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Talk is about the issue of conducting REA versus systematic review – using an example of persistent and prolific offenders
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What follows

Rapid Evidence Assessment vs.
Systematic Review

An example using persistent and prolific
offenders

Implications
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Firstly an outline of the talk – three areas, REA vs. systematic review methodology
Demonstrate the differences using some information from the methodology of an RAE on persistent offenders 
Implications for conducting future RAE
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Rapid Evidence Assessment
(REA)

™

-

Rapid Evidence of Assessment

A tool for policy making
(Www.gsr.gov.uk)

Assessment of the available evidence In
sSIX months or less.

/



Presenter
Presentation Notes
WHAT IS AN REA
HOW DID THEY COME ABOUT
FIRST REA CONDUCTED BY HOME OFFICE – since then 7 are published on the gsr web page which also contains a tool kit on how to conduct an REA.
DEVELOPED OUT OF A REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE ANSWERS TO POLICY QUESTIONS ON THE BASIS OF AVAILABLE EVIDENCE


Strengths

Weaknesses

Quick synthesis of available evidence meet policy
and research needs

Shortening the systematic review risks introducing
bias

Uses systematic review methods so is transparent,
rigorous and replicable

Acknowledgement bias important so that
judgements can be made about the reliability of the
REA

Can be used to answer a range of policy questions

Danger of reaching inconclusive findings

Enables accumulative body of evidence developed
over time

Not full coverage of all available literature

Can form the basis of a more detailed full
systematic review

May draw conclusions that miss large amounts of
evidence
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THIS TABLE DESCRIBES SOME OF THE STRENGHTS AND WEAKENSS OF CONDUCTING AN REA


. ™

Why Systematic reviews?

A tool for policy making

Take between one and two years to
conduct

Includes ALL available literature
Reduces publication bias

Objective and transparent assessment

N %
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A systematic review
How does it differ from an REA?
USED FOR POLICY PURPOSES
TIME TAKEN TO CONDUCT INFORMATION
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An example: An REA of interventions
for persistent and prolific offenders

™

Defining the population
Varying definitions

Account for large proportion of crimes

Wolfgang et al (1972) Delinquency in a persistent offender cohort
Hagell & Newburn (1994) Persistent young offenders

-
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What do we mean by persistent and prolific offenders
How many are there in the uk
Varying definitions in the literature – number of previous offences in a given time period – the debate for the definition
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The methodology: REA

Literature searches
(articles between 1995-2007, 7 databases searched)

Pre-screening (four reviewers)
Development of inclusion/exclusion criteria
Data extraction and synthesis

Timetable for the project
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So some details on the methodology
7 databases searched
Sources of data crucial in finding the correct information

Time table for the project:

Development of protocol and specific review questions1 month June 2006
Searches for published and unpublished studies2 weeks July 2006
Pre-screening of papers/reports for inclusion4 weeks July 2006
Obtaining papers and reports (based on ordering 500 papers) 
keywording and preparation of interim report4 weeks August 2006
Presentation of interim evidence of effectiveness Extraction of data from the research (based on data extraction of 50 papers)
8 weeks September- October 2006
Data Analysis and report writing4 weeks November 2006


The methodology: REA

What was not included:

Studies containing less than 100 participants
(Farrington, 2006, Journal of Experimental Criminology, 2, 121-141.)

Grey literature (specific databases) — risk of publication bias
Government/policy reports — risk of publication bias
Double data extraction of all studies

Studies ordered but not obtained by end of study period
(n=112)
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Because of the restrictions noted in the REA
A number of limitations were placed
These included studies with less than 100 participants
Grey literature from specific databases
Government/policy areas
Data extraction was completed on 7% of studies
Time constraints on the study inclusion
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The findings: Systematic review

Included items

Number of additional potential

papers
Studies containing less than 100 11
participants

Grey literature sources (Index of 133
Theses & ZETOC)

Government websites 10

(Home Office, Corrections services
of Canada, NCJRS, National
Institute of Justice)
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Total identified 154, of these using a rate of 7% inclusion based on previous REA, gives a potential of 11 papers for the review, plus the 11 studies containing less than 100 individuals giving a total of  22. plus the 112 papers ordered for further screening gives a total of 
154+112=266 (less 11, would have been included less the sample size), gives 255, a 7% inclusion rate gives a possible 18 further papers.


/The evidence of publication \
bias....

Stern & Simes (1997)

Reviewed 748 eligible studies — 10 year period
Those with positive results much more likely to be published
Significantly shorter time to publication (4.8 years vs. 8.0 years)

Wilson, (2008)

Reviewed Campbell Crime and Justice Systematic Reviews

Approx half of all literature included in the systematic reviews was grey
literature.

Stern & Simes (1997), BMJ, 315, 640-645.

Wilson, (2008) The Importance of a Comprehensive Document Search for Systematic
Reviews, Jerry Lee Symposium, May 2008, Washington.




®
/Double data extraction vs.
single?

Bushcemi et al. (2006), Journal of Clinical Epidemiology,
59 (7), 697-703.

® Single data extraction resulted in more errors than
double data extraction (21.7%, p=0.019)

® Average time (36%, p=0.003)
Gotzsche et al. (2007), JAMA, 298 (4), 430-438.

® 27 meta analyses, 63% contained errors
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ONE FINAL ISSUE IS THAT OF DATA EXTRACTION
COMPLETED IN THE CASE OF 7% OF STUDIES
ALL ARTICLE INFORMATION WAS CHECKED BUT NOT INDEPENDENTLY CHECKED ON WRITING OF THE FINAL REPORT
BUT WHAT DOES THE EVIDENCE TELL US ABOUT THIS ISSUE?

TWO STUDIES

SINGLE DATA EXTRACTION YIELDS GREATER NUMBER OF ERRORS THAN DOUBLE
EVALUATION OF META ANALYSES – 2 TRIALS FROM EACH META ANALYSIS – 63% CONTAINED SOME FORM OF ERROR
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Conclusions and Implications

REA or Systematic Review?

Depends upon the subject matter?

The importance of reducing bias

Being specific about the research question
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SO THE ARGUMENT OF TO REA OR NOT COMES DOWN TO A NUMBER OF ISSUES
THE SUBJECT MATTER
THE IMPORTANCE OF REDUCING BIAS
MAINTAING RESEARCH QUALITY
BEING ABLE TO MAKE CONCLUSIONS BASED ON THE EVIDENCE THAT IS APPROPRIATE AND WITH CAVEATS LISTING THE RELEVANT LIMITATIONS OF THE FINDINGS
Temptation is to use the REA  as if it were a full systematic review and on the basis of this make recommendations for policy – something which should be done with caution given the research evidence on publication bias and double data extraction.
May be one possible investigation would be to look at the 7 conducted REA to assess how far short they may fall in terms of searching the literature or/and quality and methodological rigour.


e

Conclusions and Implications

™

Caveats of caution for REAs

Expectations of policy makers

Present the degree of certainty about the

available evidence

/
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Contact Detalls

™

N

Amanda E. Perry

Centre for Criminal Justice Economics and
Psychology

University of York, UK
Email:

www.york.ac.uk/criminaljustice/
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