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I Program dnesniho setkani

9:10-11:10 BLOK1 - Intro
* Cile predmeétu a podminky atestace
* Metodika Rapid Evidence Assessment
 Priklad vyzkumné zpravy

11:30—-12:50 BLOK 2 — Systematicka prace se zdroiji
Mgr. Michaela Malkova
Spravkyne EIZ pro FF UK, Knihovna Filozoficke fakulty UK, SVI

13:00—-14:05 BLOK 3 — Prace v tymech
Brainstorm témat a vyzkumnych otazek




I Cile

Prohloubeni a aplikace znalosti a dovednosti z metodologie
psychologického vyzkumu:

e Stanoveni vyzkumného zameéru

e Reserse a kriticke zhodnoceni odborne literatury
* Formulace vyzkumnych otazek

* Systematickeé vyhledavani a prace s literaturou
 Hodnoceni, extrakce a synteza dat

* Prezentace projektu a prubéznych vysledkd

e Zpracovani vyzkumné zpravy




Navaznost predmetu

Vychozi predmety:

» Uvod do studia psychologie — specifika akademického psani,
citacni norma APA, prace s elektronickymi informacnimi
zdroji, etika, plagiarismus

* Psychologicka metodologie — vyzkumné metody a designy,
vyzkumné otazky a hypotezy, reserse literatury

» Zaklady statistiky — statisticka analyza kvantitativnich dat

» Zaklady psychometrie a psychodiagnostiky — psychometrické
vlastnosti dotazniku




I Sylabus Metodologickych Praktik

Datum Téma

1.11. PO18 Organizacni aspekty
Metodika Rapid Evidence Assessment
Prihlaseni téemat a terminu prezentaci do 11.11.
29.11. PO18 Prezentace I. (9:10—-12:20)
Konzultace (12:30 — 14:00)
20.12. PO18 Prezentace Il. (9:10—12:20)
Konzultace (12:30 — 14:00)
10.1. P0O18 Zaverecna konference (9:10 — 14:00)
Odevzdani vyzkumné zpravy do 24. 1. 2025




I Prihlaseni skupin, tématu a terminu 1. prezentace

Dne 11.11. 2024 v 11:00 bude na Moodle zpristupnén
formular pro prihlasovani skupin, tématu a terminu
prezentace - je tedy nutné prihlasit:

e Vyzkumné tymy po 4 Clenech (max)
e Zvolené téma

 Termin prvni prezentace — vyzkumna otazka a jeji kontext
(,business case”) a pribézny progres projektu: 29.11.
nebo 20.12.




I Podminky ziskani atestace

Aktivni UCast pri praci ve skupinach:

1. Prezentace Uvodni reserse k vyzkumnému tématu a prubézného
postupu projektu (rozsah max 5 ppt slidd; 15min prezentace +
5min diskuze) — v terminu 29.11. nebo 20.12.

2. ZavérecCna prezentace vysledkd vyzkumu - 10.1.
3. Odevzdani vypracované vyzkumné zpravy ve formatu APA:
e Zprava v rozsahu 15-20 normostran + prilohy

* Format Word




I Pozadavky 1. prezentace

V terminu 29.11. nebo 20.12. budou jednotlivé skupiny
prezentovat progres vaseho rapid evidence assessment na
vami zvolené téma

Prezentace bude zahrnovat:

Zvolené téma / nazev projektu

Predstaveni vyzkumného tymu

Vyzkumna otazka a jeji kontext (,,business case”)
Klicova slova a mapa konceptl (PICOC/S viz Step 2)
Inclusion / exclusion criteria (Step 3)

Dokumentaci vasi vyhledavaci strategie (Step 4-5)

+ pripadné otazky, které byste radi diskutovali




I Pozadavky 2. prezentace

V terminu 10. 1. budou vSechny skupiny prezentovat vysledky
vaseho rapid evidence assessment na vami zvolené téma

