Part 3: eMERGe Reporting Guidance - Extensions
Format and content of meta-ethnography outputs 
Published meta-ethnographies are often difficult to identify. One reason for this is that the term ‘meta-ethnography’ often does not appear in the titles or abstracts of journal papers or reports. In addition, our audit of published meta-ethnographies found that abstracts are often poorly reported and lack clarity for readers regarding their methods and findings.
Therefore, the following criteria should be considered: 
· Include the term meta-ethnography in the title, abstract and/or keywords.
Reporting a meta-ethnography may take a number of formats including, for example, a journal paper, research report, policy document or film depending on the intended audience. 
The abstract, lay summary and/or executive summary should be tailored to the intended audience. Ideally it should contain brief details of:
· the study’s background; aim and review question or objectives; search strategy; methods of selection, appraisal, analysis and synthesis of primary study accounts  
· main findings including a description of the model, conceptual framework, or theory and the number of studies synthesised 
· implications for policy, practice and/or theory.
Journal editors should note that reviewers might use a particular format, such as use of italics or alignment of text, to illustrate how the primary studies are related and it is important this is replicated exactly during the editing process as this affects interpretation of the material.

Assessment of the methodological strengths and limitations of included primary studies
Noblit and Hare (1988) did not consider the assessment of the methodological strengths and limitations of included primary studies in their original text. Whether to explicitly make such assessments remains a contentious issue amongst qualitative researchers partly because what is a strength in one type of qualitative research may be a limitation in another (Carroll and Booth 2015, Toye et al. 2014).   Although many meta-ethnographies are commonly published without a formal appraisal of the methodological strengths and limitations of included studies (France et al. 2014), Campbell and colleagues identified important benefits when formal appraisal criteria were applied (Campbell et al. 2011). The appraisal process facilitated closer reading of studies to identify their methodological strengths and limitations, and aided interpretation of their potential contribution to the synthesis.   Campbell concluded that ‘although there is an argument that including weak studies gives them an unwarranted credibility, such studies do not unduly distort a qualitative synthesis in the way that a poor-quality, highly biased quantitative study could influence a meta-analysis. In a qualitative synthesis, it is the power of ideas that matters.’ (Campbell et al. 2011, p.122).
If the findings of a meta-ethnography will be used in a decision-making context (such as an evidence-to-recommendation process undertaken by a clinical guideline development group) then an assessment of the methodological strengths and limitations of included studies is needed as part of an assessment of how much confidence can be placed in these findings (see GRADE CERQual extension below (Lewin et al. 2015)).  
The Cochrane Qualitative and Implementation Methods Group provide detailed guidance on the selection and use of an appraisal tool for assessing methodological strengths and limitations (Noyes et al. 2018). The guidance covers key aspects of reviewer decision-making such as how and when to use the appraisal process to make inclusion, exclusion and sampling decisions relevant to the review question. In a meta-ethnography, appraisal of the methodological strengths and limitations of primary studies may also be carried out to identify conceptually rich papers.  Some meta-ethnographies include relevant studies irrespective of their methodological limitations so reviewers need to consider how to use study assessments when determining and interpreting findings. 

Reporting of the assessment process should be transparent and document the rationale for decisions made. The following aspects should be considered:  
· provide a rationale for conducting / not conducting an assessment of methodological strengths and limitations. 
· identify the assessment tool.
· for each primary qualitative study, report in a table the assessment made for each domain of the tool used to assess methodological strengths and limitations. Consider including evidence (such as providing a succinct summary of each review finding) for these judgements.
· describe how the assessments were used in the meta-ethnography. For example: as a means of selecting primary studies, or as information to use when interpreting the findings etc. 

Using GRADE-CERQual to assess confidence in findings from qualitative evidence syntheses
If the findings of a meta-ethnography will be used to inform health care decision-making then an assessment of confidence in the synthesised qualitative findings is important (Lewin et al. 2015). The GRADE-CERQual (Confidence in the Evidence from Reviews of Qualitative research) approach includes four components: the methodological limitations of the individual qualitative studies contributing to a review finding; the relevance to the review question of the individual studies contributing to a review finding; the coherence of the review finding; and the adequacy of data supporting a review finding. Detailed guidance on the application of CERQual is available elsewhere (Lewin et al. 2015), CERQual website: www.cerqual.org). 

There are however some important considerations when undertaking and reporting a meta-ethnography in a decision-making context.  Meta-ethnography may produce two different levels of findings: in phases 3 to 5, metaphors, themes and concepts from across the included studies may be identified and synthesised in a reciprocal translation and refutational analysis. In phase 6 these themes and concepts are translated into one another to inform the development of broader concepts or theory.  These different levels of findings may be useful at different stages of a decision-making process. For example, the broad concepts or theory emerging from a meta-ethnography may help shape a decision-making process by providing an explanation of a phenomenon or process, as experienced by stakeholders. The synthesised themes and concepts from the earlier phases of a meta-ethnography may inform specific decisions, such as whether an intervention is acceptable to stakeholders. In principle, CERQual can be applied to both levels of findings. The use of CERQual to assess more descriptive findings is now well established and guidance is available (Lewin et al. 2015). However, there is much less experience in applying CERQual to the broader concepts or theory that may emerge from a meta-ethnography and guidance on this is still to be developed. 
When reporting the application of CERQual in a meta-ethnography, the following considerations are important:  
· [bookmark: _GoBack]describe the meta-ethnography review question in detail, including the phenomena of interest and the relevant aspects of context (Noyes et al. 2018).
· undertake and report an assessment of the methodological limitations of the primary studies contributing to each finding, along with the assessments for the other three CERQual components. 
· report the synthesised findings from primary studies, along with their CERQual assessments, in a Summary of Qualitative Findings Table. Examples can be found in Lewin et al (2015) and at the CERQual website. 
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