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Christine Kowalski:
… For joining our Qualitative Methods Learning Collaborative Cyberseminar today as when he said my name is Christine Kowalski, I'm a Qualitative Analyst and the Director of the QMLC, and I run the group along with her really exceptional advisory group. 

And that QMLC is a learning collaborative, we have a mission as a national community of qualitative researchers, and experts to work towards advancing qualitative methods, and to help this community learn how to use certain methodologies that they may not be familiar with.


We have over 350 people in the group, and this session today is part of our bimonthly seminar series. If you just happened upon this session today, and you'd like to join that collaborative, you're welcome to do so please send an e-mail to you IRG at VA dot gov. 


And now I'd like to thank our presenters for their work in preparing for the session today. I'm just very thrilled that we have them, they both do wonderful work. Dr. Andrea Nevedal is an Investigator and Senior Qualitative Methodologist with the Center for Innovation to Implementation, Ci2i, in the VA Palo Alto Health Care System. And Caitlin Reardon is a Senior Qualitative Analyst with the Ann Arbor Center for Clinical Management Research at the Ann Arbor Healthcare system. 


And so just to briefly frame this up, we know that traditional qualitative approaches are resource intensive. And now, there are, of course, rapid qualitative approaches. In a QMLC we get a lot of questions about when to use those methods and how to use them so the process is still rigorous. And just to emphasize, rapid does not mean not rigorous. 


So I'm so happy that we'll have this presentation today. They are going to provide a step-by-step process for conducting rapid directed content analysis using a CFIR. So thank you all, again for joining, please enjoy this session. And now I'm going to turn things over to Andrea and Caitlin. 

Caitlin Reardon:
Hi, everyone, good morning. Thank you, Christine, so much for introducing us and, Whitney, for all of the logistical support. Like Christine said, my name is Caitlin Reardon, and I work for the Center for Clinical Management Research in Ann Arbor, Michigan which is actually located on the land of the Anishinaabeg, Seneca, Delaware, Shawnee, and Wyandot nations. 


I have been working with Laura Damschroder for almost ten years, actually, using the CFIR, both on our own projects but then also training VA, and non-VA teams to use the CFIR on their _____ [00:02:41]. We're currently working on the second version of the CFIR, CFIR V2, longly anticipated. 


And as part of that work, recently submitted the CFIR outcomes agenda; so keep an eye out for both of those publications, hopefully, sometime this year. And now, I'll turn it over to Andrea to introduced herself. 

Andrea Nevedal:
Hello, thanks, everyone, for the opportunity to present. I'm Andrea Nevedal, and I just wanted to add to Christine's great introduction that the Center for Innovation to implement, Implementation at VA Palo alto it's located on the land of the Muwekma Ohlone nation. And I just wanted to mention that for the past four years I've had the wonderful opportunity to work closely with Caitlin and Laura Damschroder, who I've had a more intensive training using the CFIR. 


At first, we used the traditional CFIR-based analysis approach but more recently Caitlin and I began exploring how to streamline our process to better meet the needs for our current evaluation. And now, I'll pass it back over to Caitlin to read the poll questions. Next slide for the poll questions?

Caitlin Reardon:
Alright, thank you. So we just wanted to, sort of, see where the audience was out in terms of the level of familiarity. So this is that first question, if you can answer that, Whitney has posted the answers on the right. The question is, "What is your level of familiarity with rapid qualitative analysis, from none to high?

Whitney:
Thank you, Caitlin, the poll question is now open and running. And she's going to let that run for a few more seconds. I see we have people just joining, so I want to give them a chance to answer that question. 


Alright, it seems like things have slowed down so I'm just gonna go ahead and close that poll and share the results. So we have 9% said A, high; 29% said B, moderate; 27% said C, low; and 10% said D, none. 

Caitlin Reardon:
Okay great, thank you. And the next poll question is, "What is your level of familiarity with the CFIR?" Again the answers range from high to none. 

Whitney:
Okay so that poll is open. Again, the question is, "What is your level of familiarity with the CFIR? Your choices are high, moderate, low, and none. So I'll just let that run for a few more seconds, I see a few more trickling in, so. 


Alright, so I'm gonna go ahead and close that poll, and share the results. We have 10% said A, high; 27% said B, moderate; 19% said C, low; and 13% said D, none. Back to you, Caitlin. 

Caitlin Reardon:
Okay, thank you so much, that's actually really helpful. Overall, this Cyberseminar was designed primarily for researchers, but at least some level of familiarity with the CFIR. However, if that's not you, there is additional detail about the CFIR and this method in the paper associated with the Cyberseminar, and a lot of information on CFIR technical assistance website. And we also love to answer questions by e-mail, if there's some, sort of, more in depth questions about that. Go ahead and go to the next slide. 


So just to provide some background and context for our approach; and Christine actually did mention this, but qualitative approaches are great. They are really prominent in implementation science because they help us understand why implementation either succeeded or failed in a specific facility. 


But they are also very resource intensive and that doesn't work well when your project maybe has a short funding timeline or funding span. Or when you actually need results real-time to inform what you're doing with implementation. 


In our case, we were really driven by several reasons, actually, the first being that we did want to provide more rapid feedback to our operational partners. This is a, this was part of a quality improvement project. The second was that we were actually struggling to get transcripts in a timely manner just because of the, sort of, huge need for transcription that is happening in the VA. 


And the third is that we were experiencing, honestly, quite a lot of fatigue associated with our more traditional method due to the, sort of – well, we'll actually talk more about it as we go on. But just, sort of, due to, sort of, extensive review of the data. You can go ahead and go to the next slide. 


So when we went into the literature, we saw, of course, the rapid analysis approaches are really, really increasing. They're becoming much more common. But we also found that many of them were inductive in nature, and that they were using transcripts. 