Prezentace bude zahrnovat:
e Zvolené téma / nazev projektu

e Strucné: Vyzkumna otazka a jeji kontext (,,business case”),
Klicova slova a mapa konceptl (PICOC/S viz Step 2), Inclusion
/ exclusion criteria (Step 3), Dokumentaci vasi vyhledavaci
strategie (Step 4-5) — zejména pokud zde dojde k néjakym
zmenam na zakladeée feedbacku na 1. prezentaci

* Hlavnim predmétem prezentace budou vysledky a zavéry ve
formé ,evidence statements” (Step 8 — 12)




I Struktura vyzkumné zpravy
* Nazev
* Abstrakt (max 250 slov) + klicova slova
* Introduction /Uvod — formulace tématu a otazky, zd@vodnéni,
proC je dané téma dulezité
* Method / Metoda — vylucovaci a zahrnovaci kritéria,

vyhledavaci strategie, flow diagram (PRISMA), hodnoceni
kvality studii

* Results / Vysledky — vysledky extrakce a syntézy dat

* Discussion / Diskuze — interpretace a kontextudlni zaclenéni
vysledkd, limity, teoretické a praktické implikace zjisténi

 Reference — APA format, referencni software (napr. Zotero)

* Prilohy — 1. Vyhledavaci strategie pro vsechny databaze, 2.

vysledky kritického hodnoceni a extrakce studii, 3. Tabulka
shrnujici extrakci dat zahrnutych studii




I Typy resersi / literature reviews

Systematic literature review

* Aims to cover all existing research relative to a carefully (and often
narrowly) defined topic -> carefully defined search parameters

* Presented as a study rather than a context piece
* May analyse gathered material

* Applies measure of ‘quality’ of research to filter and evaluate what
studies are included and excluded

Traditional / Narrative review

* based on 3 critical assessment of a personal selection of material
and has different purposes




I Typy resersi / Narrative literature reviews

Conceptual

* Synthesises and critically assesses literature with respect to a
particular issue to produce greater understanding of the issue

A state-of the-art review
* Examines the most recent contributions to a field or area of study
* Focuses on trends, agreements, and debates

Expert review

* Undertaken by a senior figure in the field and heavily inflected
with their own particular interests and contributions




I Typy resersi / Narrative literature reviews

Scoping review
* Aims to to create an agenda for future research project(s)

* Documents what is already known & focuses on the gaps, niches,
disputes, blank and blind spots

* Aims to generate the research question(s) & justify an approach

Traditional — introduction to empirical study / thesis / book
* Aims to position a piece of research that has been undertaken

. F_rol(\j/ides a critical assessment of the research and theory in the
ie

* Focuses primarily on material that is significant relative to the
conducted / presented research

* The literature is used to locate the contribution, the “what-we-
now-know-that-we-didn’t-before-and-why-this-is-important”




I Co je Rapid Evidence Assessment?

Rapid Structured Review
Brief Review Expedited Systemabic Review
Systematic Rapid Evidence Review Rapid Structured Literature Review
Health Technology Assessment Rapid Review

Rapid Assessmenb Rapid Evidence-Based Literabure Review

Rapid & Responsive Health Technology Assessment

Id Review

Rapid Nonsystemabic Review Rapid Evidence Assessment of Liberature

Rapid Sngemabic ReView Accelerabed Systemabic Review

: - Rapid Evidence Review
Rapid Evidence Assessment,, i revews sushess
Rapid Health Technology Assessment Rapid Realiss Review

Evidence Summaries

rapid synchesis Healbh Technology Assessment

Rapid Narrative Review  Mini Health Technology Assessment
Quick Review Rapid Literature Review

Image credit to Tricco et al. BMC Medicine 2015; 13: 224.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-015-0465-6




I Co je Rapid Evidence Assessment / Rapid Review?

