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Researching family support workforce skills

* Searching for the
approach

* Designing the reseach question

e Starting from the scrach * Introducing systematic literature
review
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A systematic review is a rigorous and comprehensive method of
identifying, evaluating, and synthesizing relevant research studies on a

specific research question or topic.

Steps in a systematic review

Topic Conceptualise &  Searching for Screening for Appraise Abstract Synthesise and
selection create protocol studies studies studies data interpret results
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Why should we do a SR?

" Intractable amount of information. Lack of time, capacity and
resources to find, evaluate and interpret all the evidence and
incorporate it into professional practice.
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Useful to:
+*¢* Resolve contradictory results
+» Address issues where clinical practice is uncertain
¢ Confirm the adequacy of current practices

+** Highlight the need for future research...

[ Ultimate goal: Summarize evidence and help people understand it.




Why should we do a SR?

1. To identify gaps in the existing literature: A systematic literature review can help to identify gaps in the
existing literature and areas where further research is needed. By synthesizing the available evidence,

researchers can identify areas where conflicting or incomplete findings exist, and prioritize future research
efforts accordingly.

To inform evidence-based decision-making: Systematic literature reviews are often used in healthcare and
medical research to inform evidence-based decision-making. By synthesizing the available evidence,

systematic literature reviews can provide clinicians and policymakers with a comprehensive and unbiased
summary of the current state of knowledge on a particular topic.

3. To assess the effectiveness of interventions: Systematic literature reviews are often used to assess the
effectiveness of interventions, such as drugs, therapies, or public health campaigns. By synthesizing the
available evidence, researchers can determine whether an intervention is effective, and under what
circumstances it is most effective.

To evaluate the quality of research: Systematic literature reviews can also be used to evaluate the quality of
research studies. By synthesizing the available evidence, researchers can assess the rigor of the methodolog

used in previous studies, and identify areas where further improvements are needed




Narrative reviews

Broad perspective on topic (like a Assessment of what is already known about a
textbook chapter), no specified search policy or practice issue, by using systematic review
strategy, significant bias issues, may methods to search and critically appraise existing

not evaluate quality of evidence research. Completeness of searching determined

by time constraints.

Systematic reviews Scoping Reviews
Comprehensive with minimized bias, An overview of the literature on a
based on specific question and criteria broader topic; often done to identify
with a pre-planned protocol, evaluates whether a systematic review is feasible.

quality of evidence. A systematic review
can be either quantitative or qualitative.



What distinguishes SR from other methods?

Answer a focused clinical question Provide evidence on statements  Used to identify parameters and gaps in a
Eliminate bias belng.made in the study or body of literature
overview of topic
Clearly defined and answerable clinical Can be a general topic or a Broad research question
guestion specific question
Recommend using PICO as a guide
Thousands of records searched from data  Few articles Thousands of records searched from data
bases bases
Research Often quantitative Qualitative Synthesis more qualitative and typically not
guantitative
Components Pre-specified eligibility criteria Introduction Identify research question
Systematic search strategy Methods Identify relevant studies
Assessment of the validity of findings Discussion Selection of studies
Interpretation and presentation of results  Conclusion Chart the data
Reference list Reference list Collate, summarize and report the results
Number of Three or more One or more Three or more
authors
DIENGL NG RL - Months to years Week to months Months to years
process Average 18 months



Is @ meta-analysis the same?
AN

Use of statistical techniques to integrate and summarize the

results of studies

A systematic review may contain meta-analysis

By combining information from all relevant studies, the meta-
analysis allows for more accurate estimates of the effects of
interventions.




Steps for a systematic review
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When performing the SR

s*Sources
s*Search terms (combined)

**What filters will we use (publication type, study type, dates,

languages, remove duplicates...)

**Number of occurrences without filters

RECORD

*Number of occurrences when applying filters
s*Secondary references

**Process for selecting studies (screening, eligibility, if included in RS)

EXTRACT RESULTS SELECTED STUDIES




PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analyses)

PICOS approach (participants, interventions,
comparators, outcomes, and study design)
Structured abstracts provide readers with a series of
headings pertaining to the purpose, conduct, findings, and
conclusions of the systematic review being reported.
e Should provide a clear and concise statement of the
‘ Ntroductio research question or objective of the review.
— o PICOS elements for the main aim
Should describe the search strategy, inclusion and exclusion
criteria, and data extraction and analysis methods. It should
also provide a flow diagram of the study selection process.