And when I say inductive, I mean that they're not, they weren't directly coding to a theory or framework. They were often coding to, sort of, broad categories based on the interview questions, which meant then, if a framework was desired, perhaps for presenting results, it required a second step of then mapping those themes, or categories to the framework. And like I said, they also often rely on transcripts. The next slide?


So for us, we really had a two-part goal. The first was that we wanted to develop a rigorous, CFIR-informed, deductive rapid analysis process using notes and audio files. And the second was then to compare that method to our traditional CFIR approach. 


And, ultimately, we did find, and this is detailed in the publication, that our new approach required much less time, it was less costly, but it was still rigorous, and it was still effective in meeting our objectives, and meet our evaluation objectives. 


The first goal here on the slide, though, is actually what is going to be the focus of this Cyberseminar because we did want to really focus on talking about the method. Next slide?


So additionally, I was glad to see,, I think, it was only a, sort of, a minority of folks that were not very familiar with the CFIR. And I'm not going to talk about the CFIR in depth; like, I said, we do have the technical assistance website available. But overall, just to orient folks, it is a determinant framework.


It defines constructs across five domains of influence on implementation. The next slide? Alright, and now, I'm going to actually turn it over to Andrea to just go through some considerations before attempting or using our approach.

Andrea Nevedal:
Thanks, Caitlin. So before describing our deductive rapid analysis methods using the CFIR, we wanted to share some important considerations that may help you decide if this is the right approach for your team. So one of the things to think about is, is the CFIR or a framework approach appropriate for your study's rapid analysis?


In our case, using the CFIR was helpful because it is a comprehensive determinant framework. This reduces the risk of overlooking key domains and assist researchers with sharing and comparing results across studies, which were the key objective in our evaluation. We needed to compare diverse practices and cohorts over time.


Please note, though, that although we started off deductively with the CFIR, we also incorporate inductive codings. Which, we know that if you rely on a framework too heavily, you can overlook new insights that may affect implementation. 


Another consideration is, what is your team's expertise and familiarity with the CFIR or framework of choice? We only recommend this approach to researchers who already have a strong or basic foundation in the CFIR because one needs to rapidly code qualitative data into deeper constructs in real-time. 


So it would be very difficult if you don't have a strong grasp of the constructs. So even for a skilled researcher, there is a high level of effort, and cognitive load during the initial coding phase. We needed a three-hour calendar block of time to conduct the interview to immediately take note, and then to rapidly code the note into the matrix, which requires a basic familiarity with the CFIR. 


Next, it's important to consider what level of detail is needed for your study or evaluation? Rapid approaches using notes and audio recordings provide more of a big picture view, yielding a lower level of detail the transcript-based approaches; a project that require the high level of detail and, or long quotations may not be appropriate for for our rapid approach. 


However, we found that this approach did provide a similar level of detail in the final matrix. It allowed us to see the, both the overall patterns and the important details in our data more efficiently. 


We were able to see both the forest and the trees. But I'm sure many of you know that sometimes when doing the traditional analysis, sometimes it's easy to get lost when there's so much data to review. And oftentimes, you're reviewing the same data over and over again. 


And lastly, it's important to think about if you were conducting a new project or an extension of another project? Our rapid approach is especially useful if you already have a related codebook and reading criteria already defined. In our approach, we started off with traditional analysis and transitioned to rapid as part of an ongoing evaluation. 


So we were already familiar with the construct, study topic, and even previous results. So when starting a new study, the team will just need more time to familiarize themselves with the codes, the definition, and the study topic. The next slide?


And just to provide a basic background, I wanted to mention that the diffusion of excellence provided a platform and funding for completing this work. And just briefly to describe: The diffusion of excellent identifies clinical and administrative practices developed by VA employees. 


It provides six to nine months of facilitated implementation support for promising practices. It then offers different levels of support for disseminating practices across VA to enhance the delivery of Veteran centered services. The next slide?


This slide provides much more detail on the diffusion of excellence that you could reference later if you're interested. We also have a much more in depth discussion of the diffusion of excellence, and its, and the processes involved in our publication, and the publication from the rest of our team. The next slide?


And just before we get into our methods, we wanted to just give a shout out to our wonderful diffusion of excellence team. Dr. George Jackson is the PI for the overall evaluation. And our smaller team consists of Laura, Maria, Marilla, Caitlin, and I. 


We wanted to give a special thanks to Maria for helping us to enhance our slides, and make them look much better than what we started off with. So thank you. Now, next slide, and I'll pass it back over to Caitlin.

Caitlin Reardon:
I would say enhance is, we need to really, just recognize that I sent completely black and white slides to Maria. So essentially, I think she maybe worked a miracle, so thank you. 


Before we get into our method, I wanted to just, sort of, set the stage with what our traditional CFIR process looks like. 


As you can see on the slide, there's three different phases: data collection, data analysis, data interpretation. And where our rapid approach really differs is by combining data collection and analysis so that it's occurring simultaneously. 


This leads to the earlier aggregation of data, which is why, ultimately, this approach did save a significant amount of time. But both approaches do end with a final matrix that has CFIR constructs, and rows, and facilities, and columns. And I do want to point out before we, kind of, show pictures of the matrix is that it's a very large matrix. 


So we're usually having about 50 rows that include the existing CFIR constructs, as well as any new inductive constructs that we've added based on the data. And then about 15 columns, one for each facility that is in the cohort of data that we're looking at. 


And what that matrix allows us to do, to do in both the the traditional process, and the rapid process is to do both case, and construct analyses. So we can look at each facility's row and really understand the full implementation story at that facility, what ultimately facilitated or hindered their level of implementation success? 


But it also allows us to then look at constructs, and understand which constructs were barriers, and facilitators to implementation, and possibly across the board, across the entire cohort of facilities? But also the constructs that possibly differentiated between facilities with either high or low success. 


And we'll actually use the process of building the matrix or a snippet of the matrix with fictional data during the presentation just to demonstrate what that looks like in our rapid approach. Next slide. 


