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Treatment Fostercare (TFC)

TFC is a rapidly expanding genre of child welfare service used
primarily for meeting the needs of children with emotional and
behavioural disturbances and/or care and protection issues within
their family of origin.

TFC has also been used in a range of other areas such as meeting
physical health needs and the treatment of autism.

TFC programmes began to appear in the 1970’s; current numbers
are difficult to estimate however in 1995 Galaway & Nutter
determined that 293 programmes in the US and Canada met 6
criteria for TFC.

TFC is also known as Therapeutic Fostercare, Specialist
Fostercare, Therapy Fostercare, Parent-therapist programs and
Family Based Treatment, to name a few.



Treatment Fostercare (TFC)

e Whilst there I1s considerable variation betv

veen

TFC programmes, there are common defining

characteristics:

Treatment of only one or two children within the homes

of carefully selected substitute families
Low caseloads

Frequent, treatment-oriented supervision of
treatment parents

Provision of treatment services that are
documented for each child

the

well



Treatment Fostercare (TFC)

e Defining characteristics cont.

Preparing treatment parents to function as
professionals through intensive pre-service and In-
service training, good pay and frequent performance
evaluations

Intensive support services to treatment parents
Crisis intervention services

Education liaison

Health screening and medical services

Coordination of each child’s system of care
Meadowcroft (1989)



Meta-analysis

e The statistical analysis of a large collection of analysis
results (studies) for the purpose of integrating the
findings (Glass, 1976).

e Just as we use statistics to integrate the results from a
number of individual subjects to ascertain if the overall
result for that study is statistically significant, meta-
analysis integrates the results of a number of related
studies.

e This presentation has been written for a general
audience and some technical issues will be omitted or
simplified.



Meta-analysis

e Meta-analysis typically:

determines If the effect of a given intervention
across studies is statistically significant

provides a guantitative estimate of the size or
strength of this effect

Indicates if the range of effect estimates from a
specific group of studies is heterogenous

Roughly, if a group of effect estimates are heterogenous it
IS likely that an external factor or moderator is influencing
the outcome of the studies



Meta-analysis — Effect
statistics

This review will use the effect statistic called
Cohen’s g

By convention
Values of g of 0.80 or more are described as “large”

Values of g in the region of 0.50 are described as
“medium”

Values of g of 0.20 or less are described as “small”

In this meta-analysis most of the outcomes are to do with
reducing undesirable behaviours hence the effects are
negative; -0.8 is “large”, -0.5 “medium” etc.



Meta-analysis — Effect
statistics

e Another effect statistic we will use is called a

Risk Ratio

e The reflects the ratio of the risk of an event occurring in
one group versus the risk of the event occurring in a
second group.

e For instance, If in a study of an immunisation for the
common cold 20 of 100 persons in the treatment group
had at least one cold after a year compared to 40 of 100
In the control group the risk ratio would be 20/100 vs.
40/100 or 0.2/0.4 giving a risk ratio of 0.5. If 10 people in
the treatment group got colds the risk ratio would be
0.25.



Risk ratio’s are harder to interpret, but there is some
consensus that:

When the intervention is attempting to reduce something
“bad” risk ratios of more than 0.5 are negligible

When the intervention is attempting to Increase
something “good” risk ratio’s of less than 3 are negligible

A risk ratio of 1 or close to 1 means that there has been
no effect



Experimental design

e Single group outcome studies (SGO) — one group,
test/measure, do the intervention, test/measure again to
see If there Is any change.

e Non-equivalent control group studies (NEG) — two
groups, one experimental and one control group,
however the control group is chosen on the basis of
convenience, I.e. comparing a TFC programme with a
nearby residential programme.

e Randomised controlled trial designs (RCT) — two groups,
one experimental and one control, but subjects are
randomly assigned to the groups before the intervention
starts. This ensures that the two groups are equivalent.



“Inclusive” Meta-analysis

e Many meta-analyses exclude studies of a lower
methodological quality, such as single-group outcome
studies (SGO’s) and non-equivalent group studies (NEG)
and include only studies of high methodological quality
such as Randomised Controlled Trials (RCT’s).

e This can be problematic if only a minority of studies are
RCT’s. It is better to analyse all studies; the effect of
methodological quality can in any case be investigated In
the meta-analysis as a moderating variable.



