over. So there, I think we got through, actually, most of the questions. There's one that, kind of, wasn't really posed as a question so I wasn't sure what the…. But, I think we can probably close out this session. And so, Whitney, did you have any closing remarks that you wanted to make?

Whitney:	Yep. Thank you, Christine, and thank you to our presenters, Monica, Rebecca. We've got a lot of great comments in the, in the chat. Some are writing their dissertation, so this was great for them.

Christine Kowalski:	Yeah.

Whitney:	Yeah so, unfortunately, you guys don't have access to the chat, but there is a lot of wonderful comments in there. Attendees, when I close out the meeting, you will be prompted with a feedback form. Please take a few moments to complete the form. 

	We really do appreciate and count on your feedback to continue to deliver high quality Cyberseminars. Thank you, everyone, for joining us for today's HSR&D Cyberseminar. And we look forward to seeing you at a future session. Have a great day, everyone.

Unidentified Female:	Bye, everybody.

Unidentified Female:	Thanks, everyone. 

Unidentified Female:	Thank you.  

Unidentified Female:	Thank you so much for our presenters. 

Unidentified Female:	Of course. 

Unidentified Female:	Of course. 

Unidentified Female:	Bye, everyone.

[END OF TAPE] 
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