PRISMA FLOW DIAGRAM 2020/ 2021
 identification of studies via databases and reaisters
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Identification of studies via other methods

Records identified from*:
Databases (n =)

Registers (n =)

I

Records screened

(n=)
|

Reports sought for
retrieval (n=)

i

Reports assessed for
eligibility (n =)

Studies included in raview
n=)

Ftlpq.rtl of included studies
n=

Reports not retrieved
n=)

E‘“‘“"" Femoved ek Records identified from:
I.'lupi-r.-nhu records remoyved Websites {I'I ..=._J
> n=) Organisations (n =)
Erm ':m :;:’;'jm Citftlvun searching
Records remaved for other (n=)
reasons (n =) elc.
.| Records excluded™
(n=)
.| Reports not retrieved Reports sought for retrieval
m = } n=)
Re pﬂrts excluded: Reports assessed for
Reason 1(n=) eligibility (n =)
Reason 2 (n=)
Reason 3 (n =)
etc.
el

Reports excluded:
Reason1(n=)
Reason2 (n=)
Reason 3 (n=)
elc,




PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analyses)

Should present the findings of the review, including a
summary of the characteristics of the included studies
and a synthesis of the results.

The discussion should provide an interpretation of the
results, including a discussion of the strengths and
limitations of the review.

The conclusion should summarize the main findings of the
review and provide implications for practice and future
‘ research.
— o

The funding section should disclose any sources of funding
for the review.

Conflict of The conflict of interest section should disclose any
Interest potential conflicts of interest for the authors.




Do we need to register the SR?

Systematic reviews should be registered at inception (at the protocol
stage) to help avoid unplanned duplication and to enable comparison
of reported review methods with what was planned in the protocol.

https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/

http://prisma-statement.org/Extensions/Protocols

. PRISMA
PROSPERO TRANSPARENT REPORTING of SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AnD META-ANALYSES

N I H R National Institute for
Health and Care Research International prospective register of systematic reviews TG . T EYIETE RS SRR

s Acupunclture  Diagnostic TestAccuracy ~ EcoEvo  Equity ~ Harms  Individual Patient Data  Network Meta-Analysis |Protocals ~ Scoping Reviews

Home | About PROSPERO | How to register | Service information Search | Login | Join

: L Fr - : !

"" "'”" ”p"" e N L Py PRISMA for systematic review protocols (PRISMA-P)

""’. "" '” “ . e 4 PRISMA-P was published in 2015 aiming to facilitate the development and reporting of systematic raview protocols. For more information about
”” ’...0 . p w3 g

review protocols, see here

Statement paper:

Moher D, Shamseer L, Clarke M, Ghersi D, Liberati A, Petticrew M, Shekelle P, Stewart LA. Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review and
We I Com e tO P ROS P E RO Meta-Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015 statement. Syst Rev. 2015:4(1):1. doi: 10.1186/2046-4053-4-1

International prospective register of systematic reviews

i TTTTLLLLLLAANAAYYYY YT 1]

Explanation and Elaboration paper:

Shamseer L, Moher D, Clarke M, Ghersi D, Liberati A, Petticrew M, Shekelle P, Stewart LA, the PRISMA-P Group. Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015: elaboration and explanation. BMJ 2015.348:97647. doi: 10.1136/bmj.g7647



https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/
http://prisma-statement.org/Extensions/Protocols

Tools that help to conduct SR

EPPI EPPI Centre home
Reviewer

N covidence Sign in

Save up to 71 hours on T (g
your litperature review o B[ e e |

Home

Join over 200,000 researchers and students finishing

their review faster. Gettlng Started

EPPI-Reviewer is an application for all types of literature review, including systematic reviews, meta-analyses, 'narrative’ reviews
and meta-ethnographies. It is suitable for small or large-scale reviews (with some of our existing reviews containing over a
million items).

Free trial Organizations

/No credit card required
/No time limit on free trial
V Invite unlimited team members on paid plans

Start using EPPI-Reviewer today! Sign Please see About our fees and About
up for a free one month trial! support for further information.
= o
Kﬁvgid"iggrene" Ml o = EPPI-Reviewer subscriptions include full support via email, and we aim to respond within one working day. (We are happy to

uOttawa assist with the software itself and how best to use it when conducting your reviews. Contact EPPI Support for all queries.)

rayyan Home Teame+  Resources>  Pricng Sgnin [ TaxTosAEs |

FASV(ER

SYSTEMATIC
REVIEWS

Rayyan is trusted by more than 200,000 researchers to

() Cochrane

3@ DistlllerSR Products  Industries Pricing  Services Resources  About

organize, manage and accelerate their collaborative ‘
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Smarter Reviews: Trusted Evidence
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Tools that help to conduct SR

