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Kartlaggning: Studiedesigner, utbildningsinterventioner och
behandlarbeteendematt?

Effekter av:

Fortbildning vs. Ingen fortbildning?

Fortbildning vs. Manual?

Fortbildning med handledning vs. Utan handledning?
Online-utbildning vs. Pa-plats-utbildning?
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Studier inkluderade i systematisk oversikt, n =116
RCTs inkluderade 1 meta-analyser, n = 20
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Resultat
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Workshop 48%
Intensive training 30%
Learning community 10%

Online 29%

CTS/CTS-R (inc mod) 12%
MITI 3 %
YACS/YACS-IIl 4 %
Checklist/survey developed
for study 46%



RESULTAT

META-ANALYS I: TRAINING VS. NO TRAINING

Kanter et al. (2013) f 0.92[-0.11, 1.95
Marriott et al. (2023a) 1 L 0.19 [-0.43, 0.81
Marriott et al. (2023a) 2 o 0.97[0.35, 1.59
Pachankis et al. (2022) 0.81[0.42,1.21
Rakovshik et al. (2016) 1.02[0.36, 1.68
Ruzek et al. (2014) 1 0.97[0.62, 1.32
Ruzek et al. §2014; 0.23 [-0.13, 0.58
Ruzek et al. (2014 0.48[0.13,0.83
Ruzek et al. (2014) 4 0.21 [-0.14, 0.56
Sansen et al. (2020) 1.11[0.90, 1.33
Sibley et al. 22021; m 0.77[0.33,1.21
Sibley et al. (2021 C— 0.53[ 0.09, 0.97
Sibley et al. (2021) 3 Do 0.61[0.17,1.05
Sibley et al. (2021) 4 — 0.33[-0.12,0.77
RE Model Favors control I 0.6810.46. 0.50]
RVE —— 0.68[ 0.37,0.98
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Endast observatérsskattade utfall: (k=4, j=9). Hedge's g = 0.64 (0.28-
1.00)



RESULTAT

META-ANALYS 11: TRAINING VS. MANUAL

Dimeff et al. (2009) 1 — 0.19 [-0.23, 0.60]
Dimeff et al. (2009)2 — 0.16 [-0.26, 0.58]
Dimeff et al. (2011) —— 0.21 [-0.23, 0.65]
Dimeff et al. (2015) 1 —— 0.10 [-0.27, 0.48]
Dimeff et al (2015) 2 — -0.10 [-0.47, 0.28]
Ehrenreich-May et al. (2016) R 0.18 [-0.19, 0.54]
Miller et al. (2004) —— 0.55 [ 0.08, 1.02]
Moyers et al. (2008) 1 R T— 0.74[0.35, 1.13]
Moyers et al. (2008) 2 O S E— 0.66 [ 0.27, 1.05]
Reaven et al (2018) j 0.58 [-0.15, 1.31]
RE Model Favors Manua —~ TN 3 [0.10, 0.53]
RVE | I———I : l0.31 0.04, 0.59
-0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5

Standardized Mean Difference

Endast observatérsskattade utfall: (k=6, j=9). Hedge's g = 0. 33
(0.002-0.66)



RESULTAT

META-ANALYS I11: TRAINING WITH CONSULTATION VS. WITHOUT CONSULTATION

Bennett-Levy et al.(2012) 1 —a— -0.21 [-0.79, 0.36
Bennett-Levy et al.(2012) 2 —— 0.24 [-0.33, 0.82
Foa et al. (2020) S 0.51[0.11, 0.91
Henggeler et al. (2013) 1 —— -0.42 [-0.80, -0.04
Henggeler et al. (2013) 2 —— -0.04 [-0.42, 0.34
Lochman et al. (2009) 1 e : -1.95[-2.77, -1.13
Lochman et al. (2009) 2 : e — 2.92[2.11, 3.74

Lochman et al. (2009) 3
Lochman et al. (2009) 4
Rakovshik et al. (2016)

Reaven et al. (2018)
Webster—Stratton et al. (2014) 1
Webster—Stratton et al. (2014) 2
Webster-Stratton et al. (2014) 3
Webster—Stratton et al. (2014) 4
Webster-Stratton et al. (2014) 5
Webster-Stratton et al. (2014) 6
Webster-Stratton et al. (2014) 7
Miller et al. (2004)

Moyers et al. (2008) 1

Moyers et al. (2008) 2

Ruzek et al. (2014) 1

Ruzek et al. (2014) 2

Ruzek et al. (2014) 3

Ruzek et al. (2014) 4

0.00 [-0.82, 0.82
0.00 [-0.82, 0.82
0.71[0.00, 1.43
0.03 [-0.78, 0.85
0.37 [-0.16, 0.90
0.62[0.09, 1.15
0.19 [-0.34, 0.73
0.05 [-0.48, 0.58
0.20 [-0.33, 0.73
0.22[-0.31, 0.76
0.51 [-0.02, 1.05
0.35 [-0.09, 0.78
0.05 [-0.36, 0.46
-0.01 [-0.42, 0.40
0.67[0.25, 1.09
0.27 [-0.16, 0.69
0.30 [-0.12, 0.73
-0.30 [-0.72, 0.12

RE Model Favors No Consultation
RVE

Favors Consultation 0.20 [-0.12, 0.52]
0.20 [ 0.04, 0.36]
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Standardized Mean Difference

Endast observatérsskattade utfall: (k=7, j=19). Hedge's g = 0.29 (0.14-0.45)



RESULTAT

META-ANALYS IV: ONLINE TRAINING VUS. FACE-TO-FACE DELIVERED TRAINING

Beidas et al. (2012a) 1 : — ~0.31[-0.77, 0.14]
Beidas et al. (2012a) 2 b . -0.15[-0.61, 0.31]
Dimeff et al. (2009) 1 : - ~0.20 [-0.62, 0.22]
Dimeff et al. (2009) 2 — = . 0.20 [-0.22, 0.62]
Dimeff et al. (2015) 1 : = . 0.08[-0.35, 0.51]
Dimeff et al. (2015) 2 — = . 0.19[-0.24, 0.61]
Favors FFDT Favors OT
Rve ! e 1 W A
[ [ | | |
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Standardized Mean Difference



NAGRA REFLEKTIONER

For fa studier for att analysera vad som specifikt bidrar till effekter, t ex
trdningsmangd,
-innehall, pedagogik, osv.
Sjalvskattningens vara eller icke vara
- Dilemma (Brosan et al., 2008; Herschell et al., 2020)
> Aktiv tréning i sjalvmonitorering av kompetens okar korrektheten (Caron & Dozier, 2022;
Hogue et al,, 2023)
Sldende manga utfallsmatt
- Utmaning for jdmférelser och sammanfattningar
- Utmaning fér behandlare (Weisz et al., 2017; Hogue et al., 2023)

Vad hander sedan...?

- Uppratthalla kompetens och implementera fardigheter (Reese et al., 2016; Lyon et al.,, 2015;
Schwalbe et al., 2014; Beidas & Kendall, 2010)

- Leder kompetens till férbattrat patient-utfall?



Sammanfattning

Annu mycket brus, men signaler péa att:

« Fortbildning i kliniska metoder har effekt pa behandlarbeteende

« Tilldgg av handledning férstarker den effekten

* Onlineutbildning kan vara ett fullvardigt alternativ till pa-plats-utbildning
* Mer forskning behdvs!
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