Systematic literature review (SLR)

* areview that “attempts to collate all empirical evidence that fits pre-
specified eligibility criteria in order to answer a specific research
guestion. It uses explicit, systematic methods that are selected with a
view to minimizing bias, thus providing more reliable findings from

which conclusions can be drawn and decisions made” (Cochrane handbook
for systematic reviews of effectiveness)

VS

Rapid review (RR)

* astreamlined approach to synthesizing evidence in a timely manner -
typically for the purpose of informing emergent decisions faced by

decision makers in health care settings.(khangura et al.; Systematic reviews,
2012; http://www.systematicreviewsjournal.com/content/1/1/10)




I Srovnhani SLR vs RR

Systematicky prehled literatury Rapid review

Komplexni a vycerpavajici syntéza viech  Rychla syntéza dostupnych dikazd pro

Ucel dostupnych zdrojd ohledne konkrétni informovangjsi rozhodovani v kratkem
vyzkumne otazky casovem horizontu

. ) L - _ tydny az mesice, v zavislost na

Casova mesice az roky, v zavislosti na rozsahu a

. v pozadované rychlosti a dostupnych
narocnost slozitost tematu. .
zdrajich.

) ) _ Zjednoduszena metodologie s moznymi
Striktne definovana a reprodukovatelna ,J o ) g{ . ¥
_ . o upravami, jako je omezeni poctu
] metodologie zahrnujici rozsahle . .. _
Metodologie e ey e , . prohledavanych databazi, zkraceni
vyhledavani, kriticke hodnoceni kvality . ) )

B ) ) . procesu hodnoceni kvality nebo omezeni
studii a podrobnou syntezu wysledku. . .
rozsahu zahrnutych studii.




Srovnhani SLR vs RR

Rozsah
vyhledavani

Transparentnost

Systematicky prehled literatury

Siroké a dikladné vyhledavani zahrnujici
vice databazi, sedou literaturu 3
nepublikovane studie, aby se
minimalizoval bias a zahrnuly vsechny

relevantni ddkazy.

Dikladné kriticke hodnoceni kvality a
rizika biasu u viech zahrnutych studii

pomaoci standardizovanych nastroji.

Detailni a komplexni syntéza vysledkd,
casto zahrnujici metaanalyzu pro
kvantitativni kombinaci dat z rdznych
studii.

\ysoka Uroven transparentnost s

podrobnym popisem viech krokd

Rapid review

Omezené vyhledavani zamérené na
klicove databaze a publikace, casto
vynechavajici sedou literaturu a
nepublikovang studie kvili casowym

omezenim.

Muze zahrnovat zjednodusené nebo
vynechané hodnoceni kvality studii, coz

muzZe zvysit riziko biasu ve vysledcich,

Strucna synteza vysledkd s dirazem na
klicove nalezy, casto bez kvantitativni
kombinace dat.

Muze mit nizsi Uroven transparentnost

kwili zkracenym nebo vynechanym

procesu, vcetne protokolu pred zahajenim krokdm v procesu, casto bez predem

prehledu,

definovaneho protokolu.




Srovnhani SLR vs RR

.

Vyuzih

Riziko

biasu

Naklady
a zdroje

Systematicky prehled literatury

Vhodng pro situace, kdy je potreba dikladné

a komplexni zhodnoceni dikazd, napriklad
pro tvorbu klinickych smérnic nebo

informovani o dlouhodobych strategiich.

Nizsi riziko biasu diky dikladnemu
vyhledavani, hodnoceni kvality a zahrnuti

vsech relevantnich studii.

Vyzaduje znacne zdroje, vcetne casu, financi
a odbornych znalost, casto zahrnujici
multidisciplinarni tym.

Vhodné pro situace, kdy je potreba rychls
rozhodovani na zakladé dostupnych dikazd,
napriklad behem zdravotnich krizi nebo pri

urgentnich politickych rozhodnutich.

Vysai riziko biasu kvili zjednodusenym
metodam, omezenemu vyhledavani a

moznemu vynechani dilezitych studi.

Vyzaduje méné zdrojd, mize byt proveden
mensim tymem nebo jednotliveem, ale s
potencialnim kompromisem v kvalite a
dikladnosti.