So there are actually two phases, in general, during analysis. The first is coding data, and I want to just note that on the upcoming slides, you'll see clocks, and dollar symbols to to denote when a step resulted in time or money savings. In general, more clocks equals more time saved. So that's just a, just a note to, for the slides coming up, and next slide. 


So, as I said earlier, our rapid approach combines data collection and analysis. And what that means is that during the interview, I'm actually handwriting notes, and then tagging them with CFIR constructs in parentheses. Immediately after that, I then code or transfer the notes into the appropriate cell in the matrix. 


That's why it requires for the primary analyst, a really large calendar block. Because I found that if I did not do this immediately after the interview, I had to re-listen, I wasn't able to retain all of the the detail in my mind. And I also do have truly horrific handwriting and so it sometimes wasn't even possible to read my notes when I did it right after. Next slide?


So this then is actually an example, snippet of our matrix. This is what this would look like, after I had completed coding, the first interview for this specific facility. And like I said, so this is just, this is two constructs, not all 50 in one facility, not 50. 


So you'd have to sort of zoom out, and you can see what is going on in this matrix, is that I've used red text to request timestamps from Andrea, who will be the secondary analyst in this interview when I've been able to capture a direct quote. But then I also have a note here that I knew that I had missed something. 


Honestly, this was, probably would have been related to bad handwriting. And so I've just asked her to then be paying attention, right, when she does her pass. Okay next slide.


Well, I just wanted to add that when – I'm the primary analyst, although Caitlin I did it very similarly. Sometimes I would, I found it helpful to print the interview guide to help me keep track of the CFIR constructs as I write my note. So it was helpful for me as I was still learning certain constructs, or if I was having trouble with certain constructs. 


But when doing that, it's important to ensure that your notes actually correspond to the construct on the interview guide. So sometimes a participant may not answer the intended question. And maybe you asked the question about leadership engagement, and then they, kind of, go off and talk about something else. 


So even if I wrote my notes near the part of the printed interview guide about leadership engagement, I would just verify that it's still related to that construct before transferring my notes over. 


Okay so now, I wanted to talk about the role of the secondary analyst. So I begin by reviewing the matrix, and note that Caitlin has already created for the particular facility before I listened to the audio. This helped me to familiarize myself with the data and understand if there are any comments or key areas that maybe Caitlin needed help with. 


So maybe there was a, the spot on the other slide where it said – [ she missed something about, I think it was competition, or or something like that, or competing demands. So that would have, kind of, flagged my memory that, as I'm listening to this, I need to pay attention for anything, any audio related to that. It allows me to see where there may be important comments or missing data noted by Caitlin. 


Next, I listened to the audio recording, and I pause often to verify, and to edit the notes. So it's, kind of, a back and forth thing. I listened to the audio for a minute, I searched through the matrix to find the right spot to double check, and see if Caitlin has all of the information there? If there's anything I would want to add? And then I resumed the audio again. 


And then I also used text formatting, like, similar to what Caitlin had already mentioned. So I would use green font to identify any new texts that I've added so that Caitlin could easily see that when she reviews it again. I used strike through for deletions or recoding. 


And then I used yellow highlighting to identify changes that we should review together. And I think Caitlin, you said you might have, like, a slightly different twist on being a secondary analyst that you might want to add.

Caitlin Reardon:
Yeah, for the most part, I would actually follow that same process. But at times, I would, actually, listen to the audio, and take notes before reviewing what was already in the matrix. And that was really just to be and, sort of, extra check to make sure that that Andrea and I were on the same page. 


I will say at that point one of the the benefits of all of this is that we've been working together for so long that our level of, sort of, consensus initially was already very, very high.

Andrea Nevedal:
Okay, right, next slide. So here's just an example of the matrix. So basically, I've gone through, and I've made some edits. As you can see, I've added in some green text, there is some, a little bit of a strike through there. I've added in some additional information about our relationship code, and some timestamps to help, just enhance the summary that Caitlin had initially created. 


I also highlighted the cell in yellow so that it's easier to see where there may be some discrepancies, or something that we might need to talk about in a little bit more detail. And the yellow highlighting is really helpful in Excel because you can quickly look across the row, or down a column; and see, "Okay, here," like, some, maybe not not problem areas, but just some areas that, like, we need to look at this a little bit more closely. 


The cell below is not highlighted in yellow. As you can see, I just have some very minor comments here. This really wasn't worth the two of us discussing, Caitlin could review it on our own time. 


And this, generally, as Caitlin said, like, we had a pretty high level of agreement because we've worked together for a long time. And so the yellow cells are, really, for, like, the problem areas which didn't happen too often, but sometimes it did. Next slide – I'll hand it back over to Caitlin.

Caitlin Reardon:
Yeah, thank you. So the final step in the coding phase is just, ultimately, coming to consensus on what the final notes look like. And so I would go through the matrix on my own, review, and accept any agreed upon edits. And then, like Andrea said, anything that required additional discussion, we would go ahead, and meet, and, sort of, hash it out. 


And as necessary, update the codebook, if that was required because we were tweaking something in terms of how we were coding, or what we were doing with that. Next slide. 


And so, ultimately, then what you can see is the, sort of, complete, final matrix, at least in terms of us coming to consensus on this participant. So now that we've, sort of, talked through these three steps, I just want to point out that we are using _____ [00:23:52] building approach within this same matrix with additional interviews. 


So for example, after interviewing Participant 2, I would draft the summary for that participant beneath Participant 1 so that, ultimately, all of the data for that facility for that associated construct is captured in the same cell. And at the same time, at the top where it says, "Facility A," within that cell, we would start a facility summary. 


Really, just getting out some of the overall themes, and similarly, building it with each interview that is completed. And after census is reached, we end up with this quote-unquote, cleaned up matrix, essentially. Next slide?


So after we've collected all of the data for a facility, then the second phase is rating that data. And that's a, it's not necessary in all projects. It's primarily useful when you have a large sample, and you want to be able to identify patterns easily. In our case, we had a really diverse set of practices, and multiple cohorts of facilities. So we wanted to rate our data. Next slide.