Functions Covidence EWE] EPPI-Reviewer CADIMA DistillerSR
Protocol development p 4 vV b ¢ Vv \'}
Database integration p 4 p 4 PubMed X PubMed
Ease of import & export v ) 4 Vv Vv Vv
Duplicate removal Vv v v X )
Article screening Inc fulltext  Title & abstract Inc full text Inc full text Inc full text
Critical appraisal Vv )¢ Vv \'} V
Assist with reporting v X Vv Vv Vv
Meta-analysis X X Y/ vV X

Cost Subscription Free Subscription Free Subscription




Many tools have been developed to

Risk of Bias Assessment

assess risk of bias:

Cochrane Collaboration
Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool
(MMAT)

Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI)

To establish
transparency, a Risk
of Bias Assessment
is often performed
for each included
study.

-

Systematic reviews strive to
eliminate bias in their
findings. Individual studies that
are included in a systematic
review may include biases in
their results or conclusions, for
example design flaws that raise
questions about validity of
findings or an overestimate of

intervention effect.

Risk of bias assessment generally is not required with evidence

synthesis methods outside of systematic reviews. However, this may

depend on the evidence synthesis method that you are utilizing.



Risk of Bias Assessment

—
= pd
= = w
= w [ab] g’
¢ 9« = =W D 32 =
0 2 0 o) » @ T vs B
o] @ = - =
= — 3 3 3 = w c T EJ.. =}
= o o o) o — jab ] — (=X
o) 5 L = D = . 3 = - o ©
» @ 0 o S o c ) @ @ @ S
) - N N ) N ) ) N ) ) N
o © o o o o o o o o o o
=) %) S o =) S = S = = =) =)
3] © ® > © ® w = o - o) hrd
B 6 6 & o — . "
; ; ; B

&

¢

¢

é

® 060 :

® e 00 :

@ ® O O O O o00zebur
® 60 :

® e 0o -
® e e

Random sequence generation (selection bias)

Allocation concealment (selection bias)

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

Selective reporting (reporting bias)

Other bias

Cochrane Collaboration



No | Author /Year | Is there an Are the different | Are the outputs | Are divergences | Do the different
adequate ' componentsof | of the and components of
rationale for the study integration of | inconsistencies the study adhere
usingamixed | effectively qualitative and | between to the quality
methods design | integrated to quantitative quantitativeand | criteria of each
to address the answer the components qualitative results | tradition of the
research research adequately adequately methods

| | question? | question? | interpreted? ‘addressed? involved?
1 Mutenyo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
etal., 2019
| [67) ,
2 Corcoran& | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wakia, 2016
o8] |
3 | Kidman, Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Smith,
Piccolo &
Kohler, 2019
1 [69] | 1
Are the ' Are Are there Are the During the study
participants measurements complete confounders period, is the
representative of = appropriate outcome data? | accounted forin | intervention
the target regarding both the design and administered (or
population? the outcome and analysis? exposure
intervention (or occurred) as
| 7 | exposure)? L | intended?

1 | Collings, Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Vallee &

Penning,

2013 [70]

2 | Jordans, Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Ventevogel,

Komproe,

Tol & de

Jong, 2008

[71]

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.paph.0000967.t004

MMAT



No Author/ Review Inclusion Strategy  Resources  Criteria for Methods Methods  Publication Recommendations  Directives

Year ‘questions  criteria ‘appropriate and sources appraising  to ‘used to bias assessed for policy or for new
clearly  appropriate ‘used to studies minimize combine practice rescarch
‘and for review ‘searchfor  appropriate errorsin  studies appropriate
Cexplicit studies data appropriate
| stated | | ~appropriate ‘extraction | | .
1  Nezafat |+ + | . + T * . i a + +
Maldonado,
Chandna &
Gladstone,
2019 [60] _
2 + + - | + + + - + +
Marlow, '
Servili &
Tomlinson,
| 2019 [61] . ! | ! . ! |
3 Mughai o+ + + + 4 - . L+ + -
¢t al. 2019
162] . | . . . | . | | |
4 Leeetal, |+ 4+ - o+ o+ + - - + -
| 2018 [63] | . | | .
5  Semrud- | + L+ + + + + . [+ + -
Clikeman,
2017 [64]
6  Saraswathy |+ L+ o+ 4 + + . L+ + B
etal, 2015
[65]

Table 2 the positive (+) sign illustrates, Yes, and the negative () sign indicates No.
https:doi org/10.1371/joumal. pgph. 0000967 t002

JBI



Systematic review on family support workforce skills:
conceptualisation, process and findings

Aim: to identify the current state of affairs regarding theoretical background, research findings
and practice wisdom, and to provide a framework (or baseline) for the classification of family

support workforce skills.