Ganann et al. Implementation Science 2010, 5:56

http://www.implementationscience.com/content/5/1/56 I s | MPLEM ENTAT'ON SCI ENCE

Imple mentation

Zdroje =

Expediting systematic reviews: methods and
implications of rapid reviews

Rebecca Ganann®, Donna Ciliska and Helen Thomas

Abstract

Background: Folicy makers and others often require synthesis of knowledge in an area within six months or less,
Traditional systematic reviews typically take at least 12 months to conduct. Rapid reviews streamline traditional

riation in

RESEARCH METHODS AND REPORTING RiTEES

s orenaccess  Updated recommendations for the Cochrane rapid review
({8 ook forupdaies methods guidance for rapid reviews of effectiveness

Chantelle Garritty,? Candyce Hamel,* Marialena Trivella,">® Gerald Gartlehner,"”
Barbara Nussbaumer-Streit,* Declan Devane,® Chris Kamel,” Ursula Griebler,” Valerie | King, '
on behalf of the Cochrane Rapid Reviews Methods Group

Fornumbered afiiationssee — Thijs article provides updated guidance  public partners, healthcare providers,

end of the article

comespondenceto- Ccamy 0N Methods for conducting rapid policy makers), are outlined. The paper
e a2 reviews of effectiveness, targeted at presents a definition of a Cochrane
oRCID 0ooo0-0002-2207-9958)  Cochrane and other stakeholders rapid review and additional

Addivonal material is published —— jnterested in the methodology of rapid  considerations for rapid reviews of

online only. To view please visit

the journal online. reviews. The guidance, developed by effectiveness to enhance the efficiency

e 1se > the Cochrane Rapid Reviews Methods  of the review process. In conclusion,
binj-2023-076335 Group, builds upon previous interim the Cochrane Rapid Review Methods

Accepted: 02 january 2023 guidance, and incorporates changes Group’s updated guidance,



I CEBMa Guideline
for Rapid Reviews

* 12-step process

*  Practical _
recommendations

*  Examples

* Available from
www.cebma.org/guideli
nes/

L
CEBMa

center for
‘L Evidence-Based Management

CEBMa Guideline for

Rapid Reviews

in Management and Organizations

Version: 2.0
Editors: Eric Barends, Denise M. Rousseau, Rob B. Briner

»




I CEBMa Guideline for Rapid Reviews

Steps in the RR process

Step 1. Background: What is the context of the RR question
Step 2. Formulating the RR question: What does the RR answer?
Step 3. Defining inclusion criteria: Which studies will be taken into account?
Step 4. Search strategy: How should the studies be sought?
Step 5. Study selection: How should you select the studies?
Step 6. Data extraction: What information should you extract?
Step 7. Ciritical appraisal: How to judge the quality of the studies.
Step 8. Results: What did you find?

Step 9. Synthesis: What does it all mean?

Step 10. Conclusion

Step 11. Limitations

Step 12. Implications of the findings for practice




Step 1
Background: What is the context of the RR question

* Statement of the rationale for the RR

¢ ,business case” = explanation of why
is this question important

*  Example report: Barends, E., Rousseau, D.,
Cioca, I. and Wrietak, E. (2023) High-
performing teams: An evidence review.
Scientific Summary. London: Chartered
Institute of Personnel and Development.

* available at cipd.org/en/knowledge/evidence-
reviews/high-performing-teams




Step 2
Formulating the question: What does the RR answer?

Impact questions:
* The effect of an intervention, factor or independent variable

* The drivers (antecedents) of a certain outcome

EXAMPLE 1
Main question

What is known in the scientific literature about the impact of goal setting on the task
performance of sales agents?

Supplementary questions

» What counts as goal setting?

» What is the assumed causal mechanism / how is it supposed to work?

» What is known about the overall effect of goal setting on task performance?

» What is known about possible moderators and/or mediators that affect the
relationship between goal setting and task performance?




Step 2

Formulating the question: What does the RR answer?