If we can go back to, it's the slide that, it says, "Ratings: Strength & Valence," yeah, perfect. Thank you. So ratings consist of two components: There is a valence component which captures," Was this construct a positive or negative influence on implementation?" So that's the the plus or the minus that you see associated with those numbers. It's getting at, overall, was this a barrier or was this a facilitator? 


The second piece of ratings is the strength component, and that's getting at whether or not the construct was a weak or strong influence on implementation? And so you see that in the number piece of the rating.


You also see some additional ratings, there is an M, if the the data is missing. There is a zero if, overall, the the data was, sort of, irrelevant, or neutral. And there's an X for if the data was providing a mixed influence, and that can happen within a single participant, actually, but also, of course, when you have multiple participants, and different perspectives.


So the phase, the rating phase of this process actually follows the exact, same, sort of, general process that we use for coding. And what I mean by that is that I would rate the data, write a rationale. Andrea would review, and revise, and then we would come to consensus. So we're actually not going to, to go through those steps in detail, but those slides are included for for later reference. 


And we did want to say, just that this is really where, for us, the time savings happened. And it's really about, sort of, when and how the data is aggregated. So in our traditional approach, we did line by line coding. And all of the data for a facility is, are aggregated in a facility memo, and on average, these were about 100 pages long. 


And due to the relationships that often exist between constructs, the memos would include the same segments of text, sometimes under multiple constructs. As a result, that meant that I was going through, and reviewing each piece of data multiple times, and then Andrea was doing the same thing. 


So for a facility matrix of of, that was about 100 pages long, it would take me about eight hours if I was primary, and Andrea, about four and a half hours if she was secondary. So it's really, really time intensive, and quite frankly, painful at times. 


In the rapid approach, the primary analyst notes as you saw, they're condensed, and they're reduced at the time of the interview. And again, like I said, the data is aggregated via a building approach. So each interview is then added to the matrix as the interviews progress: Usually relationships between constructs, because we, we were writing the notes, were really just described, maybe, in one cell, and then referenced in another. 


For example, refer back to X for the full description of what was going on; and this meant that it eliminated that multiple review of each piece of data. And at the end of the day, we were rating then, high level notes instead of 100 pages of data, essentially. 


So that's why that, why, like, we had a lot of time savings. Like I said, we're not going to walk through these, but they are there. We wanted to have as much time for questions as possible. So Whitney, can you actually skip ahead to the slide about adapting our process? Keep going, there it is. And I'll, actually, turn it back over to Andrea.

Andrea Nevedal:
Okay, thanks, Caitlin. So just to, kind of, wrap up here, we wanted to note that, though our approach saved a lot of time, and money, it is still time consuming. And maybe it's not meant to be a one size fits all approach. 


Teams should think about if they want to follow our approach as is, or maybe make some adaptations that will further streamline our processes. Some ideas that we have for you include, you might want to reduce secondary analysis on some or all interview. 


However, as noted earlier, if you are less experienced with the CFIR, it may be helpful to keep a secondary analyst, especially in the beginning if you're learning construct or just, kind of, to keep a check on the information that is summarized in constructs. 


Next, you may want to consider focusing on key constructs, key CFIR constructs that are most relevant to the study. You don't want to look, overlook anything but sometimes you may need to prioritize based on your research question, or the bandwidth of the team. 


Next, you may find that you can use other sources of data rather than conducting interviews, maybe meeting notes, or some other types of archival data. This wouldn't have worked for our evaluation but it may work for others. 


And lastly, you may want to consider omitting ratings. As Caitlin mentioned, it's especially useful, ratings are especially useful if you have a larger sample. But if you want to omit rating, think about it, if you have a smaller sample because there will be fewer comparisons to make. 


Or if you want to do ratings, you may only want to focus on the valence just to identify the positive, or the barriers, or their facilitator patterns more easily. Next slide. 


Okay so just to wrap up some more, we wanted to describe some of the pros and cons of our rapid CFIR approach compared to our traditional CFIR approach. Just overall, there were no pros and cons related to rigor or effectiveness. We found that both approaches were rigorous, and that our evaluation objective for those are not included in these tables. 


We do talk about this more in our paper so if you want, we can talk about it with questions. Or you could always refer to our paper. But we do want to know that when you use audio files instead of transcriptions, it allows researchers to conduct data collection and analysis simultaneously. 


There's no delay for transcription, but it does increase the cognitive load for the primary analyst, and requires large scheduling blocks after data collection. It also eliminates the cost of transcription, and specialized coding software, but it does decrease ease of access to raw data, and quotations. 


And something else to consider about is when you streamline analysis with early aggregation of data like we do in a rapid analysis approach, it eliminates each analyst reviewing the same pieces of data multiple time. But it does require some expertise in the CFIR.


It also allows researchers to provide feedback more quickly to operational partners and funders, but it may decrease the level of detailed feedback that you can provide. Next slide.


And then, again, just to, kind of, wrap up with a few more points, this, the second table shows the pros and cons of our rapid CFIR approach compared to rapid inductive approaches. Since the rapid CFIR uses a comprehensive framework, it decreases the risk of overlooking constructs from the literature. 


But as we mentioned earlier, if you rely too heavily on the framework, it can increase your risk of overlooking new insights or unexpected factors. To offset this concern, we always make sure to include open ended questions, and consider how to enhance the codebook with new constructs. 


So for example, I'm sure everyone has been impacted by the COVID pandemic in some way, and so that was one of those, the construct that we added for our evaluation because of its impact on implementation and sustainment. And I think I saw a question pop up where someone said, "What do you do about inductive coding?" 


So yes, you would add a new row. Or maybe you'd make it related, you might put it in line with another construct that it's close to. But yeah, generally, we would just add a new row for COVID, or anything else that came up inductively, or that was particularly relevant to our evaluation that wasn't already in the CFIR. 