“Inclusive” Meta-analysis

e Similarly, important studies can be lost from the meta-
analysis If the original paper lacks a crucial piece of
Information e.g. a missing standard deviation. This
Information can often be estimated or imputed. This is
appropriate only when most of the data provided by the
study is not estimated or imputed.

e In this review estimated or imputed data is used in some
studies In order to ensure that as many studies as
possible are included in the analysis. The influence of
studies with estimated or imputed data can be
Investigated as a moderating variable.



Results:
Care related outcomes

e Days In treatment: Three studies, one RCT, two NEG.
Mixed sex except C&R 1998, boys.

e Statistically significant, medium effect size.



Review.  Trestment Fostercare
Comparison. (2 TFC v, Cartrol
Outcome: 20Dy intrestmert

Sy Treatment Fostercare Cartrol MO (fed] Weiott MO (fed]
O sul-category N Mesn (30) N Mesn (30) 3% 0l ) 3% 0l
Chatnieriain 1991 16 L42.00(78.00) 16 L46.00¢1112.00) 1383 -0.04 -0.73, 0.65]
wking ¢t 4 1389 120 50L.001438.00) 43 3L2.00(Zz2.00) 53.53 0.48 (0.13, 0.83]
Chatnh & Reil 1398 3 207.90(%. e0) 42 148.00(110.55) —— L8 0.57 (0.12, 1.0Z]
Totd (35 173 101 A 000 0.44(0.18, 0.6
Test for heterogenety, ChF= 220, of = 2(P=033) P =9.3%
Test for overal effect 7=3.32(P = 0.0009)
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e Proportion of group who completed 6-12 months

of treatment: Two studies, one RCT, one NEG. Mixed
except C&R 1998, boys.

e Statistically significant, approximately twice as many
young persons in TFC completed treatment compared to

other programmes.



Review: Treatment Fostercare
Comparizor 02 TFC v, Cortral

Outcome: 19 Praportion of group who completed B-12 manths tresment

Study Treatment Fostercare Cantrol AR fied) Weight R (fixed)
0 sub-categary i i 3% Cl % 35% Cl
Chatnbetain 1390 12/16 5/16 —— 5.0 2.40 [1.10, 5.23)
Chamh & Reic 1998 21437 15742 —— wm rod (L0, 3.2
Tatel (95% () % 5 A 10000 214 (145, 516

Total everts: 39 (Treatment Fostercare), 20 {Control
Tet for heteragenety, Chit= 012 df=1(P=073) F=0%
Tet for overal effect Z=351 (P =0.0001)
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e Proportion of group who ran away at least once

In the course of treatment: Three studies, one RCT,
two NEG. Mixed except C&R 1998, boys.

e Statistically significant, approximately four young
persons In TFC ran away for every 10 who ran
away In other programmes.



Revies Treatment Fostercare
Comparizan (2 TFC s, Cartrl
Qutcome: 18 Proportion of graup who ran-auay

Sty Treatment Fostercare Cortral RR (fixed) Weight RR (fied)
oF sUb-category ni ni 3% ¢ % 5% 1
Chamberkain 1990 1/16 5/16 — 11.71 0.20 [0.03, 1.53]
Chamb & Reid 1393 11437 243 —— 60.27 0.40 [0.23, 0.68]
Coton 1985 BfZ3 13734 —ai— 28.0¢ 0.54 [0.24, 1.24]
Total (35% CI 8z a2 e 10000 0.41 0.27, 0.68]
Total events: 18 (Trestment Fostercare), 42 (Cantral)
Tet for heterogenedy, Chit=032 df=2(P=083) F=0%
Test for overal effect Z=389 (P =00001)

0102 05 1 2 5 0

Favours trestment — Favours cantral



e Proportion of group discharged into the care of
family upon completion of treatment. Three
studies, two NEG, one SGO (Thomlison). Boys and girls
combined.

e Approximately one and a quarter more
Individuals in TFC placed with family at
discharge than in the comparison programmes,
however NOT statistically significant.

e Results significantly heterogenous under fixed
and random effects models: Suggests that factor
or factors unknown are influencing the outcomes
(variation more than expected by chance alone).