Non-impact questions: © Needs:
* Attitude:

* EXperience:

* Prevalence:

* Procedure:

* Process:

* Exploration:

EXAMPLE
Main question

What is known in the scientific Iiterature about the prevalence of burnout among

nurses in the US?
Supplementary questions
* What is burnout?

» What are the symptoms of burnout more widely and for nurses more specifically?

* Are there reliable and valid instruments available to measure burnout?

What do people want or need?

What do people think or feel?

What are peoples’ experiences?

How many / often do people / organizations ...7
How can we implement ...7

How does it work?

Why does it work?




Step 2

Formulating the question: What does the RR answer?

PICOC specification, alternatively PICOS (S = type of studies):

Pupulatinn

| ntervention
Cc:-mparisnn
Outcome

Context

Who?

What or How?

Compared to what?

What are you trying to accomplish /
improve / change?

In what kind of organization /
circumstances?

Type of employee, subgroup,
people who may be affected by the
outcome

Management technigque/method,
factor, independent variable

Alternative intervention, factor,
variable

Purpose, objective, dependent
variable

Type of organization, sector, relevant
contextual factors




Step 2
Formulating the question: What does the RR answer?

Develop your concept map —e.g.:

Can cognitive behavioural therapy improve self
esteem in patients with eating disorders?




Step 2

Formulating the question: What does the RR answer?

Develop your concept map —e.g.:

Can cognitive behavioural therapy improve self esteem

Eating
disorders

eating disorder(s)

appetite
disorder(s)

bulimia

bulimic
anorexia
anorexic

Cognitive
behavioural
therapy

cognitive
dysfunctions
cognitive behavioral

CBT
talking treatment(s)
talking therapy/ies

In patients with eating disorders?

N/A

N/A

Self esteem

self esteem
self worth
self regard
self value
self confidence




Step 3
Defining inclusion/exclusion criteria

Pre-specification of criteria for including and excluding studies

EXAMPLE
Inclusion criteria

1.

o~ W

o3

Date: published in the period 1980 to 2020 for meta-analyses and the period 2000
to 2020 for primary studies

Language: articles in English
Type of studies: quantitative, empirical studies.
Study design: controlled studies

Measurement: studies in which the effect of goal setting on task performance was
quantitatively measured

Outcome: task performance

Context: studies related to workplace settings.




Step 3
Defining inclusion/exclusion criteria

Pre-specification of criteria for including and excluding studies

Exclusion criteria

1. Studies including goal setting as part of health-, lifestyle- or treatment-related
interventions;

2. Studies focusing uniquely on students and the education context.




Step 3
Defining inclusion/exclusion criteria

The effectiveness of psychological interventions

for reducing PTSD and

psychological distress in first responders:
A systematic review and meta-analysis

Inclusion criteria
Population First responders who work at the sites of critical incidents including
police officers, firefighters, search and rescue personnel, and
emergency and paramedic teams. First responders with and without any
pre-existing mental health diagnoses.

Interventions Individual or group psychological intervention that were delivered by
registered clinicians (e.g., psychologists or psychiatrists) and non-
clinicians (e.g., experiences police officers or supervisors).

Control group Any type of control group (e.g., no intervention, alternative intervention,
or wait list) was included.
Qutcome PTSD symptoms as rated by an observer (e.g., doctor or researcher) using

validated scales such as PTSD checklist or self-reported PTSD symptoms
measured using validated scales such as, PTSD symptoms scale self-report
P55-5SR. Secondary outcomes were siress, anxiety, depression, and burnout
also measured via observer ratings or self-report, using validated scales (e.q.,
the Hospital Anxiety and Depression scales HADS, for anxiety and depression
and the Maslach Burnout Inventory MBI, for burnout.

Studies Studies that used randomized controlled trial (RCTs) designs or
controlled before-after designs (CBAs), as defined in the Cochrane
handbook, were included.