And lastly, the rapid CFIR approach allows researchers to compare results more easily across studies, and omits the need for a secondary mapping to a framework that has often been used in other inductive rapid approaches. Next slide?


And lastly, we just wanted to acknowledge that our rapid CFIR approach built off the work of many researchers, including Dr. Alison Hamilton and Dr. Jennifer Neal. We also note that our approach is directly based on the work, and in memory of our close colleague, and friend, Dr. Randy Gale. Next slide. 


And we just wanted to say thank you, again, for this wonderful opportunity to, kind of, share our experiences with our rapid CFIR approach. Let us know if you have any questions or comments, and feel free to reach out to us, or through e-mail. We love having these kind of methods, and CFIR conversations, and discussions. And thanks again, we'll open it up for questions now.

Christine Kowalski:
Wonderful, so this is Christine again. Thank you so much, Andrea and Caitlin, this was really wonderful. We get a lot of questions in the QMLC about, kind of, the nitty gritty details of methodology. So this is gold for people that have been asking for that. 


And I anticipate that people will go back and look at the slides in detail. In fact, we've had a few questions: Can we get a copy of the slides? And it should have been sent to you with your registration, but I think, we can ask Whitney to put a link again into the chat. 


And I also, before I start going through the questions, I just wanted to say to frame this up for people listening. Hopefully, this is, kind of, intuitive, but if not, even though this example uses the CFIR in terms of this methodology, please be aware that you don't have to use the CFIR. You can set up this same method using a different framework or theory. 


Likewise, if you already have, like, a codebook developed; in the CFIR, they call these things constructs but you can think of them as variables. So even if you're you're not that familiar with the CFIR, please know that this is still a methodology that you can use in different ways. You can use it with the codebook and so forth. 


So I'm going to start out with one question that I saw it and then we'll keep going through. And Caitlin and Andrea, if you see one that you you really would like to answer first, just let me know. But so the first question I want to talk about because I had this same question myself was, how you, kind of, make this decision about –? 


Well, I'll just read the question. Can you speak to the decision to have two analysts versus just having one analyst who uses the audio recording as their source document?

Caitlin Reardon:
Yeah that's a great question. I think that for us, and I'll also, I'm curious what Andrea will say; but I think for us, because we're working so closely, we found that you just, you start to, sort of, the data starts to live in your head. And with us, sort of, splitting up, and having each of us, essentially, either doing the interview or listening to the interview, that that data starts to be retained. 


So when it does come time to present results or write a paper, we're both really close to the data. But that's a great point, if you only had one analyst, that would be a great way to to do that, that second check. But for us, we are working as a team.

Andrea Nevedal:
Okay yes, I think I saw the one, or the one question about having two versus one. I think it depends on your bandwidth. And I think that it can be really helpful to have two, especially in the beginning, to really see, like, how do you summarize? Is the initial primary analyst doing a good job at summarizing the data and coding it? 


Because if you have someone that's newer, or I mean, Caitlin, like, I was, like, extremely, luckily, Caitlin is, like, the the absolutely best person ever to be the primary analyst. Because she knows the CFIR so well. So it really, because she, kind of, made my job a lot easier. 


But we know that most cases, people are not going to be, have as much expertise in CFIR, or the framework. And so that way in that sense, if you feel like it might be a weak spot in your team, it could be helpful to have a secondary person do a review. 


Or to have the initial primary person, I think there's another question; to have the primary person, maybe go back, and listen to the audio, and just make sure that they didn't miss out on anything. And I think that as you do this more often, you'll become more familiar with it. And you'll find that maybe there are, you're doing a better job at summarizing it.


And so maybe, you might not need to do a double check on everything as the project progresses. Or maybe it's based on the interview, maybe there are just projects, that we've all had those interviews. That some are just much more difficult to make sense of, maybe they go off topic a little bit, or whatnot. 


So maybe just flag the particular interview that you want, a secondary review, either by a second person, or the initial person. So hopefully that helps to answer that, those two questions.

Christine Kowalski:
Great, thank you, both, and I, and I'll just briefly comment on this, too. So, of course, there's always resource constraints but this is the way that we add rigor to our qualitative methods in general by having multiple eyes. So I think it's always best to have a few, at least in the beginning, if you can, of course, as I said, we know sometimes it's just, is impossible.


So so one question, I think you, kind of, may have spoken to this, but just since it seems like it wasn't completely clear. The question is, "Are all of the facilities included in one spreadsheet or does each facility have its own spreadsheet?"

Caitlin Reardon:
Yes they are all included in the same sheet. And the, I mean, the goal with that, right, is to be able to really see those patterns once the rating happens. 


But if you wanted to, sort of, copy and paste, move them around, right; so maybe you have more space when you're actually, like, transferring the notes. I think that would be fine. But ultimately, yeah, we do keep them all on the same sheet.

Christine Kowalski:
Okay, great. Now, so this question, there, there's a lot of comments, too, about, "Thank you, a great presentation." There's so many CFIR constructs, which is true. And I see that Laura is on, too, which and there are a lot of constructs. 


So the question is, "Do you capture many more than these two examples depicted? If so, how do you track all of the constructs as you go through the transcript, recognizing that multiple constructs likely appear in multiple places throughout the interview?"                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

Caitlin Reardon: 
So yes, well, first of all, yes, many, many, this is a, that's a really small snippet. We have pretty good coverage across the the matrix in terms of the data that's coming up. I would say at least, I don't know, 80, 90% of the constructs, not to mention, sort of, a new inductive themes. I'm not sure in terms of this question, if it's about, like, our traditional method because it refers to transcripts or this rapid approach?


But I mean with a, in a transcript, you're just tagging it, right? And it's, the software is going to aggregate every time that construct comes up for you. In the rapid approach, for me, and that was one of the reasons that I would try to tag my notes, my handwritten notes with, sort of, CFIR constructs in parentheses. 