Revies Treatment Fostercare
Comparizan (2 TFC s, Cartrl
Qutcome: 17 Placement wh family a discharge

Sty Treatment Fostercare Cortral RR (random) Weight RR (random)

oF sUb-category ni ni 3% ¢ % 5% 1
Haiking et &l 1389 a1/120 1243 —h— 40. 0 102 [0.83, 1.25)
Thamizan 1992 66/154 507155 i 33.41 1.33 [0.99, 1.78]
Almeids et al 1359 14/1E0 lef43 —— 5.5 l.ee [1.10, &.51]
Tatal (35% CI) 354 741 +onliee-  100.00 1.26 [0.94, 1.70]

Total events: 231 (Trestment Fostercare), 98 (Cantrol)
Tet for heterogenedy, Chit=6.27 df=2(P=004) F=63.1%
Test for overalleffect Z=152(P=013)

5 07 15 3
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Results Summary:
Care related outcomes

e TFC resulted in significant changes in three of
four outcomes surveyed relative to control
conditions.

e The effect sizes obtained were generally small to
medium (g of 0.44, RR’s of 1 — 2 for desirable
outcomes and 0.41 for an undesirable outcome).

e The outcomes were mostly not heterogenous.
That Is, most of the studies were able to obtain
the similar results; they were consistent and

reliable.




Results:
Criminal and delinguent behaviour

e Days in lockup during the course of treatment up

to one year post treatment: Three studies, two RCT,
one é\IEG. C&R 98 boys, Leve girls, Chamberlain 90
mixed.

e Statistically significant, moderate to large effect,
TFC results in fewer days Iin lockup on average
per individual than the comparison programmes.

e Note, different time periods involved: Chamberlain 1990
based on treatment end to one year post, Chamberlain &
Reid 1998 and Leve 2005 based on baseline to plus one
year I.e. during treatment.



(X X
(Y X
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o
Review.  Trestment Fostercare
Comparison. (2 TFC v, Cartrol
Outcome: 13 Day i lockup curmgtopost 1 year &l shudies
Sy Treatment Fostercare Cartrol MO (fed] Weiott MO (fed]
O sul-category N Mesn (30) N Mesn (30) 3% 0l ) 3% 0l
Chatnieriain 1991 16 86.40(81.30] 6 1889008130  $—— 1.0 -0.88 [-1.61, -0.14]
Chamb & Reir 1985 T 53.33(88.10) 4 129.32(110.02)  —— d0.66  -0.76 [-1.2Z, -0.30]
Leve etal 2005 3 21 70(48.35) 44 5p.45104.13) — 43,33 -0.43 [-0.53, -0.08]
Tl (35% ) 3 102 - 100.00 0.8 [-0.55, 0.7
Test for heteragenety, Ch =110, of = 2(F=0.38), P = 0%
Test for oversl effect 7= 444 (P« 0.00001)
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e Proportion of group locked up for any period

during treatment. Two studies, one RCT, one NEG.
Boys and girls combined.

e Approximately 70% fewer individuals in TFC
locked up on average than in the comparison
programmes, however NOT  statistically
significant.



Reviesy Trestment Fostercare
Comparizor 02 TFC v, Cortral
Outcome: 14 Lackup, pronortion of grou locked up during trestment

Study Treatment Fostercare Cantrol AR fied) Weight R (fixed)
0 sub-categary i i 3% Cl % 35% Cl
Charmberlain 1390 8/18 15/16 —— 63.46 0.53 (0.32, 0.98]
Clark et &l 1934 8/57 10475 i 36,54 1.05 [0.44, 2.50]
Tatel (35% ) 7 9] - 100.00 0.7 [0.45, 1.16]
Total everts: 16 (Treatment Fostercare], 23 (Control)
Tet for heterogenety, Chit=212 df=1(P=013) F=527%
Tet for overal effect Z=1.35(P=018)

02 05 1
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e Proportion of group Institutionalised for any
period from treatment end up to one year post

treatment. Two studies, both NEG. Boys and girls
combined.

e Approximately 70% fewer individuals In TFC
Institutionalised on average than in the comparison
programmes, however NOT statistically significant.



