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Improving Clarity and Inter pretability of Itemsin a Bilingual Index of
Propensity to Integrate Resear ch Evidence into Clinical Decison-Makingin
Rehabilitation

Abstract

Purpose: To contribute evidence for the clarity and interpretability of a new five-item bilingual
multidimensional index of arehabilitation clinician’s propensity to integrate research evidence
into clinical decision-making.

Methods: This study was conducted in three sequential steps: (1) We conducted a focus group
with occupational therapists, physical therapists, and researchers to review the items and
response options for clarity, consistency, and interval properties and agree on equivalency in
English and French. (2) We conducted cognitive interviews whereby clinicians elaborated on
their interpretation of the item, comprehensibility of items, and appropriateness of response
options. Accepted modifications were integrated and tested with subsequent participants. (3) We
conducted an online survey to validate the English and French equivalency of response options
ona0to 100 scale.

Results: During the qualitative revision process (one focus group with 7 participants followed by
27 interviews), the index was revised 12 times with substantial modifications to the use of
research evidence and attitudes items.

Conclusion: This research increases the clinical relevance and reduces measurement error of this
brief index which can inform on individual or organizational factorsinfluencing aclinician’s
propensity of integrating research evidence into decision-making and ultimately, improve
rehabilitation outcomes.

Keywor ds: evidence-based practice; clinical decision-making; measurement; psychometrics,
cognitive interviews; content validity; multidimensional index
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Introduction

To optimize quality of care, occupational (OTs) and physical therapists (PTs) as
rehabilitation clinicians are expected to engage in evidence-based practice (EBP), that is,
integrate best available research evidence, their clinical expertise, and patient values and
preferences when making clinical decisions.*™ Rehabilitation clinicians acknowledge that

e 1% and as such,

clinical experienceisessential to integrating research evidence into practic
they must make sense of the quality, pertinence and applicability of research evidence using their
judgment and tacit knowledge.®*” Importantly, patient-centered practice is considered a basic
tenet of occupational therapy (OT) and physical therapy (PT) and accommodating patients
goals, values and preferences are vital for positive patient outcomes and satisfaction.'®*

The tripartite conceptualization of EBP (i.e. research evidence, clinical expertise, and
patient values) has traditionally been depicted by the “three circles’ model.>® In more recent
years, there have been refinements and additions to this conceptualization of EBP reflected in the
inclusion of the context (e.g., organizational, economic, professional) to highlight the external
influences to clinical decision-making (CDM).*™2 Despite the purported benefits of such a CDM
approach and the implementation of EBP content into most entry level OT and PT curricula™*
globally, clinicians report difficulties integrating research evidence into practice.?> Lack of
allotted time for activities related to EBP, poor access to research evidence; low confidencein
applying research to practice; lack of knowledge that evidence-based interventions exist; and
inadequate equipment to implement new practices are among the reasons for the underutilization
of research evidence in practice.’>2°222>2
Robust measurement practices are needed to identify the factors related to EBP that

should be improved or the strong areas that must be maintained.?®=°

Identifying which areas
require improvement can inform targeted allocation of resources to support EBP and ultimately,
improve patient outcomes. There exists a vast selection of questionnaires measuring the core
factorsinfluencing an OT or PT’slikelihood to integrate research evidence. 2% However,
there are shortcomings to current EBP measures such as failure to concurrently measure multiple
domains, the inappropriate analysis of items derived from ordinal scales and the unknown
relative weight of domains.®

In our previous work, Al Zoubi et al. identified the six most salient domains influencing a

rehabilitation clinician’ s likelihood of integrating research evidence into CDM.* One best


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.07.24310514

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.07.24310514; this version posted August 8, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

performing item was chosen per domain to form a brief, multidimensional index in English and
French, as described by Roberge-Dao et al. (submitted). The five domainsincluded in the index
are: use of research evidence, self-efficacy, resources, attitudes, and activities related to EBP.
However, as the selected items stem from five different questionnaires, there is inconsistency
between items (and response options) in terms of the terminology and formulation which can
increase respondent burden and introduce measurement bias. In addition, the English and French
versions of these items may present cultural or linguistic discrepancies that can introduce
systematic differences in scores.®

The aim of this study was to contribute evidence for the clarity and interpretability of
items and response options for anew bilingual measure, the Propensity to Integrate Research
Evidence into Clinical Decision-Making Index (PIRE-CDMI). Specifically, the primary
objective was to review and revise the included items in the prototype index in English and
French. The secondary objective was to estimate the equivalency of response option labelsin
both languages.

M ethods

This study involves a three-phased qualitative review process asillustrated in figure 1.
Ethics approval was obtained from The Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences Institutional
Review Board at McGill University for all phases of this study before commencement and
recruitment.

[figure1]

Phase 1. Focus group
Focus group participants

Practicing OTs and PTs and EBP researchers (defined as researchers having experience
in EBP research and having published a minimum of one EBP-related publication) were
recruited purposefully from the networks of the research team to participate in a 90-minute
online focus group. The pool of participants was expected to be bilingual and have equal

representation of both French and English native speakers.
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Focus group process

The aim of this focus group was to review the items and response options of the
prototype PIRE-CDMI for clarity, consistency, and interval properties and arrive at a consensus
on modifications that would be needed to have equivalent versionsin English and French.®*
Participants were asked to establish equivalence in both languages such that the items,
instructions, and response options were conceptually (i.e., do people in both groups see the
concept in the same way) and semantically (i.e., the meaning attached to words in an item)
comparable.***" Consenting participants were sent the items with areminder of the study aim a
week before the focus group.

The online focus group was conducted via Zoom and structured as follows: (1)
welcoming and overview of the study; (2) objectives, instructions, and an example for item
rewriting; (3) breakout room with two individuals per room for five minutesto allow attempts at
reviewing one item; (4) attend to any questions that arose during breakout room; (5) item
rewriting exercise altogether using the share screen function.