It was conducted according to the PRISMA guidelines for conducting and reporting systematic

reviews and meta-analyses

Artide
Research on Social Work Praciice
. N . 20, Vel 314§ 40409
Workforce Skills in Family Support: T 2 _
A Systematic Review S T European Family Support Network
journals sagepub.com/home/rsw ’:_,_;:;v
BSiGE Policy brief
e tare, o At Burgund ko, Crisina Nunes, Systematic review of Family Support workforce skills:

and Ana Antunes™* conceptualization, process, and findings

Research report

Family support workforce skills literature review

Developed by Anita Burgund Isakov, Cristina Nunes, Nevenka Zegarac & Ana Antunes
This publication is based upon work from COST Action CA18123 European Family Support Network

[EurofamNet). supported by COST (European Cooperation in Science and Technology) Updated on March 30th, 2021



Inclusion criteria were considered

40 papers were extracted from six data bases.



Search method

Two search methods were followed to identify the studies:

 An Internet-based search of the literature and a scan of the reference lists of
articles that were found in the previous search and deemed relevant.

* The following electronic databases were searched: (i) Psyclnfo, (ii) MedLine,
(iii) PsycArticles, (iv) ERIC, (v) Web of Science, (vi) Psychology, and Behavioral
Sciences Collection.

* An iterative search on each electronic database was carried out by matching
two sets of terms, including both truncated and thesaurus terms



Samples of trunced and thesaurus search for
Psycholnfo

Figure 1. Truncated search strategy

TOPIC: (“family* support” OR “family* training” OR “support* families” OR “assisti*
families” OR “skill*” OR “standard*” OR “good practice*” OR “ability”) AND TOPIC:
(“workforce” OR “professionals” OR “case worker” OR “supporter” OR “social worker” OR

“psychologist”) AND TOPIC: (“child*” OR “adolesc*” OR “youth™)

Figure 2. Example of thesaurus search for Psycinfo

(SU.EXACT(*“family support”) OR SU.EXACT(“family training”’) OR SU.EXACT(“supporting
families””) OR SU.EXACT(“assisting families””) OR SU.EXACT(*“skill”’) OR SU.EXACT
(“standard”) OR SU.EXACT(“good practice”’) OR SU.EXACT (“ability”’) AND
SU.EXACT(“workforce”) OR SU.EXACT(“Professionals”) OR SU.EXACT (“case worker”)
OR SU.EXACT(“supporter”’) OR SU.EXACT(“social worker”) OR SU.EXACT
(“psychologist”) AND SU.EXACT(“child”) OR SU.EXACT(“adolescence”) OR
SU.EXACT(“youth”) found 0O results.




Literature search

Databases: Psyclnfo, Medline, PsyeArticles, ProCluest Psyehalogy Journals,
ERIC, Web of Sclence, Psychology and Behavioral Sciences Collection Limits:
Peer-reviewed articles in English, fram 1995 to 2020.

v

Search results for each database

Psycinfo n =551

Medline @ = 1113

ERIC n = 327

Web of Science n = 982

Psychology and Behavioral Sciences Collection n =1006
total-8949

v

Excluded after pre-specified filters (n=4353)

A J

Articles screened on basis of title and/or abstract

e Excluded: did not meet eligibility criteria (n= 4159)

L 4

Inchuded (n =437)

| Excluded: No fulktext available (n=105)

L 4

Manuscript review and application of inclusion criteria (n=332)

Studies found through reference list of
included studies from review (n =11)

Excluded [r= 303}
Unrelated subject [3 = 257)

Book chapters (n=46)

L

Included studies {n =40)




Data Analysis

* Included: author(s) and date of publication, title, aim, country, type of
study/information, data collection method, data analyses, sample size, and
main findings.

* Clients of the studies have been recognized and divided in four categories:
* (1) families of neglected/abused children or in care,
e (2) families with children affected by behavioural problems,
* (3) families with children with disability, and
* (4) minority ethnic parents.

* The professionals in the 40 studies reviewed were mainly social workers
(N=22, 55%), followed by child protection workers (including social
workers, psychologists, and others, N=14, 35%), psychologists (N=3.8%),
and paediatricians (N=1.2%).