So that when it came time to move things over to the matrix, I am then with, as a human, aggregating that information even if it's come up several times throughout the interview, and then moving it to the appropriate row. So I'm not sure if that answers, or if Andrea has anything to add?

Andrea Nevedal:
Yeah, maybe I would add, I mean, I'm thinking, I'm not 100%, so feel free to chime in. But I'm thinking that maybe you're, kind of, thinking about, like, what to do if there's a lot of CFIR constructs? And so if you 50 rows, is every interview going to address each construct? 


And so, like, Caitlin said, I think, that had a lot of the interviews did cover a lot of the construct. But as you, when you, whatever evaluation or study you were doing, you were going to probably realize that some of them may be less relevant, or don't come up as often. 


And so that definitely can happen where we just didn't really have anything to say, and we would just make a note that there wasn't really anything to add about a particular construct. And it does, kind of, bring up the idea that we had mentioned through one of our adaptations, that maybe you find that you're, maybe you might start off with all of the constructs for your study, or evaluation. 


But because of the bandwidth, you may need to prioritize. Maybe you have to focus on the constructs that are most relevant to your research question. And so that's something that you could think about, like, if you find that all of the CFIR constructs is a bit, kind of, too overwhelming.

Christine Kowalski:
Great, thank you, and this is something…. 

Caitlin Reardon:
_____ [00:41:43]

Christine Kowalski:
Were, were you gonna say something, Caitlin?

Caitlin Reardon:
I was just going to add that, yeah, I think that there, after you've, sort of, done an initial amount of data collection, like Andrea had said, that you might start seeing, constructs are just gonna naturally fall out. Because nothing is going to be coming up about them. 


But I do think it's important to start wide in terms of making sure you're considering all of the CFIR constructs, as well as anything that's not covered. Just because I've seen a lot of data, sort of, get forced fitted into the wrong construct when constructs are not considered right out the door.

Christine Kowalski:
Great, thank you. So this next question, I really like this question. So the person writes, "I'm curious to hear about the process of interpretation once you have all of the data in the matrix. Can you outline the steps following completion of the matrix?" 


And I know, obviously, this could probably be a whole, another, additional seminar, I I realize it's a complicated question. But if you could just give, kind of, an overview? Because at the surface, it it, it seems overwhelming. You've got this large matrix, and then where do you go from there?

Andrea Nevedal:
Caitlin, do you want to go first? 

Caitlin Reardon:
Yeah sure. Yeah it's; that's a great question. We actually didn't delve too much into that just because that process is actually the same between our traditional and our rapid approach. And I'll also say, there's some great information about this on the technical assistance website. 


But honestly, there's there's, sort of, different approaches that you can take. One is just to, sort of, try to visually identify patterns based on the ratings. We would typically at that point, analysts are unblinded if they've been blinded to level of implementation success. And then the matrix is ordered by that level of success, right. 


So facilities that were not successful on the left, all ranging up to facilities that were completely successful on the right. And then within the ratings, if a cell, for example: Let's say relative advantage is seen as a strong facilitator, a plus two in one facility versus a strong barrier in another facility, so a negative two. 


We would use different color highlight on those cells. I typically would use red and green, so red, like, a dark red for a negative two, a light red for negative one, a dark green for positive two, and a light green positive one. And essentially, you end up with a very colorful matrix. But you're able to, kind of, see those patterns pretty quickly based on success if there are constructs that are really popping out that are differentiating. 

That's just with your brain, your human brain. But then there are lots of other teams that will do, sort of, look, and do correlation analyses, or even do QCA, and other types of, sort of, quantitative methods to to look for patterns in either individual constructs or groups of constructs. So I think that's all I've got on that.

Andrea Nevedal:
Okay I will just add that, like, Caitlin mentioned earlier, that at the top of each column we have our summary for the entire facility. So we would just have, like, the, we call it, like, the quick and dirty or, like, the snapshot for each facility. 


So that's often, like, really helpful just to, kind of, know, like, sort of, like, why this particular facility did well or didn't do well when it came to implementation? And what might have been some of the key factors that, the key constructs that, sort of, influence implementation? So that's really helpful to have especially when the overall matrix can seem a little bit overwhelming. 


And I would add that, like, the color coding for the individual cells can be really helpful. Especially when sometimes you might see, let's say, one of the cell to be red under a facility that succeeded at implementation. So it's just, kind of, interesting, you have, like, this, it's a barrier, but they did well anyways. 


And so then, it's something that you would bring up. But then you, kind of, know that, well, that obviously didn't stop implementation. So there's lots of different ways that you can go about and then, sort of, do the interpretation from the matrix. 


For other studies, I often will just create a Word document for each facility, like, after I have a matrix created. But it's not really CFIR related. But I would often just, kind of, create like a, just a very brief, like, paragraph or so that would just describe each facility, or some of the key things related to a construct, or a domain, or something that I was interested in. And then that way, I could have that to work with when I'm writing my papers.

Christine Kowalski:
Great, thank you. And just to remind people, too, so there is, if you Google Andrea and Caitlin, there is a paper, a wonderful paper on implementation science that they published. So you can all take a look at that, too, for more details. 


So this question, I think it just helps to frame this as people are thinking about their own projects. So if you could talk about approximately how many interviews you conducted per site? And then did you summarize the findings across interview participants from the same site before adding them to this large matrix?


I guess, yeah, and so the question, kind of, is too, like, comparing, like, did you have more than one interviewee per per site? 

Caitlin Reardon:
Yeah so yeah, definitely. Andrea, do you want to go ahead?

Andrea Nevedal:
Well, you probably know the numbers more than me, but I would say, what do we have, like, maybe three to five or so participants per site? 

Caitlin Reardon:
Yeah. With this project, that's about right. 

Andrea Nevedal:
Yeah yeah.

Caitlin Reardon:
And then….

Andrea Nevedal:
And then, what was the second part? Yeah, go ahead, Caitlin. If you remember what the second part is?

