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Evidence-based practice
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Figure 1: Revised model of EBP (from Mullen et al 2005, originally 
Haynes et al 2002) 







Decision making in EBP


Table 1: Decision making in EBP
 Intervention A Intervention B Intervention n Rank 


1. Clients preferences 
and actions 


    


2. Clinical state and 
circumstances 


    


3. Research evidence     
Summary     







Evidence in a systematic review


Table 2: ACT vs. Control (Standard CM, Brokered CM, and TAU) - illustration


Review: Vancouver 2008 C2 Colloquium (re-calculating Coldwell & Bender 2007)
Comparison: 02 Reducing homelessness (continuous)                                                                    
Outcome: 01 ACT vs Comparison (stanndard CM, brokered CM & TAU)                                                      


Study  Treatment Control  SMD (random) Weight SMD (random)
or sub-category N Mean (SD) N Mean (SD)  95% CI %  95% CI


Lehman                 77     10.10(45.60)         75     24.30(45.90)    25.26    -0.31 [-0.63, 0.01]       
Morse 1               110    -15.58(12.20)         55     -9.73(14.77)    24.13    -0.44 [-0.77, -0.12]      
Morse 2                52    -22.34(9.32)         126    -16.02(12.15)    24.00    -0.55 [-0.88, -0.22]      
Shern                  91    -54.90(36.90)         77    -28.20(44.50)    26.61    -0.66 [-0.97, -0.34]      


Total (95% CI)   330                         333 100.00    -0.49 [-0.65, -0.33]
Test for heterogeneity: Chi² = 2.52, df = 3 (P = 0.47), I² = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 6.00 (P < 0.00001)
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Favours treatment  Favours control







Decision making in EBP: argument (part 1)


• If Intervention A is better than the control conditions (P1), then it is 
likely that Intervention A will be a better than locally available 
alternatives (P2).







Decision making in EBP: argument (part 2)


• If Intervention A is likely to be better than locally available 
alternatives (P2), and if everything else is equal (P3), then 
Intervention A should be adopted (Q1).







Decision making in EBP: argument (symbols)


Table 3: logical structure of the arguments 
1 P1 → P2 True? 
2 (P2 ∧ P3) → Q1 True 
3 P1  True? 
4 P3 True? 
5 Q1  True? 







Assumptions (argument part 1)


P1 Assertive Community Treatment is, on average, better than the 
control conditions: SMD = -0.49; U3 = 0,69


P1→P2 Does control conditions correspond to locally available 
alternatives? 
Control conditions: Standard Case Management, Brokered Case 
Management, Standard treatment 
Locally available alternatives: local government in UK, Denmark, Sweden, etc?







Locally available alternatives (Sweden)


Table 4 (Modified from Blid 2008): Type of housing interventions (n = 381; 147 municipalities) 


Housing intervention category 
Housing 
interventions (n) 


Individual services per 
10 000 inhabitants 


Municipalities with 
intervention (n=147) 


Accommodation    
Shelter 22 0.69 12 % 
Hotel and holiday chalets 5 0.11 3 % 
Low threshold housing 34 0.58 20 % 
Residential care 33 1.16 18 % 
Halfway house 1 0.03 1 % 
Re-entry housing 7 0.07 5 % 
Special category house 28 0.79 15 % 
Training flats 25 1.14 1 % 
Welfare lodging home 1 0.03 13 % 
Sublet contract 88 9.51 58 % 


Sum 244 14.12  
Daily life support (≈ CM)    
Within individual and family care 24 1.22 19 % 
Within social psychiatric service 113 13.43 81 % 


Sum 137 14.65  
Total 381 28.77  


 







Argument (part 2)


P3 Everything else is equal
Client preferences and actions
Clinical state and circumstances







Clients preferences and actions


• Which alternative intervention (A, B, C … n) is preferred by the local 
clients, and which alternative fits best with reference to client 
actions?


a) Clients
b) Client organizations


Surveys, interviews, etc… on and local levels







Clinical states and circumstance


• Which alternative intervention (A, B, C … n) is preferable when 
considering the local clinical state and circumstances?


a) Costs and benefits
b) Local policy, organization, routines, guidelines etc 
c) Staff competence and preferences
d) Relationship to other local agencies and organizations


