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A Guiding Philosophy for Core Component (All?) Analyses

E7TEAOB8 O OEA b
Before purpose?
IWEWZ B F7 EI 60 OEA PO
Core audience?
Components > How will the

, AOG O O EAAOGO OA
used?

AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH® | AIR.ORG 2



What Types of Research Questions are Appropriate?
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Descriptive Analysis

AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH® | AIR.ORG



What Was Used
&
How Often Was It Used?

A Using systematic review results to their
fullest potential

Skill Building

Curricula and Prepared Materials

Psychoeducation

Multimedia Materials
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Training
School Climate or School Policy

Group or Individual Targeted Responses

A Ask: What will inform the field? How will
knowing this information help future Percent Included
praCtItlonerS’ pOIICymake rS’ Or fu nders’) Polanin et al. Under Reviey A systematic review and metaanalysis of interventions to decrease

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. Prevention Science
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Example

J Youth Adolescence (2015) 44:616-636
Table 3 Intervention Characteristic N (%) Characteristic N (%)
characteristics
Settings Number of treatment sessions
School 13 (54.2) 0-50 3 (12.5)
Community-based organization 5 (20.8) 51-100 3 (12.5)
Mixed 3(12.5) 101-150 7 (29.2)
Unsure 3(12.5) 151 and greater 4 (16.7)
Program focus Unsure 7(29.2)
Academic 3(12.5) Length of sessions
Non-academic 7(29.2) 1-1.59 h 4 (16.7)
Mixed 10 (41.7) 2-2.59 h 4 (16.7)
Unsure 4 (16.7) 3-3.59 h 10 (41.7)
Manual used for intervention 4 h and greater 3 (12.5)
No 10 (41.7) Unsure 3 (12.5)
Yes, for entire program 7(29.2) Weekly contact frequency
Yes, for partial treatment 6 (25.0) Once 1 (4.2)
Unsure 1 (4.2) Twice 2 (8.3)
Program coverage Three to Four 9 (37.5)
National 7(29.2) Five 8 (33.3)
Local 17 (70.8) Unsure 4 (16.7)

Kremer, K. P., Maynard, B. R., Polanin, J. R., Vaughn, MSart&schj C. M. (2015). Effects of afteschool programs with atrisk youth on attendance and externalizing behaviors: A systematic
review and metaanalysis. Journal of youth and adolescence, 44(3), 6636.
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Outcomes

Evidence Gap Maps

and
attitudes

A Visualize where and how many
studies (or effects) conducted

Knowledge and attitudes of

Knowledge and attitudes of
health providers for

individuals and households

community for RMNCH
community engagement

Social norms in the

Interventions

A Map characteristics on to diagrany
usually intervention type and
Facility-based Interpersonal ‘ outcome type

Communication (IPC)

Home visits

Group IPC - any setting

‘I:'I;j:artr;s:iaand entertainment - A 1 \I A T E A A \I \I O j é g A D C'
Social media and m-health N Completed CEIIS

Portela, A., Stevenson, J., Hinton, R., Emler,Téqli, S., & Snilstveit, B. (2017). Social, behavioral,
and community engagement interventions for reproductive, maternal, newborn, and child health:
An evidence gap map. 3ie Evidence Gap Map Report 11. London, England: International Initiative
for Impact Evaluation (3ie).
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Evidence Gap Map with Met&nalysis
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Map from: Polanin et al. Under Reviey. Understanding evidence gap maps in education researdducational Researcher.

Data from:Lazowski, R. A., & Hulleman, C. S. (2016). Motivation interventions in education: A matelytic review. Review of Educational researcB6(2), 602-640.
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Evidence Gap Map with Met&nalysis
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Evidence Gap Map with Met&nalysis
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Data from:Lazowski, R. A., & Hulleman, C. S. (2016). Motivation interventions in education: A matelytic review. Review of Educational researcB6(2), 602-640.
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Inferential Analysis
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ANOVAlike Confirmatory
Moderator Analysis

A Compare effect size differenceacross

Study ID

Group counseling .25

studies based on their core components Individualized counseling 15

Individualized counseling 13

Individualized counseling .28

> " Group counseling 22

A Use principles of traditional ANOVA FEwp——— )
model to test for differences across Group Counseling Indiv. Counseling
groups

.25 2 15

22 3 13
31 4 .28
A Great for testing policyrelevant Average .26 Average .19

AT T DI T ADAAI AAOD
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ANOVAlike Confirmatory
Moderator Analysis

A Compare effect size differenceacross

Study ID

: _ Group counseling .25
studies based on their core components Individualized counseling 15
Individualized counseling 13
Individualized counseling .28
P n Group counseling 22
A Use principles of traditional ANOVA |

Group counseling 31

model to test for differences across Group Counseling Indiv. Counseling

groups
1 .25 2 15

5 22 3 13

6 31 4 .28

A Great for testing policyrelevant Average .26 Average .19
Ai i i1l ADBAI AAO N

df=1,p<.05
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Recent and Relevant Example

Chu, D. KAKI, E. A.Duda, S., Solo, KYaacoulh S.Schiinemann H. J., ... Blajizadeh A. (2020). Physical distancing, face masks, and eye protection to prevent
person-to-person transmission of SAR&0\ 2 and COVIBL9: A systematic review and metaanalysis. The LancetDOI:10.1016/S01406736(20)31142-9
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