Caitlin Reardon:
But yeah, the the data is aggregate, or is added to the matrix by interview and participant. That's why the building approach. So the first interview is a a summary of their information, is written with, and it would be, like, their study ID, usually. In the fictional matrix, it's just Participant 1, and then a summary. 


And then when the Participant 2 interview would happen, their summary would get added beneath Participant 1. And actually, in some cases, that was another way that we were able to, sort of, streamline is that sometimes you'd have folks saying incredibly similar things. 


And so we've really just, instead of having to, like, re-dig into that, that theme, there would just be Participant 2, like, made very similar comments related to X; and then anything else that was different. So that was another way that we were able to, sort of, get those bigger themes pulled out more quickly,

Andrea Nevedal:
Yeah definitely, it makes it a lot easier for the interpretation. Like, as Caitlin mentioned earlier, that when you, kind of, export your coding from traditional analysis, and you have, like, usually hundreds of pages related to a code or a construct. 


In this case it's, like, you can easily see, do the participants have agreements in just one single cell related to a construct? And it could be really helpful.

Christine Kowalski:
Great, thank you. And for other people thinking about doing this, because I've done this, too, in my own projects with the CFIR rating. Again, that CFIR website has a lot of good information as well in terms of if you're trying to assign a rating; and you might have slightly different information across interviewees, which happens all the time in this kind of work. 


So it can, kind of, help guide you through some of that, too. So this question, could you speak a little bit more about the actual interview process that facilitates the analysis process? 


So they want to know what, were both of you participating in all of the interviews? Is there any help in assigning, like, specifically the the primary analyst be the lead interviewer? Your thoughts on things like that?

Caitlin Reardon:
Well, in this case, the the…. We, okay so at this point in time, we were not doing, like, team interviews. Just, I mean, mostly is was a bandwidth issue, and because we knew we were going to have that that second person on that audio anyway. 


With the rapid approach, it, the person that does the interview, sort of, by definition, I guess, has to be the primary analyst because they're doing that at the same time as the interview. With transcripts, that was different, we would just, like – it really, actually, we were – there wasn't a primary or a secondary, really, until we got to the the rating phase. 


And so in this case, I'm sorry, I'm starting to feel like I'm not answering the question. 

Christine Kowalski:
It's okay.

Caitlin Reardon:
Where, what have I missed, or?

Andrea Nevedal:
You….

Caitlin Kowalski:
– Andrea, do you want to add anything?

Andrea Nevedal:
About assigning it, so I think it depends. I mean, I think it can be really helpful if the primary analyst has the most. So if you're, like, have a team, and you have someone who really knows the CFIR or the framework, that would be, like, the ideal person to be the primary because you think– I think that they're gonna provide, probably the best initial summary. 


But it also depends on their bandwidth. So Caitlin had more FTE on, well, she had more more experience with the CFIR than me, and she also had more FTE on this study. So it made sense for her to be the primary on most of them. 


But it was really helpful for me to be the primary on some of them because it gave me more of, like, the in depth experience of doing the the more cognitive load of the, after I conduct the interview to do the analysis process. And then we switched. 


So it's just something you have to think about, who's on your team? What is their expertise? How much FTE do they have? So hopefully that helps you to, kind of, make a decision about how to make those choices for your team.

Christine Kowalski:
Yes, thank you so much. And so for a lot of us on this call that have done qualitative interviews, we know it can be one of those cognitively challenging tasks that you could have in a workday. We've seen these slides where, I think, they approximate. There's like 20, different things that you're doing all in the same moment when you're leading an interview. 


And so because of that, just like we were saying before, it can be helpful to have two interviewers when you can, and our teams are often set up that way. But as we said, that's not always the case due to having a lot of interviews, and and maybe not as much staff time dedicated. 


So this next question; so sorry if I missed this, but were there interview questions directly related to specific CFIR constructs? So I think it's just helpful, if you don't mind giving people, like, a basic sense of, kind of, how the interview questions were set up? And if it's in a way that helps you to be able, to enable this matrix analysis?

Andrea Nevedal:
Maybe I'll speak to that because it helps me, Caitlin. And then if you want to chime in? So if you refer to our paper, we actually have our printout of our interview guide that shows you exactly which constructs map onto the question.


So when we design it, we have any related CFIR construct is associated with the question. So there is a direct map. But sometimes, as we know, participants may not always answer the question, and give the information on that construct. 


So for myself, I would print off the interview guide if I did the interview. I would take my notes close to where the question and the constructs were. But you still have to go back and verify if the question was supposed to be about leadership engagement? 

But the person didn't talk about that, I'd have to double check, and make sure I don't just, like, blindly copy, and paste my notes into the leadership engagement cell. I'd have to make sure, are they really talking about leadership engagement, or maybe they're adding in some additional things that are relevant to other constructs? 

So then I would move that information to the other constructs. But if you, I think if you look at the paper, the technical assistance website, I think that that will have more of, kind of, how we map out our interview guides.

Christine Kowalski:
Great, thank you. Go ahead, Caitlin. I'm sorry. 

Caitlin Reardon:
Yeah no, I was just gonna add that, that, like Andrea said, any possible associated CFIR construct would be tagged with the question. Because sometimes it would be, let's say it's a question about why was this practice chosen? And there might be several different CFIR constructs that could have driven, right, or could drive that answer. 


So we tried to, sort of, be as broad as possible in doing that, to to have the best idea as possible. But again, like Andrea said, people, actually, I find a lot of time, don't answer the questions that I think I'm asking. Or they just have something else to say. So it's so, it's so important to be really careful not to overly rely on the guide. 


And then lastly, we always ask just a general, sort of, after we've gone through our specific questions. You said blah-blah-blah, made implementation more difficult, and what else?


Just an open ended, what barriers did you have? And an open ended, what facilitators did you have? And those won't have any, sort of, pre-identified CFIR constructs with them. So yeah, you have to, kind of – 

Unidentified Female:
_____ [00:54:40]

Caitlin Reardon:
– Go from the, go from the bare roots with those.

