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Abstract This study was conducted to evaluate the quality of meta-analysis of social work in South Korea using
the Assessment of Multiple Systematic Review (AMSTAR). Electronic databases including the Korean Studies
Information Service System (KISS), DBpia, and RISS4U were searched for 'meta-analysis', 'social work', and 'social
welfare' from 2000 to December 2015, and 42 meta-analysis studies were included. Data were analyzed using
descriptive statistics, t-tests, and ANOVA. The mean score for AMSTAR evaluation was 4.766+1.66, while 19 studies
(45.2%) were classified at the low-quality level, and 22 (52.4%) were at the moderate-quality level. The scores of
quality assessment were analyzed by publication year, participants, number of studies included, number of DB,
reporting study quality, extraction diagram and topics. The findings indicated that the following changes should be
implemented to improve the quality and reliability of meta-analysis results in social work research: 1) common
reporting guidelines should be provided for the social work field, 2) quality analyses of each study should be
conducted to achieve a high level of evidence of effectiveness of social work interventions, 3) the characteristics of
the included studies should be provided, and 4) a consensus and procedure based on at least two independent data
extractors should be reported.
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Search

“meta-analysis”, * welfare”,
“social work”

128 articles
- 80RISS
- 32 KISS
- 16 DBpia

25 Non social work related study excluded

103 articles

60 articles cxcluded
- 39 Duplicated
- 19 Non meta-analysis Articles
- 2 Institutional report

43 articles

1 articles not matching publication years excluded

Fig. 1. Literature search strategy
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Table 1. Characteristics of Studies (N=42)

ID | year Participants Is\iu(;)yf Nl')l;)f support :ﬁ:ﬁi/y diagram
12015 Adolescents 25 8 No Yes Yes
2 |2015| Social worker 76 4 Yes No No
312015 Program 33 5 Yes No No
412014 Elderly 76 7 No No Yes
Elderly patients
512014 with chronic 123 11 No No Yes
disease
2014 Care helper 83 4 No No No
7 12014 Teacher 20 5 No No No
8 12014 Youth 84 6 Yes | No No
9 | 2014 [Persons wiFh severe -, 6 No No Yes
mental illness
10|2014 Adolescent 82 6 Yes | No Yes
11| 2014 | ADHD children 31 2 No No No
12| 2013 | In-home elderly | 155 3 No No No
1312013 Program 30 3 No No No
14| 2013 [Persons with severe o 0y | No | No
mental illness
15]2013 | Social worker 111 4 No No No
16 | 2012 Elderly 21 3 Yes No No
17[2012 |  Childabuse s g | No | No
experience
182012 All 31 3 Yes | No No
Not
1912012 Older adult 41 |mentio| No No No
ned
20| 2012 Older adult 54 3 No No No
2112012 Child abuse 41 6 Yes No No
22| 2012 |Depression patient| 23 3 No No No
23| 2012 |  People with o b e | No | Mo
schizophrenia
2412012 | The disabled 104 3 No No No
2512012 The aged 102 2 No No No
262012 Adolescent 60 3 No No Yes
272012 Adolescent 101 4 No No No
28| 2011 Program 25 2 Yes No No
292010 | Children, student | 43 3 No No Yes
302010 Alcoholics 22 4 No No No
31| 2010|  Children of sl No | No | No
parentless family
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322009 Mentally ill 20 4 No No No
33| 2009 | Children, 2| 2 | No | No | No
adolescent, parent
34 | 2008 [PeoPIe with severel - 0l N | No
disabilities
Children's exposure|
3512008 to domestic 45 8 Yes No No
violence
36| 2005 | Parent-children 65 1 No No No
37| 2005 Adolescent 65 3 No No No
38| 2004 Adolescent 39 2 No No No
392004 | Student, adult 36 2 No No No
40 | 2003 Adolescent 93 2 No No No
41| 2002 |Children-adolescent| 54 1 No No No
42| 2000 Client 29 3 Yes No No
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Table 2. Scores of Assessment of Multiple Systematic

Reviews
Answer of|
. [+
no Items yes n (%) M+SD
1 |[Was an ‘a priori’ design provided? |42 (100.0)
2 [Was there dyphcatc study selection and 13 31.0)
data extraction?
Was a comprehensive literature search
3 berformed? 38 (90.5)
[Was the status of publication (i.c. grey|
4 [literature) used as an inclusion 41 (97.6)
criterion?

162

[Was a list of studies (included and

3 excluded) provided? 15657
[Were the characteristics of the included

6 studies provided? 5 (19
[Was the scientific quality of the

7 lincluded studies assessed and 1 (24
documented?
[Was the scientific quality of the

8 fincluded studies used appropriately in | 1 (2.4)
fformulating conclusions?
[Were the methods used to combine the

? findings of studies appropriate? 3738

10 [Was the likelihood of publication bias 12 (28.6)
lassessed?

11 [Was any conflict of interest stated? 1 (24)

L 1Low (0-4) 19 (45.2) | 3.32+0.75
evfe Moderate (5-8) 22 (52.4) | 5.77+0.81
o

qualit High (9-11) 1 (2.4) |10.00+0.00

’ Total 42 (100.0)| 4.76+1.66
3.3 g7EY0 WE AEI H=rHlw
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Table 3. Comparison of Scores of Assessment of Multiple
Systematic Reviews by Characteristics of Studies

Characteristics Categories n (%) M+tSD  [torF (p)

Publication year 2000-2009 11 (26.2) 3.45+1.04 -3.40
2010-2015 | 31 (73.8) 5.23£1.61 (.002)

Healthy |5 01 4y | 4738174
Participants pe(l)ple 0.19
Patients 9 (21.4) 4.67+1.32 (.829)

Program 3 (7)) 5.33+£2.31
Number of studies < 60 24 (57.1) 4.71£1.94 -0.24
included > 60 18 (42.9) 4.83+1.25 (.813)
<4 22 (52.4) 4.27+1.58 -2.33
Number of DB > 4 19 452) | 542157 | (025)
Journal type KCI (E) 37 (88.1) 4.76x1.67 -0.05
The others 5 (11.9) 4.80+1.79 (.957)
Financial support Yes 11 (26.2) 4.54+1.75 0.50
No 31 (73.8) 4.83+1.66 (.622)
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Reporting study Yes 124 | 10.00£0.00 | -3.63
quality No 41 (97.6) | 463146 | (001)
Extraction di Yes 7(67) | 6574162 | 357
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