Local inquiries…







Locally available alternatives (Östersund)


• Special category housing
– a special institution-like accommodation with permanent housing support
– offered to homeless people including unstable housing due to severe substance 


misuse and/or severe mental disorders
– intended to offer permanent housing 
– no or low demands on changing the behavior of substance users
– the tenant follows some basic rules on site (violence, threats, nuisance, hygiene)


• Only housing support 
– staff is not expected to initiate treatment for addiction or undertake motivational 


work to encourage such treatment
– 20 persons 1996 – 1999


• Conclusions
– Directly housing stability and quality of life, no effect on substance misuse, 


perpetuation of social exclusion…
(Blid & Gerdner 2006)







Local decision making in EBP - Sweden


Table 5: Decision making in EBP
Intervention A Intervention B First  
ACT Special category housing  Rank 


1. Clients preferences and actions No information No information ? 
2. Clinical state and circumstances No information No information ? 
3. Research evidence Promising Poor evidence-base A 


Summary   ? 


 







Concluding questions


1. What is meaningful to compare in local decision making applying 
EBP? ACT vs. Special Category Housing? Special Category 
Housing with vs. Special Category without ACT?


2. Does the Systematic Review provide sufficient information?
a) Interventions
b) Control conditions
c) Local settings


3. Is it indicated in the SR what additional information is needed? 
a) clients preferences and actions
b) clinical state and circumstances


4. How to define the role of SR producers, disseminators, local R&D, 
end users?
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KNOWLEDGE TRANSLATION
EXPERIENCES FROM NORDIC CAMPBELL CENTRE


C2UG Coodinator
Mads Andersen Hoeg
Nordic Campbell Centre
Copenhagen, Denmark



Presenter

Presentation Notes

Focus on the practical work in NC2 – form, language, link to local context – based on experiences made over the last couple of years
Sten will get more into the technicalities regarding reviews
Nordic Campbell Centre is also C2 User Group secretariat – some points I touch here will be more thoroughly presented in C2UG-workshop on “Writing User Abstracts for Campbell Reviews” – Wednesday 10.00-11.30 in the Grand Ballroom (with C2UG Co-chair Merete Konnerup)
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THE BIG CHALLENGE


Researchers Non-researchers



Presenter

Presentation Notes

These are charicatures (joke on Danish tradition) on how researchers and non-researchers see each other (Meretes joke tomorrow)

Researchers always reluctant to conclude
Non-researchers (practitioners – difficult group to define – another problem) only want (and understand) ”good” or ”bad”

We all know that this is not the case for either group, but there are different ways of talking about evidence – different ”telling traditions”

Researchers focus on scientific trustworhtyness (defensive conclusions) – users focus on decisions (low level of detail – either/or-conclusions) 

There is need for at MEDIATOR = Nordic Campbell Centre (and C2 Users Group)
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KNOWLEDGE TRANSLATION IN 
NORDIC CAMPBELL CENTRE


-Production of plain language articles (user abstracts)


-Active press strategy


-User involvement in review process (advisory boards)



Presenter

Presentation Notes

This is what I will tell you about – how we mediate
Production of articles – The articles from NC2 have been ”promoted” to be the official ”campbell user abstract” (Steering group decision in march 08) More on this in C2UG workshop (we will teach how to write – become member of C2UG)
Press strategy – discussion on how to reach decision makers – who are they (politicians, administrators, local governments, social workers) – at the moment we try to reach ”press” – tell about experiences drawn here. A lot of discussion potential here (definition of target groups)
Advisory boards – try to produce ”ambassadors” for the review (network dissemination)
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USER ABSTRACTS


-Present key findings in plain language


-Get approval from lead reviewer


-Add comments from local practitioner and local facts


Read more: “Policy Guiding the production of Campbell Collaboration User 
Abstracts” & “Guidelines for writing a Campbell Collaboration User Abstract” on 
C2UG website (http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/UGindex.asp)



Presenter

Presentation Notes

Language is key – get more into language and form in the following example
Approval – this is key: two formal requirements: 1) lead reviewer approval 2) everything support in review
Comments & facts – the importance of bringing general (universal) into local context – receivers need a ”hook” of relevance. This is step 2 in the writing process (and optional in the C2UG), but very important in dissemination