During the item rewriting exercise, the moderator (first author JRD) structured the
discussion and a note taker recorded the suggested modifications on a shared online document.
Participants were asked to rewrite items from question-item format into declarative statements
from the perspective of aclinician (seefigure 2 for an example of this process). Probing
guestions included: (1) How would you rewrite thisitem into a declarative statement? (2) Isthe
wording clear, and if not, how would you changeit? (3) How difficult would it be for OTs and
PTsto answer these items? For each item, the French tranglation was discussed simultaneously.
Once every item was discussed, the moderator asked participants to verify that the overall index
was coherent in terms of wording and length, that items read well together and that everyone
agreed on the final set of items. After the focus group, the research team (consisting of bilingual
EBP researchersin rehabilitation) reviewed the suggested final set of items and resolved any
withstanding discrepancies.

[figure 2]
Phase 2: Cognitive interviews
Cognitive interview participants
New participants were recruited for cognitive interviews. Clinicians were eligible to

participate in the cognitive interviews if they were (1) practicing OTs and PTsin Canada; (2)
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native French or English speaking; and (3) had been practicing for aminimum of one year. We
used social media (Twitter and Facebook) and the University’ s newsletter to advertise the
project. Interested participants entered their contact information in an online form. A member of
the research team contacted them to provide more information on the study. Participants gave

informed consent to participate in the research.

Cognitive interview process

Cognitive interviews were conducted by the first author (JRD) by telephone or by Zoom
conferencing with potential respondents of the PIRE-CDM I (i.e., OTs and PTs) to identify and
rewrite any problematic items to increase the overall readability, functioning and interpretability
of the measure.**3**2 All interviews were audio recorded and expected to last between 15 to 30
minutes.

Participants were provided with a copy of the newly reviewed PIRE-CDMI at least one
day before the scheduled interview. As presented in table 1, the interviewer used the verbal
probing method to dlicit participants' comprehension of all fiveitems by asking specific
questions regarding meaning, clarity, and interpretation of items.*®*® These questions were
adapted from the authors of a study using ssimilar methods in developing a preference-based
index for multiple sclerosis.* Participants were encouraged to think out loud while going
through the measure, allowing for insight into how a participant perceived and interpreted the
items.®®

[table 1 here]
Analysis of cognitive interviews

English and French interviews were conducted in parallel so that no language was
prioritized. After each day of interviews, the interviewer reviewed comments and revised the
problematic items based on participants suggestions. The research team reviewed the feedback
before implementing the change and proposed suggestions based on best practices of item
development such as having simple items that express a single idea, using common vocabulary,
and avoiding colloquialisms.***** Changes were implemented in both languages
simultaneously, when applicable. The revised version of the PIRE-CDM I was then tested on the
next round of participants. interviews were conducted until no further changes were necessary as

suggested by three consecutive participants.***
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Phase 3. Survey

Given Canada's linguigtic diversity, methods to ensure the equivalence of questionnaire
versions in the two official languages are warranted to decrease systematic differences between
language groups. Validation of tranglations through quantitative response scaling can contribute
to demonstrating that respondents are interpreting itemsin asimilar fashion and consist of asking
respondents to denote the position of response options on avisual analogue scale (VAS) (i.e., a
line from 0-100) and to compare the ratings between languages. These methods have been used
in previous studies.*"*®
Survey respondents

This phase consisted of a cross-sectional online survey to generate additional evidence on
the equivalency of PIRE-CDM I response option labels in English and French. The target
population was healthcare professionals and students provided that (1) they were native English
or French speakers and (2) worked or studied in a healthcare professional or graduate program in
Canada. We used convenience sampling and did not exclude respondents based on profession or
level of training, because the nature of the survey was such that respondents solely needed to
have the ahilities to interpret common words and rate response option labels on anumerical
scale. We recruited through social media and interested respondents were invited to follow alink
with study information, a consent statement, and an invitation to start the survey in the native
language of their choice. No identifying nor sociodemographic information data were coll ected.

Survey procedure and analysis

The survey was piloted with seven graduate students, all of whom were also practicing
cliniciansin rehabilitation. Modifications were integrated to improve survey clarity and task
comprehension. The survey was open from November to December 2021.

Each PIRE-CDM I item was associated with three response option labels. Respondents
were asked to indicate the position of each of the three response option labels on a0-100 VAS
between two anchors. Response option labels belonging to the same set appeared on asingle
page sequentially. This method has been previously reported for health-related quality of life
measures such as the SF-36*" and EuroQol-5d*. Specifically, participants were asked: “On the
line, where would you position each of the three response option labels between [the bottom
anchor] and [the top anchor]?’ Appendix | presents the three response option labels for each item
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and associated response anchors. The full PIRE-CDMI item was also stated on the same page as
the response set to provide context.

It was hypothesized that respondents would position the lowest response option label
closest to the zero anchor, the middle response option label in the middle, and the highest
response option label closest to the 100 anchor. Post hoc analyses were conducted to remove
respondents who likely misunderstood the task reflected in having either: (1) more than two sets
of disordinal response patterns; (2) the same rating for all three response options for one item or
more; or (3) two or more extreme outlier ratings (O or 100). Multiple linear regression was used
to estimate the extent to which VAS ratings per item (0 to 100 scale) depended on language
(English, French), response option (low, middle, high) and the interaction between language and

response option. The normal probability plot of standardized residuals was visually examined.

Results

Focusgroup item rewriting

Four PTs and three OTs, all doctoral candidates with research experience in EBP
participated in the 90-minute focus group. Each of the five question-item-response sets was
transformed into five sets of three declarative statements which were then clarified and
harmonized in English and French (version 2 of the PIRE-CDMI). Participants agreed that
response options including the word “never” (for example, “1 never integrate research evidence’)
were perceived as being undesirable because choosing these response options would make them
be perceived as incompetent. Given that clinicians would not opt for these options, the
participants removed the word “never” from the use of research evidence and activitiesitems.
For the activities item, focus group participants communicated that it was important not to
confine research evidence to scientific articles; they suggested replacing “read research” with
“consult research evidence” . Further, participants agreed that omitting the verb “reading” was
more inclusive to individuals who may have visual impairments. In French, multiple terms were
proposed for “research evidence” but the agreed upon term was “ données probantes’ which was
said to be most employed and recognized among clinicians.

