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Introduction
JBI is a global organization promoting and supporting evidence-based decisions that improve health and the delivery of health services. Working with universities, hospitals, health facilities and non-government organizations across the globe, JBI responds to real-world healthcare challenges by providing practical, reliable and context-relevant evidence. Through a unique range of tools, software, education and training, JBI enables clinicians, policymakers, educators and researchers to access, appraise and apply the best available evidence, supporting better decisions and improved health outcomes worldwide.
JBI Systematic Reviews
The core of evidence synthesis is the systematic review of literature of a particular intervention, condition or issue. The systematic review is essentially an analysis of the available literature (that is, evidence) and a judgment of the effectiveness or otherwise of a practice, involving a series of complex steps. JBI takes a particular view on what counts as evidence and the methods utilised to synthesise those different types of evidence. In line with this broader view of evidence, JBI has developed theories, methodologies and rigorous processes for the critical appraisal and synthesis of these diverse forms of evidence in order to aid in clinical decision-making in healthcare. There now exists JBI guidance for conducting reviews of effectiveness research, qualitative research, prevalence/incidence, etiology/risk, economic evaluations, text/opinion, diagnostic test accuracy, mixed-methods, umbrella reviews and scoping reviews. Further information regarding JBI systematic reviews can be found in the JBI Evidence Synthesis Manual. 
JBI Critical Appraisal Tools
All systematic reviews incorporate a process of critique or appraisal of the research evidence. The purpose of this appraisal is to assess the methodological quality of a study and to determine the extent to which a study has addressed the possibility of bias in its design, conduct and analysis. All papers selected for inclusion in the systematic review (that is – those that meet the inclusion criteria described in the protocol) need to be subjected to rigorous appraisal by two critical appraisers. The results of this appraisal can then be used to inform synthesis and interpretation of the results of the study.  JBI Critical appraisal tools have been developed by the JBI and collaborators and approved by the JBI Scientific Committee following extensive peer review. Although designed for use in systematic reviews, JBI critical appraisal tools can also be used when creating Critically Appraised Topics (CAT), in journal clubs and as an educational tool. 

JBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Qualitative Research 
Reviewer		Date	
Author 		Year		Record Number 	
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear

	1. Is there congruity between the philosophical or theoretical positioning of the study and the methodological approach that has been adopted
	☐
	☐
	☐

	2. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the research question or objectives?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	3. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the methods used to collect data?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	4. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the representation and analysis of data?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	5. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the interpretation of results?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	6. Is there a statement locating the researcher culturally or theoretically? 
	☐
	☐
	☐

	7. Is the influence of the researcher on the research, and vice- versa, addressed? 
	☐
	☐
	☐

	8. Are participants, and where appropriate, their voices, adequately represented?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	9. Is the research ethical according to current criteria, and for recent studies, is there evidence of ethical approval by an appropriate body?
	☐
	☐
	☐

	10. Do the conclusions drawn in the research report flow from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data?
	☐
	☐
	☐


Overall appraisal: 	Include  ☐	Exclude  ☐		Seek further info  ☐	
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)
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Discussion of Critical Appraisal Criteria
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1. Is there congruity between the philosophical or theoretical positioning of the study and the methodological approach that has been adopted? 
This question relates to whether the philosophical/ theoretical positioning and the chosen methodology are aligned.  For example, a report may state that the study adopted a critical perspective and followed a participatory action research methodology. Here, there is congruence between a critical view that focuses on knowledge arising from critique, action, and reflection, and action research, which focuses on first working with groups to reflect on issues or practices to create change; therefore, a ‘Yes’ category would be selected. 
Alternatively, a report may state that the study adopted an interpretive perspective and used survey methodology. Here, there is an incongruence between an interpretive view, which focuses on knowledge arising from studying what phenomena mean to individuals or groups, and surveys, which ask standard questions to a defined study population. In this case, a ‘No’ category would be selected. 
Some studies may just report that the study was ‘qualitative’ or used ‘qualitative methodology’ or make no statement of philosophical orientation or methodology. In these cases, if there is evidence in the report that the data have been collected and analysed in a way that is congruent with either a critical or interpretive perspective (e.g., semi-structured interviews and qualitative description), reviewers may assign ‘Unclear’ to this question since insufficient information would be available to inform a judgement. 

2. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the research question or objectives? 
This question relates to whether the study methodology is appropriate for addressing the research question/objectives. For example, a report may state that the research question was to seek understandings of the meaning of pain in a group of people with rheumatoid arthritis and that a phenomenological approach was taken. Here, there is congruity between this question and the methodology; the ‘Yes’ category would therefore be assigned. 
Conversely, a report may state that the research question was to establish the effects of counselling on the severity of pain experience and that an ethnographic approach was pursued. A question that aims to establish cause-and effect cannot be addressed by using an ethnographic approach (as ethnography sets out to develop understandings of cultural practices) and thus, this would be incongruent and a ‘No’ category would be assigned. 

3. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the methods used to collect data? 
This question relates to the alignment between the chosen methodology and the methods used to collect data. For example, a report may state that the study pursued a phenomenological approach, and data was collected through phenomenological interviews. There is congruence between the methodology and data collection. 
Alternatively, a report may state that the study pursued a phenomenological approach, and data was collected through a postal questionnaire. There is incongruence between the methodology and data collection here as phenomenology seeks to elicit rich descriptions of the experience of a phenomenon that would not normally be achieved through seeking written responses to standardized questions. 

4. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the representation and analysis of data? 
This question relates to whether there is alignment between the chosen methodology and the analytical process, and the way in which data has been represented. For example, a report may state that the study pursued a phenomenological approach to explore people’s experience of grief by asking participants to describe their experiences of grief. If the text generated from asking these questions is searched to establish the meaning of grief to participants, and the meanings of all participants are included in the report findings, then this represents congruity, and the ‘Yes’ category would be selected.
The same report may, however, focus only on those meanings that were common to all participants and discard divergent or single reported meanings. This would not be appropriate in phenomenological study and would, therefore, be assigned ‘No’.  ‘Unclear’ would be assigned to a report where the methodology and/or analytical process has not been outlined, since insufficient information would be available to inform a judgement.

5. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the interpretation of results? 
Although certain qualitative approaches do not involve direct interpretation of the data, results are usually contextualised and interpreted as key findings. This question relates to the interpretation of the results, and whether this aligns with the chosen methodology. For example, a report may state that the study pursued a phenomenological approach to explore people’s experience of facial disfigurement and the results are used to inform practitioners about accommodating individual differences in care. There is congruence between the methodology and this approach to interpretation. Alternatively, a report may state that the study pursued a phenomenological approach to explore people’s experience of facial disfigurement, and the results are used to generate practice checklists for assessment. There is incongruence between the methodology and this approach to interpretation as phenomenology seeks to understand the meaning of a phenomenon for the study participants and cannot be generalized to total populations to a degree where standardized assessments are relevant across a population. 

6. Is there a statement locating the researcher culturally or theoretically? 
This question relates to the issue of researcher reflexivity and whether the identities and personal/professional perspectives of the research team have been explicitly acknowledged and addressed. In qualitative research, it is important to recognise that researchers’ social, cultural, or professional identities and theoretical/disciplinary backgrounds will influence how the research topic is chosen, how the problem is framed, what questions are explored (or not explored) and how the data is interpreted. A reflexive account within the research report helps the reader to critically consider the dependability of the research findings by highlighting how the researchers’ values and backgrounds may have influenced the knowledge produced. An example of this in a report might include a description of how the review team’s commitment to equity, diversity, and inclusion shaped and influenced their approach to participant selection and framing of research questions, or a statement recognizing the cultural background and lived experience of review members and how these factors shape their understanding, focus, and interpretation in the research process. 
7. Is the influence of the researcher on the research, and vice- versa, addressed? 
This question relates to the practice of reflexivity within the research process. It recognises that knowledge is produced from interactions within the research team and from interactions between the researchers and the participants. The dependability of a study is optimised when there is an explicit discussion of these interpersonal interactions and how they may have influenced decision-making or other events and processes within the research. An example of this in a report might include a description of the process of ‘bracketing’, whereby researchers attempt to recognise and reflect upon their own presuppositions or when there is consideration of how potential power relationships (or differences) between researchers and study participants were identified and addressed (e.g. when the researchers are health professionals and are conducting research with patients).

8. Are participants, and where appropriate their voices, adequately represented?
This question relates to the way in which researchers have chosen to represent the views/experiences/interactions of the participants. Generally, reports should provide illustrations (e.g., quotations, diary extracts, blogs, photographs, observational memos) from the data to show the basis of their conclusions and to ensure that participants are represented in the report. Additionally, researchers can employ various techniques to ensure the data is representative, such as prolonged engagement, persistent observation, triangulation, peer debriefing, negative case analysis, referential adequacy or member-checking.
The participants included in the study should be described e.g., number of participants, age, gender, ethnicity, and other characteristics (e.g., diagnosis) as relevant to the study aim. 

9. Is the research ethical according to current criteria, and for recent studies, is there evidence of ethical approval by an appropriate body?
This question relates to the ethical conduct of research. In some jurisdictions and institutions, formal ethical approval may not be required for qualitative research. However, researchers must adhere to ethical principles. Researchers should state that, where required, institutional or other ethical approval processes have been followed. If ethical approval was not required, there should be evidence that ethical standards have been met (e.g., there is an explanation of the informed consent process).

10. Do the conclusions drawn in the research report flow from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data?
This question relates to whether the authors draw conclusions based on their presentation of the findings and the views or words of study participants, rather than their own views, which may not be based on the data. In appraising a paper, appraisers seek to satisfy themselves that the conclusions drawn by the research are based on the data collected; data being the text generated through observation, interviews, or other processes. 
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