Author(s)/

(Year of

SYNTHESIS OF THE RESEARCH

Main findings /Conclusions

Strengths & Limitations

publication
Bridge, G.
(1999)

Harrison, R.
S., Boyle, S.
W., & Farley,
O. W. (1999)

To consider child
observation as a strategy
for improving the quality
of training for social
workers engaged in
service provision to
disabled children and
their families.

To determine the
effectiveness of a 12-
week family-based
intervention for troubled
children.

As social workers are among the main providers of
services, their training needs in this area should be
identified and strategies implemented. It has been
apparent that knowledge may be developed from many
subject areas and integrated by those observing through
having the opportunity to see ‘what others may not
want to see’ and learning to suspend judgment.

Family-based interventions provided by social workers
were associated with improved psychosocial functioning
on the part of parents and children with behavioural
problems.

As we shall see from the brief
history of social work involvement
with disabled children later in this
paper, there is an urgent necessity
to improve training and thereby
the quality of service provided to
clients. Possible scientific bias.

The effectiveness of booster
sessions, in which parents and
their children can have periodic
mini sessions to review concepts
previously learned but adjusted to
the developmental needs of
families with adolescents, also
needs to be examined.



SYNTHESIS OF THE RESEARCH

Author(s)/ Country Type of study Sample size Data analyses Family support workforce skills topics

(Year of
publication) Qual Quant Lit Small dna Big Thematic dna Descriptive/ Professionals’ Technical Specific

review scale studies . ualities skills knowledge
study study = = analyses Inferential < &

Statistics
Bridge, G. (1999)

Harrison, R. S.,
Boyle,S. W., &
Farley, O. W.
(1999)

Littell, J.H., &
Tajima, E. A.
(2000).




Family support workforce skills

Were organized in three topics:

(1)

The gualities of the professionals (attitudes and attributes), accuracy, empathy,
warmth, and genuineness are associated with higher satisfaction with social
workers and other professionals

(2) Technical skills included ways to empower and enable families;,communication

(3)

skills;planning skills, decision-making skills,problem-solving; time-management and
organizational skills

Specific knowledge studies were scarcer. We identified eleven studies about
technical and professional expertise, namely cognitive-behavioural strategies,
training in child observation techniques,conducting plan evaluation or using
specific assessment tools and motivational interviewing.



Conclusion

* This systematic review provided a very
general concept of family support
workforce skills.

* The data are not sufficient to present a
strong, broad global perspective
comparing different social, cultural and
political conditions.

Limitations:
* English language
* 5 countries

* Only scientific papers
31

Family support workforce skills is an
emergent concept and research
related to it needs to be intensified to
allow for the establishment of
standardized guidelines for family

support workforce skills.



Advantages of
conducting a
systematic
literature
review

Overall, a systematic literature
review is a valuable research
methodology that provides a
rigorous and comprehensive
overview of the existing research
on a particular topic. It can be used
to inform policy and practice,
identify research gaps, and guide
future research

Increases precision and accuracy. This helps to ensure
that the results are reliable and can be used to inform
policy and practice.

avoid duplicating previous research and focus on areas
where further research is needed.

05 Saves time and resources It allows researchers to

Provides a
comprehensive overview
This helps to identify gaps
in the literature and areas
where further research is
needed.



Potential pitfalls
that researchers ¢
should be aware
of:

Quality of studies If the quality of the studies is poor,
the conclusions drawn from the review may be less
reliable

Overall, researchers should be aware of
these potential pitfalls and take steps to
minimize their impact on the
systematic review. This may involve
being transparent about the selectio
criteria and methodology used in the
review, conducting a comprehensive
search of the literature, and using
appropriate statistical techniques to
account for heterogeneity in the
included studies.

>

Limitations of the review process This may lead to the
05 exclusion of relevant studies and limit the conclusions
that can be drawn from the review.




Usefull resources

**Prisma Guidelines

**Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of
Interventions

+¢*JBI Manual for Evidence Synthesis

**decision tree

**PROSPERO

»»Systematic Review Toolbox
***PRISMA-S



http://prisma-statement.org/
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook
https://jbi-global-wiki.refined.site/space/MANUAL
https://app.box.com/s/tfgvuicvsn9s58g7c0akxh0cmcuifbbo/file/573873815952?sb=/details
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/
http://systematicreviewtools.com/index.php
http://prisma-statement.org/Extensions/Searching
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