Three issues remained unresolved after the focus group and were subsequently discussed
within the research team. Modifications were made to the items before starting the cognitive
interviews (version 3). First, it was unclear which term was preferred between “patient” and


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.07.24310514

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.07.24310514; this version posted August 8, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

“client” as the terms are often used interchangeably in rehabilitation contexts depending on the
setting and the population. The research team agreed to use “patient” consistently and added a
footnote to explain the interchangeable nature (N.B. the final wording of items did not include
the words “ patient” nor “client”). Second, participants could not decide which term was best
between “organization” and “clinical setting”. The research team modified the item to focus on
the broad availability of resources and refrained from using either term. Finaly, participants
could not come to a consensus between the verbs “willing” and “inclined” in the attitudes item as
they were compelled to answer high on the attitudes item; although clinicians may be willing or
inclined to use evidence, they may not actually do so in practice. Participants reported that the
adjectives “willing” and “inclined” did not have equivalent translationsin common French that
would be suitable for a self-report measure (“enclin a” or “disposé &” are not commonly used
words). Thus, the attitudes item was reframed from “| am willing to use EBP” to the notion of “it
isworth the effort to [use EBP]”. Appendix Il reports the step-by-step changes at each step of the
qualitative rewriting process.

I tem modifications from the cognitive inter view process

Twenty-four individual cognitive interviews were conducted with 10 PTsand 14 OTsin
Canada (13 native English speakers, 12 native French speakers; one bilingual participant
provided feedback in both languages). Appendix 111 presents an overview of the item evolution
process during cognitive interviews. An overview of the modifications made to the items are
described below.

The self-efficacy item underwent three iterations. From the initial item, “1 am (very
confident/somewhat/not very confident) in my ability to integrate evidence into my intervention
plan”, the word “integrate” was replaced with “apply” to be more action oriented. The words
“intervention plan” werefirst replaced with “clinical cases’ to avoid discriminating clinicians
who solely perform assessments. The words “clinical cases’ were then simplified to “practice” to
avoid any confusion associated with the variability in clinical cases. Finaly, the response option
label “very confident” was changed to “confident” because participants stated it was difficult to
endorse being very confident with one' s ability to apply research evidence to practice. In the
final version, the wording of two response option labels (* somewhat” and “not very” confident)
was not an exact trandation in French (“moyennement” and “peu confidant” ).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.07.24310514

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.07.24310514; this version posted August 8, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

The item on use of research evidence underwent three iterations. At the start of the
cognitive interviews, thisitem consisted of asking respondents about the source of information,
between research evidence, colleagues, or clinical experience, that they would seek when faced
with a practice uncertainty. Participants found thisitem particularly difficult to answer because it
was dependent on the case at hand (e.g., the availability of evidence for aclinical diagnosis or
patient values) and the organizational context (e.g., whether colleagues were available and/or had
experience related to the case). Clinicians reported that they often used a combination of all three
sources and that it was difficult to select one to describe their typical behavior. The final wording
focused on the frequency of using research evidence when faced with a practice uncertainty
which avoids the conflicting response options of colleagues and clinical experience. Finally, an
asterisk was added to define practice uncertainty as “a situation in which thereisa gap in your
knowledge relating to aclinical decision”.

With sx versions, the attitudes item underwent the highest number of iterations. At the
start of the cognitive interviews, respondents were asked the extent to which incorporating
evidence into practice was worth the effort. Participants suggested that the item not contain the
connotation of “worth the effort” because it was (1) proneto social desirability bias (e.g.,
participants felt pressured to respond the best and highest level) and (2) did not translate well in
French (e.g., “cela vaut I’ effort” or “cela vaut la peine” ). Theitem was modified to focus on
EBP requiring effort (e.g., “It requireslittle/some/a lot of effort to integrate research evidence
into practice”). The response option label “some (effort)” was changed to “moderate (effort)” to
clarify the middle level response, and the words “(requires... effort) for me” were added to
clarify the intent of eliciting the individual’s perception of effort rather than a general belief. In
French, the direct tranglation of “it requireslittle effort for meto...” is“cela merequiert peu
d'efforts pour...” which was problematic for two reasons. First, starting a sentence in French
with “cela” wastoo informal. Second, the verb “requiert” wastoo formal. The structure of the
French sentence was changed to place the object (“intégrer les données probantes dans ma
pratique” ) before the verb and to replace “me requiert” with “me demande” .

The resources item underwent threeiterations. The initial item was“| feel that | have
the/only some of/do not have the necessary resources to integrate research evidence into my
practice’. Participants suggested omitting the words “| feel that ...” and questioned which

resources the item was referring to. An asterisk was added to clarify meaning and enumerate
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examples of resources facilitating EBP. In French, participants prefered the verb "je possede (les
ressources nécessaires)” to "j’ai (les ressources nécessaires)”. For one response option label
(“some of"), the final French wording was not an exact trandlation (“une partie des’).

Finally, the activities item underwent the least number of modifications. The only
modification consisted of changing the words “consult research evidence’ to “keep up to date
with research evidence’. Participants were interpreting theinitial item as the frequency of using
evidencein their practice which was already reflected in the use of research evidence item. The
revised item reflects the concept of staying up to date with research evidence as an activity
outside of routine CDM. Though three of the 24 participants suggested that we explicitly
describe and quantify the three adverbs (regularly, occasionally, and rarely), the research team
decided to avoid quantifying these adverbs as there is no agreed upon best practice for behavioral
frequency of consulting the literature. By providing these three response options without
specifying the exact range, the research team intended to capture clinician’s self-report relative to
their temporal understanding of keeping up to date with research evidence in their field. In
French, “keeping up to date with research evidence” did not exactly trandate, so the following
modification was retained for conceptual equivalence “setenir ajour quant aux données
probantes’ .

The initia instructional prompt was “For each group of statements, select ONE statement
which best appliesto you. Please respond as honestly as possible’. The prompt was modified
three times until the final version, “Please select ONE statement from each box which best
reflects your current practice and context.”