Review: Treatment Fostercare
Comparizor 02 TFC v, Cortral

Outcome: 16 Praportion of group insttutionalised trestment end to plus 1 year

Study Treatment Fostercare Cantrol AR fied) Weight R (fixed)
0 sub-categary i i 3% Cl % 35% Cl
Chatnbetain 1390 6/16 14/16 —i— 46. 0 0.43 [0.22, 0.83)
ircin 1962 mf 30/140 11752 —— §3.40  1.0L [0.55, 1.87]
Tatel (35% ) 15 1 - 00.00 0.7 [0.47, 1.16]

Total everts: 36 (Treatment Fostercare), 23 (Control)
Tet for heterogenety, Chit=365 df=1(P=0008) F=T26%
Tet for overal effect Z=1.31(P=019)

2 05 1 1 3
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Rate of self-reported anti-social and criminal
behaviour at 1 year post referral (general
delinquency scale of the Ellot SRD

guestionnaire): Two studies, both RCT; C&R 98 boys,
Leve 2005 girls.

Small effect size, NOT statistically significant.

Results significantly heterogenous: Suggests that factor
or factors unknown are influencing the outcomes.

Indication that boys do better than girls.
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Review. — Trestment Fostercare

Comparison. (2 TFCvs. Cortral

Oudeome: 1 Selfvepot delnaency oenersl delinquency &t 1 vear post haselng

Al Tretment Fostercare Cortrl WD {tandom) Weitt WD {tandom)

O sul-categony N ez (3D) N ez (50) 5% % 5%

Chat & Reie 1398 3 12.80{20.50) £ BN 4.7 -0.58 [-1.03, -0.13]

Leve et ol 2005 T 18.85(19.37) 44 15.13(18.88) — W.2e 013 [-0.25, 0.63]

Toe (5% ) U B ~oglliiNe- 000 015 0.5, 0.9

Test for heteroqenety. Che =580 f =1 (P=002) F=827%

Test for overal effect Z=030(P=062)
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Proportion of group with any criminal referral

one year post treatment : Four studies, one RCT,
two NEG, one SGO; one boys only, three mixed.

Groups receiving TFC had a little over half the rate of
criminal referrals than those Iin the comparison
programmes, however NOT statistically significant.

Results significantly heterogenous: Suggests that factor
or factors unknown are influencing the outcomes, I°
almost 90%.

One study had a negative outcome (treatment worse
than control group).



Revies: Treatment Fostercare
Comparizon: 02 TFC va. Cartral
Outcome: 03 Criminal referrals, propartion of group with, &l studies

Study Trestment Cortrol RR (random) Weight RR (rancom)

oF sub-category nitl nitl 5% (1 % 93% (1
Chaim & R 1394 m+f /82 32 a0 —i— 26.18 0.27 [0.14, 0.54]
Cofton 1358 afes 1734 i 1722 0.50 [0.14, 1.77]
Elcy et &l 2004 8/37 1674 —— 25.33 0.57 [0.28, 1.17)
Kirigin 1982 m+f £8/140 31769 —i+ 31.27 1.08 [0.79, 1.48]
Total (35% C1) 788 228 il 100.00 0.56 [0.26, 1.20]
Total everts: 58 (Treatment), 56 (Control)

Test for heterogeneity, Chi*=15.77 df =3 (P =0001) F=51.0%

Teat for overgll effect Z=130(P=013)

04 02 05 1 2 5 A0
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e But look at the results for boys vs. girls ....

...well, actually they are very similar.

e However both results are heterogenous or
nearly so; other factors are likely to be involved.



Revies Treatment Fostercare
Comparizan (2 TFC s, Cartrl
Qutcome: 285 Crimngl referrals, nroportion of group wh, oy only

Sty Treatment Fostercare Cortral RR (random) Weight RR (random)
oF sUb-category ni ni 3% ¢ % 5% 1
Chamb & R 1394 hays 550 15748 —— 25,67 0.25 [0.10, 0.62]
Erlely et &l 2004 8/37 16/47 B 0.64  0.57[0.28, 1.17)
Kirigin 1382 boys fa/l0e 17/it - 43.68 0.74 [0.55, 0.38]
Total (35% CI 189 117 il 0000 0.52 [0.26, 1.02]
Total events: 71 (Trestment Fostercare), 32 (Cantral)
Tet for heterogenedy, Chit=7.13 df=2(P=003) F=T20%
Test for overal effect Z=132(P =0.06)