Andrea Nevedal:
And I also, I would also note that I also had, like, my own, like, little CFIR cheat sheet of, like, constructs that I, kind of, struggled with, kind of, in real-time. So I, sort of, had like a notes with, like, a few of them where I was like, "Okay, I need to remember what this is." 


That can be a little bit confusing sometimes so I would have that with me on the day of the interview. So that way, as I'm writing my notes or going to transfer them over, I could, kind of, double check that. Because if I knew I had trouble with it, I just wanted to verify that I was actually coding it the right way. 

Christine Kowalski:
Great, so the next question, and maybe we'll do one, maybe two more, I guess. And we're we're getting towards the top of the hour, but I really appreciate everybody paying such close attention, and sending in such thoughtful questions. Thank you. 


So this question; if you have the resources to pay for transcription, do you think that using the rapid qualitative approach with the transcript versus using the audio could be an advantageous and maybe save time? Or is this deviating from a rapid approach too much?

Caitlin Reardon:
Lots of folks are using transcripts for for rapid analysis. So you can absolutely use transcripts, I think for us, we were really trying to do a couple things. One, it wasn't just, it actually wasn't about the resources as much as the delay it takes to get the transcription. 


Because when you, when you're, you've just done that interview, it's so fresh in your mind that a lot of that analysis will come just so easily if it's done right then. So for us, we were really trying to reduce the gap, that time between collecting the data, and analyzing the data. 


So it's, for us, I think it goes beyond that. Andrea, what else would you say?

Andrea Nevedal:
Yeah I would say it's for another project where we're not using the CFIR in such of, an in depth way, we are getting our audio files transcribed. Just as, well, just to have because we have the money, and we have the time to do it. And so we, it will be helpful in the sense of being able to find more direct quotes that we could, kind of, search through transcripts. 


But I think it just really depends on, like, what you're looking for. If you want to have that as a backup, I think you always can have it if you want. But I don't think that it's necessary. And I don't think that it will necessarily save time. Because I think that, actually, forcing yourself to listen to the audio, and doing that coding, kind of, in real-time as the primary, or as the secondary person can speed it up versus reading through a transcript. 


Like it's, kind of, like the similar as doing regular coding. So I, kind of, well, maybe I wouldn't advise just, kind of, reading through the transcript as, like, the primary analyst check. But maybe is if you wanted to be able to find some more direct quotes rather than having to search through the audio file for them.

Christine Kowalski:
Great so just one last question that I'm going to ask because, and this isn't so much – after I answer this, I'll open it up to both of you if you have thoughts, too. But this one really caught my eye because as as the Director of the QMLC, I get this question a lot. And I found out that the advisory group members do too at their individual core. 


So this question is, "What is your suggestion for someone who needs to learn rapid qualitative analysis at an extremely basic initial level? I'm a physician researcher who is not trained in this space but the value of qualitative corollary to quantitative research." 


So a wonderful question, it's not a a problem that we've completely solved in the QMLC, but we're working on it in our advisory group. So stay tuned. There are resources available, like we've referenced a few times. And I think there was another question about Alison Hamilton. She has given a Cyberseminar as well for this group. 


On rapid qualitative analysis, there's a UNC-Chapel Hill training you can register for. That's an eight-hour day for rapid qualitative analysis. The real answer is there's not a lot out there because it's such a new methodology, but it's something we're working on. We actually talked about it this month in our advisory group. 


So please, stay tuned, and like I said, if you're not a member of the collaborative, you can e-mail IRG at VA dot gov to join. And I I don't know; I don't want to put you on the spot. But Andrea and Caitlin, if if you have additional thoughts about that, feel free to share. 

Andrea Nevedal:
I I had also, I had often trained, like, trained and mentored some CDA applicants, and awardees, and other fellows, and whatnot. And I've often, like, when they want to do rapid analysis, I've, kind of, tried to keep the the project small, and focused. 

Do like shorter interviews, fewer topics to cover, and keep it, sort of, very, much more, like, simple because I think trying to do the rapid CFIR, it could, would be extremely overwhelming. These are just so many constructs that you need to learn. 


So I think you can, I think people who are less experienced can do it, but I would really try to keep your project focused.

Caitlin Reardon:
Yep yeah.

Christine Kowalski:
Great, well, thank you. Go ahead, Caitlin, I'm sorry. 

Caitlin Reardon:
Yeah no, I was just gonna add because it was, it was also, sort of, related to Alison. You had mentioned Alison Hamilton, and quite frankly, that's the approach that I would use to learn. 


It's related to what Andrea said, keeping those categories bit more, fewer of them, and bigger, and broader. So I'd definitely check out her Cyberseminar about it.

Andrea Nevedal:
And that, and one more thing I would add is that often, like, in that case, if someone's really new, you might even just want to have, like, the interview question, it could be, like, the domain. So if you have, like, five questions, that could be the domain that you'd focus on. And then you would, like, summarize it in Excel.

Christine Kowalski:
Great, well, I I realize that we're at the top of the hour. So I I want to thank Caitlin and Andrea, so much for this wonderful presentation today. And thank you all for joining. And then, I believe, Whitney has some closing remarks she'll make, too, about the session.

Whitney:
This was a wonderful presentation. Thank you so much for putting this together and presenting today. Christine, I believe, some, there is a couple of requests to provide the e-mail to join the collaborative. So if you don't mind sending that out through the chat while I make some closing comments?

Christine Kowalski:
Sure. 

Whitney:
Alright, great. So attendees, when I close out the meeting, you'll be prompted with a feedback form. Please just 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 again 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.

Andrea Nevedal:
Thank you again for this opportunity.

Caitlin Reardon:
Thank you.

Christine Kowalski: 
Yeah, thanks, everyone, we'll see you in two months. 

Andrea Nevedal:
Right.

Christine Kowalski:
Bye.

[END OF TAPE] 
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