The visual presentation of the measure was improved following participant suggestions.
Specifically, the lettering of each response option was bolded to make discriminating between
levels easier. It was also suggested to number the five items (1 to 5) and letter the three response
options (a, b, ) to reduce cognitive burden involved in completing the index. The final version
of the PIRE-CDMI in English can be found in Appendix IV. The final version of the PIRE-
CDMI in French can be obtained from the corresponding author by request.

Scaling of response option labels

Among the 129 individuals who started the online survey, 60 were Canadian French

native (46%) and 69 were English native (54%). Of the 129, 42 Francophones (32%) and 38

Anglophones (30%) were included for analysis. The rest were excluded due to incomplete
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surveys (n=25, 19%) and task miscomprehension (n=24, 19%). Descriptive results for the rating
of the five response option sets by the 80 respondents is presented in table 2. The ordinal nature
of the ratings of response setsisillustrated in figure 3. Multiple linear regression results did not
suggest any important main effects of language on score for the five items, nor any important
interaction of language and response option. Sparring the presence of afew outliersin all items,
the residuals were normally distributed.

[ table 2]

[ figure 3]

Discussion

This study describes arobust item revision and rewriting process of an index measuring a
rehabilitation clinician’s propensity to integrate research evidence into CDM. Thisthree-step
approach to qualitative revision has not been previously reported in the EBP literature. Overall,
the index (PIRE-CDMI) underwent 12 iterationsto increase the clinical relevance and reduce
measurement error with important changes made to the use of research evidence and attitudes
items.

The use of research evidence item changed considerably with early iterations relating to
(2) the frequency of integrating the three EBP pillars (research evidence, clinical expertise, and
patient preferences) and (2) clinicians' primary source of knowledge (research evidence,
colleagues, and clinical experience). These two iterations failed to produce useful information
because clinicians attested to integrating all three pillars of EBPinto CDM and relying on all
proposed sources of knowledge to various extents. In fact, the tripartite definition is foundati onal
to how rehabilitation clinicians conceptualize EBP. However, asking clinicians to select their
most relied upon pillar of EBP or to determine the frequency at which they integrate the three
componentsis anathemato the reality of CDM whereby these el ements are inextricably
intertwined.”® Further, asking clinicians to select the most relied-upon source of knowledgein a
measure relating to EBP appears to introduce high levels of social desirability bias.>* For
example, arespondent may interpret the desirable answer to be “research evidence’ and the
undesirable answer to be “colleague” or “clinical experience’. Thisitem formulation could
inadvertently imply that consulting a colleague or relying on clinical experienceisill-advised
when, in fact, these sources of knowledge are foundational to being a competent, reflexive, and
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evidence-based clinician."*****® Though plurality of knowledgein CDM isincreasingly
invoked in the field of EBP,> rehabilitation clinicians continue to voice challenges related to the
integration of research evidence into CDM signaling a deep-rooted need for support with this
component of EBP, 2242627

The notion of aclinical uncertainty was introduced to the use of research evidence item
to contextualize the behavior of seeking and using research evidence in CDM. The addition of
contextual cuesin items has been said to increase the validity of responses, notably when the
behaviour has an element of automaticity.>> CDM often relies on automatic and intuitive
reasoning rather than analytical reasoning, a phenomenon which is hypothesized to become
stronger over time.***’ This clinical uncertainty allows a clinician to tap into their analytical
reasoning and can be compared to the event proposed in the reflective practice literature which is
defined as “an event that occurs in everyday practice [...] that leaves the occupational therapist
with the urge to revisit it to make sense of it for the benefit of his or her future practice". "%
The need to nuance thisitem with aclinical uncertainty is further reinforced by a possible
mechanism whereby, over time, research-based knowledge becomes consolidated into tacit or
experiential knowledge; in such cases, it may no longer be distinguished as research evidence
but rather transformed into expert practice that is adapted to the practice context.”*®
Correspondingly, it may be difficult for clinicians to discern how freguently they use research
evidence on aday to day basis. Lastly, consulting research evidence in everyday practice may
not be realistic nor be a desirable behavior as it could conceal other professional difficulties such
as low confidencein one’s clinical reasoning abilities.® Thus, the more compelling question is
not so much whether clinicians consult formal sources of evidence every day, but whether they
do so when confronted with a gap in their knowledge.

Many modifications were made to the attitudes item to remedy the social desirability bias
reported by participants. Despite changes to the item, participants, most of whom have been
educated in Canada, continued to report that EBP was a desirable process and were compelled to
select the highest response option for attitudes. The evidence demonstrating the relationship
between attitudes towards EBP and EBP behavior isinconclusive. While some studies have
suggested that holding positive attitudes towards EBP is an important precursor to EBP
behavior,*®’ others have demonstrated that they do not translate into effective EBP behavior.”*
2288-71 \\/e postulate that measuring attitudes towards EBP may not be useful in the context of
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thisbrief index given that (1) the relationship between attitudes and EBP behaviorsis uncertain;
(2) it iswell-established that rehabilitation clinicians are generally convinced of the value of EBP

and believe it to be a desirable and necessary process; *22697-73

and (3) value-laden items which
can prejudice respondents should be omitted from measures® and attitudes are inherently value-
laden. Furthermore, when assessing attitudes for predicting behaviors, it is recommended to
avoid measuring attitudes towards a general concept and to focus on specific behaviors.” Using
effort instead of attitudes circumvents asking clinicians whether they consider EBP to be
valuable and highlights the perceived cost of integrating research evidence into practice.” Effort
is defined by the Cambridge Dictionary as “physical or mental activity needed to achieve
something”. Social psychology and behavioral theorists have identified effort as largely
contributing to behavioral motivation.”®"® People are less likely to engage in abehavior if it
requires a large amount of effort”; several studies have shown that rehabilitation clinicians
perceive the enactment of EBP as being effortful . 22+%°

One noteworthy modification to the activitiesitem is the inclusion of various sources of
research evidence outside of scientific articles. As such, one could associate keeping up to date
with research evidence to leading or assisting ajournal club, reading email subscription alerts, or
gaining research-based knowledge from a colleague. This departure from formal sources of
research-based knowledge is more aligned with the behaviors and preferences of rehabilitation
clinicians who favor informal, quick methods of gaining research evidence, and tend to keep up
with research through a variety of informal sources including consultation with trusted peers and
email reminders.*>?*24478982 The process by which rehabilitation clinicians rely on colleagues
for research-based knowledge is starting to gain importance in the EBP literature as a recognized
and beneficial mechanism of EBP.2*%3 il thisis a promising avenue for future research.