0102 05 1 2 5 0
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Reviesy Trestment Fostercare
Comparizor 02 TFC v, Cortral
Outcome: 29 Crimingl referrals, praportion of graup with, ks anly

Study Treatment Fostercare Cantrol RR (ranciom) Weight RR (random)

0 sub-categary i i 3% Cl % 35% Cl
Chiatnb & R 1994 ol 4/ 13/3 —i— 43.80 0.3 [0.11, 0.84)
itigan 1982 s 10/38 14/47 —i— 86.20  0.88 [0.44, 1.7
Tatal (35% C) i 7 -=aii - 100.00 0.5 10.20, 1.§7]

Total everts: 14 (Treatment Fostercare), 27 (Control
Tet for heterogenety, Chit=292 df=1(P=009) F=83.7%
Tet for overal effect Z=1.11(P=027)

00 02 051 1 5 10
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Rate of criminal referrals per individual : Four studies,
two RCT, one NEG, one SGO. One girls, one boys, two mixed.

Medium effect size (-0.55), statistically significant, not
heterogenous.

RCT’s only, two studies, one girls, one boys, (not
graphed), statistically significant, medium effect size.

Indications that TFC less effective for girls.
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Review, Treatment Fostercare
Comparison: 02 TFC va. Contral
Oufcame:— 09Rate of crimingl referrals, Mo combined], al studies to 1 year nost trestment
Sty Treatmert Fostercare Control oD (fixee) Weight oD (fixee)
0 su-Category N ean (0] i Mean (&) 45 () % 45 ()
Chatrk & Reie 138 7 LE0( i A4 —— 1.5 =070 [-1.16, -0.25]
Chah & R 1394 m+t 4] 0.15(0.48) 4l 0.4910. 48] —— .38 -0.70 [-1.15, -0.26)
Kitigin 1982 mef 140 1.12{0.14] 5 11510, 14) —i— M le <050 [-0.82, -0.18]
Leve et &l 2005 Ly 0.76(1.14) 44 1.30{1.67) — 20,91 =037 [-0.81, 0.07]
Tatel(%5% (1) 255 17 ae 10000 -0.55 [-0.78, -0.35]

Test for heteragenety, Chit =185, f = 3 (P=069) =%
Test for overal effect Z=35.38 (P« 000001)

B0 05
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e Girls vs. boys ....(girls do less well).

A moderator analysis using the Q statistic (DeCoster,
2004) found a significant difference between boys and
girls (Chi2 = 4.1, df 1, p=0.04)

That is, girls do less well and this is a significant
difference between the sexes, not merely a chance
variation.

e RCT’s vs. other studies ...(about the same).



Review.  Trestment Fostercare
Comparison. (2 TFC v, Cartrol
Outcome: 30 Rate of criinal referrals, bovs anly

Sy Treatment Fostercare Cartrol MO (fed] Weiott MO (fed]

O sul-category N Mesn (30) Mesn (30) 3% 0l ) 3% 0l
Cheinb & i 1358 M LA £ Laud ¥.3% -0 [-L1e, -0.28)
Chanb & R 1904 boys 25 013049 2 08— W% <06 [-117, -0.04)
Kiriin 1582 hovs 0z LE0(n.z0) 22 Le0i0.an) —— 36.90  -0.50 [-0.5%, -0.03]
Tl (35% ) 164 B - 100.00 060 [-0.89, 0.3
Test for heteragenety, Ch* = 040, of = 2(P=082), P = 0%

Test for overal effect Z=419(P < 0.0001)

I8 0 05
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Review.  Trestment Fostercare
Comparison. (2 TFC v, Cartrol
Outcome: 31 Rate of criinalreferals, girs only

Sy Treatment Fostercare Cartrol MO (fed] Weiott MO (fed]

O sul-category N Mesn (30) Mesn (30) 3% 0l ) 3% 0l
Chanh & 7 1994 gie 16 0.18(0.47) 6 045060 o 1750 -0.48 [-1.18, 0.23]
Leve etal 2005 3 0.76(1.14] 44 1.30(L.87) —i1 d.6f -0.37 [-0.81, 0.07)
Kirian 1982 girs # 0.10{0.00) N 0.10{0.00) .88 0.00 [-0.48, 0.48]
Tl (35% ) 3] 9] i 00.00 025 [-0.54, 0.05]
Test for heterogenety, Ch =173, of = 2(F=042) P = 0%