Key activity in C2UG - Allows for membership and voting rights in C2UG – SEE PAPERS ON C2UG WEBSITE OR WORKSHOP TOMORROW
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SCHOOL-BASED SOCIAL INFORMATION 
PROCESSING INTERVENTONS


User abstract
- Short intro
- Problem
- Effect
- Details on intervention
- Facts about review
- Further research



Presenter

Presentation Notes

DEL artikel ud: ”Education programmes mey reduce bullying and conflicts among children”

Vis at afsnit passer med beskreven struktur. 
Focus on results
No scientific method (except in back)
Language – translate ”Social information processing interventions” to ”plain language” (no direct Danish translation)

THE user abstract is only based on facts in the review – NO other context!  This means that the abstract can be used anywhere!  C2UG-work

Context comes next:
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SCHOOL-BASED SOCIAL INFORMATION 
PROCESSING INTERVENTONS


Local practitioner
- Interview or self-written
- Experience based
- Clearly separated from review


Local facts



Presenter

Presentation Notes

WHY:
The need for a local ”hook” – people will be more open, if there is something familiar (this is why we encourage C2UG members to evellop the User Abstracts in their own layout  - with proper references)
THere might be local circumstances, that need to be taken into consideration (maybe Sten will get more into that)

 - Interview preferred – easy and controllable
 - based on their experience 
	Questions: Is this a problem in DK – is the intervention used in DK – are the results surprising – is the review missing relevant issues?
 - It is important that the ”sender” of the comments are clearly presented (”This box is the sole opinion of…”) – The review and practitioner may not always agree (but we aim to make a match)

Local facts added: how many, expences etc.

THE IMPORTANCE OF LOCAL FACTS – next example: ”WHat is important?”
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COGNITIVE BEHAVIOURAL THERAPY 
FOR CRIMINAL OFFENDERS


WELL-IMPLEMENTED COGNITIVE-BEHAVIOURAL 
THERAPY HALVES THE RECIDIVISM OF CRIMINAL 
OFFENDERS
Cognitive-behavioural therapy can prevent criminal offenders from 
continuing their criminal careers. […] It is particularly important for the 
programmes to be stringently implemented, by well-trained providers. 
No significant differences were found in the effectiveness of the 
different types of programmes or “brand names”. Whether the 
treatment is implemented in prison or in the community has no 
influence on the outcome. […] There are, however, two treatment 
elements that have the opposite intention and reduce the effect, i.e. 
behaviour modification and the inclusion of victim impact.



Presenter

Presentation Notes

Review: Mark W. Lipsey, Nana A. Landenberger, Sandra J. Wilson: Effects of Cognitive-Behavioral Programs for Criminal Offenders. Campbell Collaboration 2007

We present results loyally – extract from User abstract.

Our practitioner is surprised at two things (that the ”setting” has no effect – and that inclusion of victim impact have a negative effect)

As a part of our new press strategy, we send out a press release and…
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COGNITIVE BEHAVIOURAL THERAPY 
FOR CRIMINAL OFFENDERS


Newspaper headlines:


VICTIM CONFRONTATION ONLY MAKE 
MATTERS WORSE
and


VICTIMS INCREASE CRIME



Presenter

Presentation Notes

This is what the press picked up on: Victim impact 

WHY:
confrontation between offender and victim is a big thing in DK – CONTEXT!
Its counter-intuituve – surprising. You would think, that this is a good thing to ”get it all out” – but the review indicates that is may be harmful.
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COGNITIVE BEHAVIOURAL THERAPY 
FOR CRIMINAL OFFENDERS


Now the press wanted to know:


a) How big is the effect?
- Review: “The mean odds ratio indicated that the odds of not recidivating
in the 12 months after intervention for individuals in the treatment group 
were 1.53 times as great as those for individuals in the control group. This 
represents a reduction from the .40 mean recidivism rate of the control 
groups to a mean rate of .30 for the treatment groups, a 25% decrease. The 
most effective configurations of CBT produced odds ratios nearly twice as 
large as the mean, corresponding to recidivism rates of around .19 in the 
treatment groups, more than a 50% decrease from the .40 rate of the 
average control group.”


b) Why?