Exclusion criteria
Other types of first responders, such as in-
hospital health care workers (e.g., emergency
room doctors and nurses) or military first
responders (e.g., peacekeepers and soldiers)

Studies that used different types of interventions,
such as physical or pharmacological interventions
rather than psychological interventions were
excluded

No control group

Other measures

Non-RCTs, open trials with a pre-post analysis.
Published in other languages, reviews, posters,
presentations, case reports, dissertations, letters.




Step 3
Defining inclusion/exclusion criteria

Inclusion/exclusion criteria (your review)

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria
Population

Interventions

Control group

Outcome

Context / Studies




Step 4
Search strategy

Searching at least two different databases

EXAMPLE

The following four databases were used to identify studies: AEI/INFORM Global,
Business Source Premier, PsycINFO and Web of Science. The following generic search
filters were applied to all databases during the search:

1. Scholarly journals, peer-reviewed

2. Published in the period 1980 to 2016 for meta-analyses and the period 2000 to
2016 for primary studies

3. Articles in English

A search was conducted using combinations of different search terms, such as ‘goal
setting’, ‘goal attainment’, ‘goal pursuit’ and ‘performance’. In addition, the references
listed in the studies retrieved were screened in order to identify additional articles for
possible inclusion in the REA. We conducted 8 different search queries and screened
the titles and abstracts of more than 350 studies. An overview of all search terms and
queries is provided in Annex |.




Step 4
Search strategy
Searching at least two different databases

« Medline 2 (biomedicine)
« Web of Science & (all subject areas, including sciences and social sciences)

« Scopus e (all subject areas, particularly sciences and social sciences)
« EMBASE 2 (pharmacology, public health)

« CINAHL Plus e (Nursing and Allied health)

» PsyclNFO & (psychology)

« HMIC 2 (health services management, grey literature)
« Cochrane (Systematic reviews)

« Applied Social Sciences Index and Abstracts & [(ASSIA)
« Sociological Abstracts &

« Social Services Abstracts &




Step 4
Search strategy — search terms

Your basic search

P = eating disorder(s) OR appetite disorder(s) OR bulimia OR bulimic OR
anorexia OR anorexic

AND

| = cognitive behavioural therapy/ies OR talkative therapy OR acceptance and
commitment therapy OR mindfulness-based intervention

AND
C=\
AND
O = self esteem OR self worth OR self regard OR self value OR self confidence




Step 4
Search strategy - Documentation of the search

ABl/Inform Global, Business Source Premier, PsycINFO,

peer reviewed, scholarly journals, July 2014

Search terms ABl | BSP | PSY

S1: ti(*virtual team®”) OR ti(*virtual work™”) OR ab("*virtual team*”)

57 38 59
OR ab(*virtual work*")

S2: ti("telework™”) OR ab("telework™”) OR ti(telecommut™)

98 a7 120
OR ab(telecommut®)

S3: ti(*mobile team*”) OR ti(*mobile work*”) OR ab(*mobile team*")

52 48 62
OR ab(*mobile work*")

S4: ti(*remote team*”) OR ti(“remote work®”) OR ab(“remote team*”)

OR ab(“remote work™”) 12 52 14

Sh: ti("distributed team™*”) OR ti(*distributed work*") OR ab("distributed

team*”) OR ab(*distributed work*") 2 | 4 73

S56: 51-55 153 | 167 210

S7: 56 AND ab(experiment* OR laboratory OR *field study” controlled
OR “control group” OR “comparison group” OR “control variable” 68 34 42
OR guasi OR longitudinal OR randomized

Duplicates removed 48




Step 4
Search strategy - Documentation of the search

Search activity

My research question:

Places to search for
information:

List of sources Date of search Search strategy used, Total number of results  Comments
searched: including any limits found