In the third and last step of this study, the effect of language on VAS ratings was trivial,
supporting the equivalency of the response option labelsin English and French for al items. The
distribution of ratings also demonstrates the ordinal consistency of response options and the
guasi-interval nature of the scales (i.e., response options are equally spaced). The keeping up to
date item had the largest variation in ratings between languages and within the same language,
however these differences were less than five on 100 and are considered negligeable.® A
possible explanation for this variability in ratings may be because of the subjective nature of
these behavioral frequency adverbs (potentially dependent on the area of practice) and lack of
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consensus on how often rehabilitation clinicians should keep up to date with the literature. As
knowledge is produced at different rates for different areas of practice, and that thisindex is
meant to be used in various settings, no explicit frequency denominator was attributed to this
item. For instance, “regularly” could mean once every two months for aclinician in stroke
rehabilitation or once ayear for aclinician in palliative care. Our intent with thisitemisto
capture the respondent’ s self-rating relative to their understanding of what “regularly”,
“occasionally” and “rarely” mean relative to their field of practice and relative to their perception

of what isfeasible given their clinical reality.

Limitations

A strength of this study is the multi-phased rigorous qualitative review process which
included target end-users and EBP researchers. In developing the response option scaling survey,
we aimed to provide adequate guidance to maximize respondents comprehension of the task.
Pilot testing enabled usto add examples and clarify the instructions. Still, given that 25
individuals did not complete the survey (19%) and that an additional 24 had to be excluded due
to apparent miscomprehension of the task (19%), this exercise may have been perceived as
difficult and burdensome, a finding also reported by othersin the context of a valuation exercise
for the EQ-5D.% The task involved an unfamiliar method of placing response option labels on a
0 to 100 scale which required an ability for abstract reasoning. Given the lack of available
demographic data, it isimpossible to discern who misunderstood the task. Comprehension may
have been improved with a quick instructional video.

Before deploying the PIRE-CDMI, there remains an important devel opmental step which
consists of estimating the relative weights of each dimension-level. Thiswork, which the
research team has started, will allow for the generation of a more accurate total score that takes
into consideration end-users' perceived relative contribution of dimensons on the overall
construct of propensity to integrate research evidence into CDM. We acknowledge that the initial
mathematical properties of the prototype PIRE-CDMI established in previous research (Roberge-
Dao et a., submitted) may have changed dueto item rewriting. While this must be confirmed in
future testing, our findings pertaining to the quasi-interval spacing of response option labels
gives us reason to believe that the interval properties of the scale still hold. Due to important
linguistic differences between different countries, we suggest undergoing a thorough cultural
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adaptation and reassessment before using the PIRE-CDM | with English and French-speaking
individuals outside of Canada.
Finally, while some authors have stated that short scales are alimitation and can

100,101 Gthers have

compromise the validity and reliability of inferences drawn from a measure,
found value in the efficiency of short scales.'®>'® There exists a delicate trade-off between scale
comprehensiveness and feasibility. Given the resource-strained healthcare context, the aim was
to create a short index capable of rapidly estimating elements of EBP requiring improvement.
This measure can be used as an efficient global outcome measure of a clinician’s propensity to
integrate research evidence into CDM for research purposes and professional self-reflection
which may then be complemented with more comprehensive and lengthier measures.

Intervention strategies can then be devel oped to target the specific areas requiring support.

Conclusion

The three consecutive phases described in this paper illustrate a rigorous approach to
developing a brief multidimensional index of propensity to integrate research evidence into
CDM in rehabilitation that is coherent, clear, and relevant to Canadian OTs and PTs. A focus
group and cognitive interviews gave rise to important item modifications in English and French
to minimize ambiguity, measurement bias and cognitive burden on respondents. Finally,
response option labels in English and French were found to be equivalent through a cross-
sectional online survey wherein response option labels were compared on 0 to 100 scalesin both
languages. It is hoped that the use of this practical index will help identify research and practice
needs, better support clinicians and improve the quality of rehabilitation care.
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Appendices
Appendix |. Five PIRE-CDMI response sets
Dimension Response options Response anchors
Use of research Almost always None of thetime/ All of the
evidence Sometimes time
Rarely
Self-efficacy Confident No confidence/ full confidence

Somewhat confident

Not very confident

Resources Have the necessary resources None/ All imaginable resources
Have some of the necessary resources
Have few of the necessary resources
Attitudes (1 Effort Little effort No effort / Full effort
Moderate effort
A lot of effort

Activitiesrelatedto | Regularly 0 days/month /
EBP [1 Keeping up Occasionally 30 days/month
to date Rarely
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Appendix I 1. Step-by-step changes at each step of theitem rewriting processin both languages for each item

English version of the index (please contact the author for French version of theindex)
Item: Self-reported use of research evidence

Version 1 How often have you done | Decide on an appropriate 0 (Never) / 1 (Onetime or

each of the following course of action based on more)

activitiesin the past integrating the research

month? evidence, clinical judgment

and patient or client
preferences?