Test for oversl effect 2=165(F=010)

I8 0 05
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Review. — Trestment Fostercare

Comparison. (2 TFCvs. Cortral

Oudcome: 10 Rate of criinalreferrals, M combned RCT' only. &l ine peinds

Al Tretment Cortrl D (fved) Weitt D (fved)

O sul-categony N ez (3D) N ez (50) 5% % 5%

Chat & Reie 1398 tH £.60{3.30) 4 5.40(4.40) — 48.32 0.0 [-1.1g, -0.28)

Leve et ol 2005 i 0.76{1.14) 44 L30iL.e7] —i SLed -0.37 [-0.81, 0.07]

T (5% ) % B i 0000 0,83 [-0.85, -0.21]

Test for heferoqenety. Che =109 f=1(F=0.30) F=8.3%

Test for overal effect 2=329(P=0000)
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Criminal and delinguent behaviour

Results summary:

Significant effects were found in two of the six domains
analysed.

TFC resulted in a significant reduction in criminal
referrals per individual relative to control conditions with
a medium effect size, however the risk reduction as a
proportion of the group with any criminal referrals was
not significant.

There was no significant effect on self-reported
delinquency and two of three outcomes related to
Incarceration and institutionalisation.

Girls do less well having a significantly poorer outcome
for criminal referrals than boys and a poorer outcome in
self-report delinquency (but not significantly so). Similar
outcome to boys in terms of risk of any offending.



Results:
Externalising, internalising and overall
behaviour problems

e Externalising (anti-social, delinguent
behaviour) as rated by caregiver : Eight studies,
two RCT, three NEG, three SGO. All mixed sex except
Leve 2005, girls only and Rubenstein 1978, boys and
girls grouped separately.

e Small to medium effect size (-0.40), statistically
significant, a trend towards heterogeneity
(p=0.06).

e Studies ordered by methodology, from top to
bottom, RCT, NEG and SGO.
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Reviey. Treatment Fostercare

Comparisan: 02 TFC va. Contral

(utcome: 06 Externalizing behaviour, caregiver rated, al studies

Shudy TFC Control SMD (fixed) Weight SMD (fixed)

of sub-category N Mean (20) i Mean (50) 95% Cl % 95% Cl

Clark et al 1934 47 4. 57(10.32) Y 6. 58010.18) — 15 85 -0.1% [-0.57, 0.15]

Leve et ol 2005 3 64,7519, 11 44 70.0%i11.00) 11.57 -0.51 [-0.%, -0.07]

Berrick et al 1393 g7 3.31{1.87) 167 4.48(1.87) —— a.ei -0.82 [-0.83, -0.36]

Zarovan 1339 29 52.27(1Z.08) 40 64.05(16.02) — 10.35 -0.78 [-1.21, -0.29]

Rubenstein 1974 m+f 24 .E77.27) 28 3.1407.27) a.76 -0.02 [-0.53, 0.49]

Evans et &l 1936 b 63.87(11.35) & 67.00011.35) y 178 0.14 [-1.00, 1.27]

Cotton 2003 14 10.0044.72) 14 12500472 ¢ 4.02 -0.58L [-1.27, 0.24]

Huzsey & Gua 2003 49 £2.7418.20) 48 E2.7008.20) 14,44 0.00 [-0.33, 0.40]

Total (8% C1) 303 419 A 100,00 -0.40 [-0.55, -0.24]

Test for heteragenety: Chit =139 df =7 (P=006) F=47 7%

Test for overal effect Z=5.13(F < 0.00001)
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e A moderator analysis found a trend towards
significance in differences In effect size due to
methodology (Chi¢ = 5.47, df 2, p=0.06); NEG’s
largest effects (Berrick, Zaroyan, Rubenstein; -
0.55), RCT's (Clark, Leve; -0.33) and SGO'’s
near nil effects (Evans, Cotton, Hussey; -0.09).

e Girls only: Small to medium effect size, effect
size (-0.40), statistically significant (p=0.05).

e Similarity between girls and overall results
(mostly mixed sex studies) suggests similar
results for girls and boys.