Step 5

Study selection / screening by reviewers

*  Review of abstracts $
* Review of full studies I

*  Documenting / flow chart —

from search
n= 244

titles and abstracts
screened for relevance
n= 201

full text screened
for relevance
n=T7T8

critical appraisal
n= 68

included studies
n=31




Step 6
Data extraction

* Clearly structured table formatting
* Recording key information relevant to research question
Author & Sector_f‘ Design * Main findings Effect size Limitations
year Population | sample size
Abraham Systematic Worksite; 8 Worksite physical activity interventions which include specific goal small, positive, d Limited
& Graham- | review; studies; N= setting, goal reviews (i.e. follow-up) and graded tasks have a small, = .33 if specific relevance to
Rowe 2/3 HCT; B24 employees positive impact on fitness-related cutcomes goal-setting; d= 37 | the review
(2009) 1/3 quasi- if inclusion of goal | guestion
experimental review; d = 44 if
inclusion of graded
tasks
Bandura General Traditional Discusses the importance of self-efficacy for understanding, predicting | No effect sizes No systematic
& Locke population literature review and changing pecple's performance or goal attainment. Self-efficacy is | provided search, no
(2003) stated to be related (based on meta-analytical findings from previous information
studies), among others, to more proactive (self-set) goal-setting, regarding
challenging goals, and faster goal attainment, as well as effort and design of
performance. included
studies
Brown, Canadian Randomized Both participants who were urged to do their best and those who Eta? = 0.11 Short time
2005 government controlled trail, set proximal (shorter-term) as well as distal (= longer-term) goals had frame betwesn
employees N=T74, field increased transfer of training (= maintenance of learned material over fraining and
in a training setting time and generalization of learned material from the classroom to the measurement
program workplace context) relative to those who set only distal cutcome goals. (six weeks)
There was no significant difference in the transfer level of participants
urged to do their best and those who set proximal plus distal goals. In
addition, there was no difference betwean the experimental conditions




Step 7
Critical appraisal

* Evaluating the quality of evidence

Systematic review or meta-analysis of randomized controlled studies AA

Systematic review or meta-analysis of non-randomized controlled and/or before-after
studies A

Randomized controlled study

Systematic review or meta-analysis of controlled studies without a pretest or
uncontrolled study with a pretest

Non-randomized controlled before-after study B
Interrupted time series

Systematic review or meta-analysis of cross-sectional studies

Controlled study without a pretest or uncontrolled study with a pretest ©
Cross-sectional study (survey) D

Case studies, case reports, traditional literature reviews, theoretical papers




Step 7
Critical appraisal

* Evaluating the effect sizes (Cohen, 1988)

T ————

Standardized mean difference: d, A, g

Correlation: r, p < .10 .30 > .50
Correlation: r? < .01 .09 = .25
ANOVA: n?, w? < .01 .06 = .14
Chi-square: w? < .10 .30 = .50
Simple regression: B < .10 30 = .50
Multiple regression: B < .20 00 > .80
Multiple regression: R= < .02 13 = .26




Step 8
Results

Step 8.1 Definition: What is meant by X?

Step 8.2 Causal mechanisms: How is X assumed to have an effect on Y?
Step 8.3 Main findings

Step 8.4 Moderator and mediator effects

Moderator: a variable that affects the direction and/or strength of the
relation between an independent or predictor variable (e.g. goal setting) and
an outcome variable (e.g. work performance). Put differently, moderators
indicate when or under what conditions a particular effect can be expected.

Mediator: a variable that specifies how or why a particular effect or
relationship occurs.




Step 9
Synthesis: What does it all mean?

Describe the volume and characteristics of the overal evidence base:

* Research designs, variables studied, outcomes measured, details of
context

* Note on the consistency and convergence of evidence: consistent,
contested or mixed evidence?

Describe what the evidence indicates

... Although goal-setting can be regarded as one of the most effective organizational
interventions, this REA also demonstrates that goal-setting should not be used as

a one-size-fits-all, over-the-counter treatment to boost performance, as there are
several moderators that affect the outcome. For example, when employees must first
acquire knowledge or skills to perform a task, or when the task involved is complex,
then specific and challenging goals can have a negative effect on performance. In
those situations, behavioral goals and learning goals are more effective, as outcome
goals only result in increased performance once people have mastered the task.
Furthermore, this REA indicates that the effect of goal-setting varies across workers’
ability levels, implying that ‘ability-based’ goals will be more effective than a ‘one-goal-
for-all' approach, where everyone is assigned the same performance target...