Focus Changed theinitial item structureto three declar ative statements. Changed " [integrating the 3 pillarg]" to
group "integrate research evidence" . Changed " decide on an appropriate cour se of action" to "into the care plan”.
Version 2 | regularly |_ntegrat_e | occasi ond ly mtegrate | rarely integrate reseerch

research evidence into the | research evidence into the care . :

evidence into the care plan.

care plan. plan.
Research . - . . : . . .
team Changed item to dicit the first source of infor mation when faced with a practice uncertainty.
Version 3 When faced with a When faced with a practice When faced with a practice

practice uncertainty, | rely | uncertainty, | rely on my uncertainty, | rely on my

on research evidence. colleagues. clinical experience.
_Cognljuve Changed the sentence structure.
interviews
Version 4 | first rely on research | first rely on my colleagues | first rely on my clinical

evidence when faced with | when faced with a practice experience when faced with

a practice uncertainty. uncertainty. a practice uncertainty.
Verson 5 Idem
_Cognl_tlve Added an asterisk to define what we mean by " practice uncertainty"
interviews
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Version 6 *Uncertainty: a
| first rely on research | first rely on my colleagues | first rely on my clinical situation in which
evidence when faced with | when faced with a practice experience when faced with | thereisa gap in your
a practice uncertainty. uncertainty. a practice uncertainty. knowledge relating to
aclinical decison
Verson 7 Idem
Version 8 Idem
Verson 9 Idem
Version 10 | Idem
Cognitive | To decrease variability dueto clinical population and context, the item has been modified to focus on
interviews | frequency of using resear ch evidence when faced with a practice uncertainty.
Verson 1L 1\ hen faced with a Uncertainty: &
: . . situation in which
practice uncertainty*, a) | | b) | sometimes use research ) | rarely useresearch . .
. . thereisagap in your
almost always use evidence. evidence. :
_ knowledge relating to
research evidence. . .
aclinical decison
Version 12 | Idem
ltem: Self-efficacy |
Version 1 Please indicate how
confident you are in your . .
current level of ability by t?gfrm' nir'lflfth;xrdemcel‘;zm 0 (0-25%) / 1 (25-50%) / 2
choosing the eseardt P (50-75%) /3 (75-100%)
) to your patient
corresponding number on
the following rating scale.
Focus Changed theinitial item structureto three declar ative statements. Omitted “in your current level of ability” to
group shorten the sentence. Changed “ evidence from the resear ch literature” to “ resear ch evidence” to beinclusive
to other sources of resear ch evidence.
Version 2 | am confident in deciding | | am somewhat confident in | am not confident in

if research evidence

deciding if research evidence

deciding if research
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appliesto my patient*.

appliesto my patient*.

evidence appliesto my
patient*.

Research Changed " deciding if research evidence appliesto my patient” to " in my ability to integrate resear ch evidence

team into my intervention plan”. Added " very" superlativeto first and last level.

Version 3 | am very confidentinmy | | am somewhat confident in | am not very confident in
ability to integrate my ability to integrate research | my ability to integrate
research evidenceintomy | evidenceinto my intervention | research evidence into my
intervention plan. plan. intervention plan.

Version 4 | am very confident inmy | | am somewhat confident in | am not very confident in
ability to integrate my ability to integrate research | my ability to integrate
research evidenceintomy | evidenceinto my intervention | research evidence into my
intervention plan. plan. intervention plan.

Cognitive | Changed "integrate" for "apply". Changed 'intervention plan' for 'clinical cases

interviews

Verson 5 | am very confident inmy | | am somewhat confident in | am not very confident in
ability to apply research my ability to apply research my ability to apply research
evidenceto clinical cases. | evidenceto clinical cases. evidenceto clinical cases.

Version 6 Idem

Verson 7 Idem

Version 8 Idem

Cognitive | Changed 'very confident" to " confident”

interviews

Verson 9 | am confident in my | am somewhat confident in | am not very confident in
ability to apply research my ability to apply research my ability to apply research
evidenceto clinical cases. | evidenceto clinical cases. evidenceto clinical cases.

Cognitive | Changed “clinical cases’ for “practice”

interviews

Version 10 | | am confident in my | am somewhat confident in | am not v ery confident in
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ability to apply research
evidence to practice.

my ability to apply research
evidence to practice.

my ability to apply research
evidence to practice.

Version 11

ldem

Version 12

Idem

Item: Resources

Version 1 Please indicate your level My organi zation supports best 0 (Strongly disagree

of agreement with the . /disagree) / 1 (neutral) /2

following statements: practice (agree) /3 (Strongly agree)
Focus Changed theinitial item structureto three declar ative statements. “ best practice” was changed to “ evidence-
group based practice”
Version 2 My [organization/clinical | My [organization/clinical My [organization/clinical

setting] supports evidence- | setting] somewhat supports setting] does not supports

based practice. evidence-based practice. evidence-based practice.
Fe:iarch Changed from " my org supports best practice” to "1 feel that | have the necessary resourcesto ..."
Version 3 | feel that | have the | feel that | only have some of | | feel that | do not have the

necessary resources to the necessary resources to necessary resources to

integrate research integrate research evidence integrate research evidence

evidenceinto my practice. | into my practice. into my practice.
Cognitive | Omitted "1 fed that". Omitted " I only have some" . Changed "1 do not have" for " | have few". Added the
interviews | examplesin parenthesesfor resources
Version 4 | have the necessary

resour ces (e.g. (paid time
to consult the evidence,
accessto journals,
therapeutic material...) to
Integrate research
evidence into my practice.

| have some of the necessary
resour cesto integrate research
evidence into my practice.

| have few of the necessary
resour cesto integrate
research evidence into my
practice.
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Cognitive

_ _ Added an asterisk with examples of resources

interviews

versons | have the necessary | have some of the necessary | | have few of the necessary :fég?;:ihza'd time
resour ces* to integrate resour ces* to integrate resour ces* to integrate .

. ) . ) . . evidence, accessto
resea.rch evidence into my rmch evidence into my resea.rch evidence into my journals, therapeutic
practice. practice. practice. material ..

Version 6 Idem

Cognitive

interviews | Added computer to the example

Verson 7 Idem *Examples. paid time
to consult the
evidence, accessto
journals, accessto
computer, therapeutic
material...

Version 8 Idem

Version 9 Idem

Version 10 | Idem

Verson 11 | Idem

Version 12 | Idem

Item: Attitudes [ Effort

Vesion 1l

Please indicate your level
of agreement with the
following statements:

| am willing to use new and
different types of clinical
interventions (e.g., assessment,
treatment) developed by
researchers to help my
patients/clients.