Presenter

Presentation Notes

How Big? The review only gives understandable odds ratios (p. 21 – 1. afsnit) on the effect of CBT overall, but NOT on the variables! CITAT ER RIGTIG GODT, MEN: We could not deliver the effect on victim impact! It is UTTERLY important to make understandable figures for instance by calculating odds ratios. Not everybody understands ”.40 mean recidivism rate”

WHY? The review does not give that kind of answers! We had a local Danish (Swedish, actually) attached to the review and he gave a theory – DIFFERENCE IN TELLING TRADITIONS (review only states effects, but (rarely) a theoretical explanation) – the article only presents review, but we need to be available with additional facts.

SO two things are important in local dissemination: UNDERSTANDABLE RESULTS! + Understand your local context
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AN INTERESTING RESULT?
PLAYING THE PRESS


Reviewers' conclusions
No evidence from randomised 
controlled trials or quasi-randomised 
controlled trials exists regarding the 
effectiveness of cognitive-behavioural 
interventions for gang prevention. […] 
Reviewers conclude there is an urgent 
need for rigorous primary evaluations 
of cognitive-behavioural interventions 
for gang prevention to develop this 
research field and guide future gang 
prevention programmes and policies.
Fisher, H, Gardner FEM, Montgomery P: Cognitive-behavioural interventions 
for preventing youth gang involvement for children and young people (7-16). 
Campbell Collaboration 2008.


Reviewers' conclusions 
No evidence from randomised 
controlled trials or quasi-randomised 
controlled trials currently exists 
regarding the effectiveness of 
opportunities provision for gang 
prevention. […] Rigorous primary 
evaluations of gang prevention 
strategies are crucial to develop this 
research field, justify funding of 
existing interventions, and guide 
future gang prevention programmes 
and policies.


Fisher, H, Gardner FEM, Montgomery P: Opportunities provision for 
preventing youth gang involvement for children and young people (7-16). 
Campbell Collaboration 2008.



Presenter

Presentation Notes

ACTIVE PRESS STRATEGY
We had two empty reviews. How could this be interesting?

CONTEXT: Riots in DK – problems with gangs – national newspaper had a series of articles on the subject.

Not a real Campbell UA, but a reviewer approved short article – sent solo to that newspaper:
Lack of research in preventing gang formations
Gang-related crime is a major problem in cities worldwide. Nonetheless, research is lacking on how best to prevent young people from becoming involved in gang-related activities. Two systematic reviews supported by SFI Campbell have reviewed the research concerning two specific preventive interventions for children and young people. However, the researchers found no studies of sufficient solidity to draw any conclusions as to the effect of these interventions.

= Frontpage + two full pages inside newspaper (Danish experts on the subject) + spin off in many other major media
= Day 2 Same newspaper: Demand for political action.

Playing on context! Is this the way to transform research intp action?

DISCUSSION:
Press strategy: WHO is the target group and how to reach them? Now we work in national press (also professional journals) What are your thougts? How do you do it? Who is your target group?
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ADVISORY BOARDS
MAKING AMBASSADORS


- Researchers
- Administrators/decision makers
- Relevant practitioners
- Stakeholders
- Nordic Campbell Centre staff



Presenter

Presentation Notes

In order to include users perspective in the review proces Nordic Campbell Centre hosts advisory boards for all NC2-supported Campbell reviews
(we try to get this to be a C2 standard)

We invite researchers to tell about review (preferably twice in the process) 
 - 4-8 people + researcher + nc2 staff
 - Advisory, sparring – However, the reference group cannot be held responsible for results or information in the final review; this is the responsibility of the researchers alone. In the same way, it is the researchers alone who have the right to make decisions
 - Chosen from different levels and organisations. When they are included they will act as ambassadors
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CAMPBELL COLLABORATION 
USERS GROUP (C2UG)


Join the C2UG:


C2UG workshop
Writing User Abstracts for Campbell Reviews
Wednesday 10.00-11.30, Grand Ballroom


http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/UGindex.asp



Presenter

Presentation Notes

This is the place to take debates and exchange experiences in the Campbell Collaboration.

On the workshop you will here a lot more – get into the problems and challenges (some of the same points)

Join the C2UG either as member or affiliate. Co-chair = steering group seat. 

Membership requires participation at workshop – another workshop in september in Copenhagen

Website: read more – get user abstracts (15) after colloquium – vote for new co-chair
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