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Data extraction (or collection) form

 Bridge between what is reported by the investigators and
what is ultimately reported by the review authors

 Linked directly to the review question and inclusion criteria
-> provides a clear summary (operationalisation) of these
that can be applied to identified study reports

* Historical record of the decisions (and changes to
decisions) that occur throughout the review process

* Source of data for inclusion in an analysis
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Data extraction exercise

 You have a half-filled in form titled: "Data extraction
form, CSR: Interventions to prevent occupational
stress in healthcare workers (update)"

 Go through the article by Rowe 2006 and fill in the
results data for:

The primary outcome of interest (MBI) at 2 months

« After 10 minutes we discuss
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Data extraction exercise

Comparison 1 A Interv 1 N: 42 B Control N: 42
Outcome: Emotional Exhaustion

At Baseline 25.92 4.39 26.10 4.69

At Follow-up time

2 months

At Follow-up time 23.48 3.95 25.49 4.79

6 months

At Follow-up time 25.93 4.52 25.67 5.70

1 year

At Follow-up time 25.87 4.44 25.38 541

2 years

At Follow-up time 25.22 4.17 (n = 38) 25.17 5.10 (n = 36)
2.5 years

At Follow-up time 25.41 4.72 (n =37) 25.29 4.93 (n = 34)
4 years
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Data extraction exercise

Comparison 1 A Interv 1 N: 42 B Control N: 42
Outcome: Emotional Exhaustion

At Baseline 25.92 4.39 26.10 4.69

At Follow-up time

L Follow 23.20 |4.03 25.60 4.60
At Follow-up time 23.48 3.95 25.49 4.79

6 months

At Follow-up time 25.93 4.52 25.67 5.70

1 year

At Follow-up time 25.87 4.44 25.38 541

2 years

At Follow-up time 25.22 4.17 (n = 38) 25.17 5.10 (n = 36)
2.5 years

At Follow-up time 25.41 4.72 (n =37) 25.29 4.93 (n = 34)
4 years
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Data extraction exercise

Comparison 2 A Interv 1 N: 42 B Control N: 42
Outcome: Depersonalisation

At Baseline 7.83 3.86 7.35 3.50

At Follow-up time

2 months

At Follow-up time 7.00 2.35 7.56 3.43

6 months

At Follow-up time 7.77 2.01 7.79 3.35

1 year

At Follow-up time 7.58 2.12 7.49 3.39

2 years

At Follow-up time 7.22 2.23 (n = 38) 7.51 3.44 (n = 36)
2.5 years

At Follow-up time 7.41 2.04 (n =37) 7.63 3.11 (n = 34)
4 years
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Data extraction exercise

Comparison 2 A Interv 1 N: 42 B Control N: 42
Outcome: Depersonalisation

At Baseline 7.83 3.86 7.35 3.50

At Follow-up time

A Follow 6.95 3.13 7.30 3.41

At Follow-up time 7.00 2.35 7.56 3.43

6 months

At Follow-up time 7.77 2.01 7.79 3.35

1 year

At Follow-up time 7.58 2.12 7.49 3.39

2 years

At Follow-up time 7.22 2.23 (n = 38) 7.51 3.44 (n = 36)
2.5 years

At Follow-up time 7.41 2.04 (n =37) 7.63 3.11 (n = 34)

4 years
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Data extraction exercise

Comparison 3 A Interv 1 N: 42 B Control N: 42
Outcome: Lack of personal accomplishment

At Baseline 37.95 3.75 37.90 4.34

At Follow-up time

2 months

At Follow-up time 35.72 3.90 37.26 4.45

6 months

At Follow-up time 37.72 3.81 37.46 5.31

1 year

At Follow-up time 37.67 4.05 37.03 5.04

2 years

At Follow-up time 37.88 3.75 (n = 38) 36.98 4.96 (n = 36)
2.5 years

At Follow-up time 37.89 4.01 (n =37) 37.20 4.79 (n = 34)
4 years
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Data extraction exercise

Comparison 3 A Interv 1 N: 42 B Control N: 42
Outcome: Lack of personal accomplishment

At Baseline 37.95 3.75 37.90 4.34

A rolowuptime 135,10 | 3.96 37.38 |4.28

2 months : : : :

At Follow-up time 35.72 3.90 37.26 4.45

6 months

At Follow-up time 37.72 3.81 37.46 5.31

1 year

At Follow-up time 37.67 4.05 37.03 5.04

2 years

At Follow-up time 37.88 3.75 (n = 38) 36.98 4.96 (n = 36)
2.5 years

At Follow-up time 37.89 4.01 (n =37) 37.20 4.79 (n = 34)
4 years
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[Example review for basic course 2012.rm5] Preventing occupational stress in healthcare worker

@@ TR @@@H :

Intervention review
B Title
o [ Review information
o Bl Main text
o [ Tahles
o= [l Studies and references
L 41 Data and analyses :
¢ &f* 1 Cognitive-behavioural intervention vs. no i
T }’ 1.1 Maslach Burnaut Inventory :
9 & 1.1.1 Emational exhaustion
A Ewers 2002
A Narvell 1987
A Rowe 2006
o # 112 Depersonalisation 2
o #1.1.3 Persanal accamplishment (ach -
o [ Figures :
o BB sources of support
(3 Feedback
B Appendices

[ Text of Review | [X] 1.1 Maslach Burnout... |

Comparison: 1 Cognitive-behavioural intervention vs. no intervention (MD), Outcome: 1.1 Maslach Burnout Inventory | @ || HJH RE ||;¢||L£~H ﬁ | & 4 H ﬁ ? i]| ‘ " |
Intervention Contral : Mean Diffierence ||4 Mean Difference
BLgEeHin Wean | 5D | Towl | Wean | 50 | Toml | oo |7 Random, a5% Gl ||’ ¥ Randor, 85% CI
1.1.1 Emotional exhaustion ¥
Ewers 2002 1051 6525 100 1891 6525 100 54.8%| -B40[1412-268) ——
Morvell 1987 27| 556 B 343 556 6| 452%| -T.20[13.48,-091)||: —_—
Jowse 2006 1] i i i 0 i Mot estimahle
Subtotal (35% CI) 16 160 100.0%| -7.86[12.08,-262)||: -*-—
Heterageneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.08, df=1 (P=078), F=0%
Test for averall effect Z= 3.64 (F = 0.0003)
1.1.2 Depersonalisation :
Ewers 2002 204 3045 10 f.86 3045 100 74.9% -3.92 [-6.58,-1.24] —.—
[¥]|Marvell 1987 101|556 fi 99 556 G 251% 0.20 609, 6.49] | ——
R 2006 1 a I I 0 I Mot estimatile|| -
Subtotal (35% CI) 16 16/ 100.0% -2.80[-6.39, 0.67]|| : -*--
Heterogeneity Tau®= 2.41, Ch*=1.40,df= 1 (P = 0.24); F= 28% :
Test for overall effect Z=1.62 (P=0.11)
[¥][1.1.3 Personal accomplishment (|ack of) :
Ewers 2002 3964 ATT 100 3221 877 10 621%| -T43[1248,-237]||¢ ——
Marvell 1987 17 4586 6 399 556 6 47.9% 1.80-4.48, 8.08) | © - ! g
Rowe 2006 I I I I 0 I Mot estimahle| | -
Subtotal (35% CI) 16 16/ 100.0%|  -3.01[12.08, 6.02]|| —eeeg i ———
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 34 11; Chi*=5.02, df=1 (P = 0.03); F=80%
Test for overall effect Z= 0.65 (F = 0.51)
-0 5 5 10
Favours intervention  Fawvours control
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