0 (Strongly disagree)/1

(Disagree)/ 2 (Neutral)+ 3
(Agree) / 4 (Strongly agree)
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Focus Changed theinitial item structureto three declar ative statements. Replaced the ending “to help my
group patients/clients’ with “for my patient’s care plan”. Replaced “to use new and different typesof clinical
interventions (e.g. assessment, treatment) developed by researchers’ with “to use EBP” to simplify the item.
Verson2 1 o iwillinglindlined] to | | 2 [Somewhat | am [not willing/not
. willing/somewhat inclined] to | . .
use EBP for my patient’ s* - inclined] to use EBP for my
use EBP for my patient’ s* care -
care plan olan patient’s* care plan
Research Changed from "1 am willing to use EBP..." to the notion of "worth the effort ..." to diminish social
team desirability bias.
Version 3 Incorporating evidence Incorporating evidence into my | Incorporating evidence into
into my practiceis practice is somewhat worth the | my practice is not worth the
definitely worth the effort. | effort. effort.
Cognitive | Switched the structure of the sentence. Added " (not) really (worth the effort)” . Added parentheseswith
interviews | specification after practice.
Version 4 Itlsdeflr?ltely worth the . It is not really worth the
effort to incorporate It issomewhat worth the .
) . . effort to incorporate
research evidenceintomy | effort to incorporate research ) .
o . : . research evidence into my
practice (i.e. assessment evidence into my practice. .
. . practice.
and/or intervention plan).
Cognitive | Changed " incorporate" for "integrate" for consistency throughout the measure. Deleted the example because
interviews | " practiceisused beforewithout specification” . Changed “worth THE effort” for “worth MY effort”.
versons It isdefinitely worth my | It is somewhat worth my Itisnot r_eallyworth my
. . effort to incorporate
effort to integrate research | effort to incorporate research ) .
. : . . : . research evidence into my
evidenceinto my practice. | evidence into my practice. .
practice.
Version 6 Idem
Cognitive e . . N N N .
nterviews Removed the superlative " definitely” from first response option. Changed " my (effort)" for " the (effort)
Version7 It isworth the effort to It is somewhat worth the effort | It isnot really \
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Integrate research
evidence into my practice.

to incorporate research
evidence into my practice.

worth the effort to
Incorporate research
evidence into my practice.

Cognitive | Changed the focus on theidea of ‘worth' for the concept of 'requiring effort' to decrease social desirability

interviews | bias.

Version 8 It requireslittle effort to It requires some effort to It requires alot of effort to
integrate research integrate research evidence integrate research evidence
evidenceinto practice into practice into practice

_Cognlfuve changed " some" effort to " moderate" effort

interviews

Verson 9 It requires little effort to It requires moder ate effort to | It requiresalot of effort to
integrate research integrate research evidence integrate research evidence
evidenceinto practice. into practice. into practice.

Version 10 | Idem

Cognitive |\ yded “ (effort) for me”

interviews

Verson 11 | It requireslittle effort for | It requires moderate effort for | It requiresalot of effort for
me to integrate research me to integrate research me to integrate research
evidenceinto practice. evidence into practice. evidenceinto practice.

Version 12 | Idem

Item: Activiti

esrelated to EBP [1Keep up to date

Verson 1 In the past month, how 0 (Never) / 1 (Monthly or less)

often have you: madetime | / 2 (Bi-weekly) / 3 (Weekly).

to read research? /4 (Daily)
Focus Changed to declar ative statements. Omitted the idea of making time to read research. Changed “reading
group research” to “consulting research evidence’ to be moreinclusive to other sources of research evidence
Version 2 | regularly consult | occasionally consult research | | rarely consult research

research evidence.

evidence.

evidence.
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Version 3 Idem
Version 4 Idem
Version 5 Idem
Version 6 Idem
Verson 7 Idem
Version 8 Idem
Version 9 Idem
Cognitive | Changed " consult resear ch evidence" for " keep up to date with research evidence" because participantswere
interviews | interpreting theitem as*frequency of using evidencein their practice’” and the activity of keeping up with
knowledge of scientific research outside of their clinical encounters
Verson10 || regul.arly keep up to | occasionally keep uptodate | I rarely keep up to date with
date with research . . .
. with research evidence. research evidence.
evidence.
Verson 11 | Idem
Version 12 | Idem
Iterations of the instructions and changes to the visual presentation (in italics)
Verson 1 None
Version 2 None
Research Developed and added instructionsfor the index
team
Version 3 For each group of statements, select ONE statement which best applies to you. Please respond as honestly as
possible.
Cognitive | Removed the last sentence from the previous version. Specified “ best reflects your current practice” to
interviews | contextualize the answers. Added theword “instructions”.
Bolded the response options for each item.
Version 4 Instructions: For each group of statements, please select ONE statement which best reflects your current practice.
Cognitive | Added “(best reflectsyour current practice) and context”
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interviews

Version 5 Instructions: For each group of statements, please select ONE statement which best reflects your current practice and
context.

Cognitive | Replaced “For each group of statements’ with “from each box” and added boxes around each of the five items.

interviews | Supplemented the checkboxes for each response choice with numbersand letters.

Version 6 Please select ONE statement from each box which best reflects your current practice and context.