I Structuring your arguments — varying level of
detail

Long shots — medium shots — close-ups

e Background material can be considered in a broad overview

e Studies with most direct relevance need to be carefully and
critically examined in more detail

e C(Clear, explicit links to current study — never assume that the
reader will see the point you are making

Guccione & Wellington (2017). Taking Control of Writing Your Thesis: a Guide to Get You to the End. Bloomsbury Academic: London.




I Changing gears metaphor / , fazeni rychlosti“

A lower gear (,jedete na jednicku”)
* Paraphrasing, restating

* Summarizing

e Describing studies

Going up a gear (,,vyssi rychlost®)
* Interpreting studies in context of other work
e Connecting with other studies / literature

* Contrasting with other studies / literature

Guccione & Wellington (2017). Taking Control of Writing Your Thesis: a Guide to Get You to the End. Bloomsbury Academic: London.




I Changing gears metaphor / , fazeni rychlosti“

Top gear (,,nejvyssi rychlost®)
* Synthesizing / pulling together and categorizing / grouping
e |dentifying trends

. Critcilcally evaluating strengths and limitations of each study / category of
studies

* |dentifying what is new, different, or controversial?
* |sanything lacking, inconclusive, or contradictory?
* Focus on theory and methodology

* Developing own argument, taking a position

. Builﬁing case for own study — how does it build on and adds to existing
wor

Guccione & Wellington (2017). Taking Control of Writing Your Thesis: a Guide to Get You to the End. Bloomsbury Academic: London.




I Writing style

Bem (2003):

Primary criteria for good scientific
writing are accuracy and clarity

Style and flair comes after that
Clear, short sentences

Aim to communicate complicated
ideas in a simple, engaging fashion

Find a model and mimic their style

Consistent use of terminology

* Signposting
* Meaningful headings




Step 10
Conclusion

Concise statement of the main findings

Goal-setting is one of the most powerful and evidence-based interventions for
enhancing performance, provided that moderating factors such as goal attribute, type
of task, organizational context and employee characteristics are carefully taken into

account.




Step 11
Limitations

EXAMPLE

To provide a ‘rapid’ review, concessions were made in the breadth and depth of the
search process. As a consequence, some relevant studies may have been missed.

A second limitation concemns the critical appraisal of the studies included: this REA did
not incorporate a comprehensive review of the psychometric properties of the tests,
scales and questionnaires used.

A third limitation concerns the fact that the evidence on several moderators is often
based on a limited number (sometimes only one) of studies. Although most of these
studies were well controlled or even randomized, no single study can be considered to
be strong evidence — it is merely indicative.

Finally, this REA focused only on high-quality studies, i.e. studies with a control group
and/or a before- and after-measurement. For this reason, usually a large number
cross-sectional studies are excluded. As a consequence, new, promising findings that
are relevant for practice may have been missed.

Given these limitations, care must be taken not to present the findings presented in
this REA as conclusive.




Step 12
Implications of the findings for practice

This REA demonstrates that Emotional Intelligence (El) is not a radical new construct
that will redefine leadership. Even though El has (some) positive effects, these
effects can also be explained by the overlap with other psychological constructs. In
addition, the claims made by well-known consultancy firms such as Hay Group that
“El can make the difference between a highly effective and an average professional
contributor” is not supported by the outcome of this REA. For this reason, we advise
against investing in training courses that claim to develop our executives' El.




I Example report

* Statement of the rationale for the RR

¢ ,business case” = explanation of why
is this question important

*  Example report: Barends, E., Rousseau, D.,
Cioca, I. and Wrietak, E. (2023) High-
performing teams: An evidence review.
Scientific Summary. London: Chartered
Institute of Personnel and Development.

* available at cipd.org/en/knowledge/evidence-
reviews/high-performing-teams
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