Verson 7 Idem

Version 8 Idem

Version 9 Idem

Version 10 | Idem

Version 11 | Idem

Version 12 | Idem
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Appendix I11. Overview of theitem evolution process during cognitive interviews

Participa | Langua | Profess Ugg; Use of RE Sel_f— Resources | Attitudes glcgt\e/sglt? Instructio Visual
nt # ge on n efficacy EBP ns
P1 EN PT 3 Major Minor Major Minor Minor Minor
P2 EN PT 3 Minor Minor Minor
P3 EN oT 3 Major Minor  Minor Minor
P4 FR oT 3 Minor Major Minor  Minor Minor
New version 4 M M M M M
P5 EN Minor Minor
New version 5 M M M M
P6 FR oT 5 Minor Minor
P7 EN oT 5 Minor Minor Minor
P8 EN PT 5 Minor Minor Major Minor
M M M
P9 FR PT 6 Minor Minor
P10 FR oT 6 Minor  Minor
M M
P11 FR PT 7 Minor Major
FR/E . . .
P12 N oT 7 Minor ~ Minor  Minor
P13 FR PT 7 Minor Major
M
P14 EN PT 8 Minor Minor
P15 EN oT 8 Minor Minor
M M
P16 EN oT 9 Minor Minor
P17 FR PT 9 Minor Minor
M M
P18 FR oT 10
P19 FR oT 10 Major Minor Minor
P20 FR oT 10 Minor Minor Minor
P21 EN oT 10 Minor
M M
P22 FR PT 11
P23 EN oT 11
P24 EN PT 11 Minor
Total !teratlons during cognitive 3 3 3 6 1
interviews
EN: English; FR: French; PT: physical therapist; OT: occupational therapist; RE: research evidence; Major:
Major issue identified by participants; Minor: minor issue identified by participants; M: Modification
implemented by the research team into next version of the index
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Appendix V. Final index in English (please contact the author for the Final index in
French)

Propensity to I ntegrate Resear ch Evidence into Clinical Decison-Making Index (PIRE-
CDMI)

Please select ONE statement from each box which best reflects your current practice and context.

1. When faced with a practice uncertainty*,

[0 a) | aimost always use research evidence.
O b) | sometimes use research evidence.

[0 c¢) | rarely useresearch evidence.

*uncertainty: a situation in which thereisa gap in your knowledge relating to a clinical decision

a) | am confident in my ability to apply research evidence to practice.

b) I am somewhat confident in my ability to apply research evidence to practice.

o o o

¢) | am not very confident in my ability to apply research evidenceto practice.

a) | have the necessary resour ces* to integrate research evidence into my practice.

b) | have some of the necessary resources* to integrate research evidence into my practice.

o o 0|

¢) | have few of the necessary resour ces* to integrate research evidence into my practice.

* Examples. paid time to consult the evidence, access to journals, access to a computer, access to
necessary therapeutic material...

a) It requireslittle effort for me to integrate research evidence into practice.

b) It requires moder ate effort for me to integrate research evidence into practice.

o o o|*

C) It requiresalot of effort for me to integrate research evidence into practice.

a) | regularly keep up to date with research evidence.

b) | occasionally keep up to date with research evidence.

o o 0O

c¢) | rarely keep up to date with research evidence.
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Table(s) with caption(s)

Table 1: Cognitive interview probing questions

ltems

What does this statement mean to you?

In your own words, what do you think this statement is saying?
Were these statements easy to understand?

Arethere any words in this statement that are not clear or do not work
well?

How would you change the wording to make it clearer?
Response options

What do you think about the three options?

How would you make the three options clearer?

Overall impression of the measure

Do you have any comments on the measure as awhole?

Is there anything that you would change in the measure?
Would you change anything with the visual presentation?
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics for the rating of response options on a 0-100 scale (n=80)

Mean (SD) in _
Mean (SD) | Min Max English Mean (D) In
(=38) French (n=42)
Iltem1:1am___ inmy ability to apply research evidence to practice.
Anchors: No confidence/ Full confidence
Not very confident 13.8(5.2) 0 28 14.1 (3.7) 13.6 (6.2)
Somewhat confident 50.6 (6.6) 30 74 49.8 (6.3) 51.3(7)
Confident 85.9 (5.9) 70 100 85.4 (4.7) 86.3 (6.9)
Item 2: When faced with a practice uncertainty, | use research evidence.
Anchors: None of thetime/ All of thetime
Rarely 11.9 (4.9) 0 26 11.9 (3.5) 11.9 (5.9)
Sometimes 47.7(7.9) 25 75 48.1(7.1) 47.4(8.7)
Almost always 87.3(5.3) 70 100 875 (4.1) 87.2(6.3)
Item 3: It requires__ for metointegrate research evidenceinto practice.
Anchors: No effort / Full effort
Little effort 18.8 (5) 0 27 18.6 (4.5) 19 (5.4)
Moderate effort 529(5.7) | 38 70 52.3 (3.5) 53.3(7.1)
A lot of effort 86.4(48) | 75 100 87.2(4.1) 85.6 (5.2)
Iltem4: 1 keep up to date with research evidence.
Anchors: 0 days/month and 30 days/month
Rarely 4.8 (4.9) 0 17 4.6 (4.4) 4.9 (5.3)
Occasionally 21.3(11.3) 3 60 20.7 (7.8) 21.7 (13.7)
Regularly 459(182) | 13 100 448 (16.2) 46.8 (20)
Item5: | have __ tointegrate research evidence into my practice.
Anchors: None/ All imaginable resources
Few of the necessary 14.1 (4.6) 3 25 14.0 (3.8) 14.2 (5.2)
resources
Some of the necessary 43.4 (6) 200 | 56.0 43.8 (6.5) 44 (9.3)
resources
The necessary resources 79.2 (7.2) 60.0 100.0 79.5(7.2) 79.3(8)
SD, standard deviation
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Figures

Figure 1. Overview of the item revision process for the Propensity to Integrate Research
Evidenceinto Clinical Decision-Making Index (PIRE-CDMI)
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Figure 2. Example of the item rewriting exercise in the focus group

Question-item-response format Three declarative statements
Question: Please indicate how confident “1 am not confident in deciding if
you are in your current level of ability by [sle:xh evidence gppliesto my
choosing the corresponding number on “1 am somewhat confident in

deciding if research evidence
applies to my patient”

Item: Determine if the evidence from the “1 am very confident in deciding if
research evidence applies to my
patient”

the following rating scale.

research literature applies to your patient
Response options: 0-25%; 25-50%; 50-
75%; 75-100%
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Figure 3. Histogram illustrating the frequency distribution of mean ratings of response option
labels on a 0-100 scale for the five PIRE-CDM I items in English and French
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