Review: — Treatment Fostercare
Comparison. (2 TFCvs. Cortral

Oufeome: 27 Extemalai hehaviour caregiver v o only

Al Tretment Fostercare Cortrl D (fved) Weitt D (fved)
O sul-categony N ez (3D) N ez (50) 5% % 5%
Leye et &l 2003 T 75811 4 0.03LL00) —— §2.97  -0.51 [-0.5%, -0.07)
Fuenst 1978 e B 5.3009.7) 5 5.0009.7%) o108 013 (0.8, L11)
Toll (355 ) 45 i - 100.00  -0.40 [-0.81, 0.00)

Test for heferoqenety. Chi =135 f =1 (P=0.24) F=26.1%
Test for overal effect 2=1.36(P= 0105)

150 B
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e Internalising behaviour (anxiety, depression)

as rated by caregiver : Five studies, one RCT, two
NEG, two SGO. All mixed sex.

e Medium effect size (-0.52), statistically significant,
heterogenous.

e When segregated by study methodology, NEG's most
effective (-1.03), SGO'’s ineffective (-0.14). The one
RCT, Clark, obtained a near nil effect (-0.01).



R, Treatment Fastercare
Comparison. D2 TFC v, Cortral
Outcome: 21 Internalising behaviour, caregiver rated, &l studies

Shudy Treatment Fostercare Cartrol SMO {random) Weight SMO {random)

0 sub-Cateary N Mean (D) i Mean (=0) 3% % 3%
Laroyan 1999 39 50.7013.54) 40 6240111 46) -+ £0.84 -1.08 [-1.55, -0.61]
Berrick et al 1993 87 3.15(1.30) 167 4. 5111.30) + £3.58 -1.00 [-1.28, -0.74]
Evans ef &l 1958 & 6l.17110.18) 6 63.92(10.16) —i— 1.3 -0.25 [-1.39, 0.89]
Hussey & Guo 2005 48 B4 1Z(12.50) 49 55.40(12.50) + 2.9 -0.10 [-0.50, 0.30]
Clark et &l 1954 47 59.64(10.83) YA 59.70110.48) -+ 2.4 -0.01 [-0.38, 0.37]
Total (3% CI) 227 304 & 100.00  -0.52 [-1.04, 0.00]

Test for heterogenety: Cht = 28.28 of =4 (P <(.0001), P =85.9%
Test for overal effect Z=133(P=009)
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Overall behaviour problems as rated by
caregiver. 12 studies, 3 RCT, 5 NEG, 4 SGO.

“Overall behaviour problems” includes measures of
externalising, internalising and delinquent behaviours
together with other problems such as hyperactivity, or
social difficulties.

Overall, small to medium effect size (-0.34), statistically
significant.

Results significantly heterogenous suggesting that a
factor or factors unknown are influencing the outcomes.
|2 statistic indicates that approximately 70% of the
variation in the study results is due to heterogeneity
rather than sampling error.
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Review, Treatment Fostercare
Comparizor; — 027TFC vs. Contral
Outcome: 0 Crverall behaviour problems, caregiver rated, all studies
Study Treatment Cordral =MD (random) Weight =MD (random)
or sub-category h Mean (07 M Mean (50 25% Cl % 25% Cl
Chamb & Reid 1391 7 9.00(2.12) ) 14.0002.12) +— 3.02 -Z. 21 [-3.63, -0.78]
Bertick et al 1333 a7 17.14(5.36) 187 21,7505, 98] +— 13.19 -0.77 [-1.04, -0.50]
Zardyan 1999 39 o4.13(10.81) 40 £3.05013.53] —— 10,69 -0.7¢ [-1.18, -0.Z6]
Cotton 2003 14 el 00{13.80) 14 el 04113 80} { 7.07 -0.57 [-1.32, 0.19]
Bogart 1938 40 40.45(Z0.70) il 50.8E(23.81) — 9.5 -0.47 [-1.0, 0.07]
Fields 2002 Zh 21.201(14.30} 18 24.E0¢11.50) 8.72 -0.2% [-0.82, 0.39]
Huzzey & Gua 2005 43 £7.05(10.00} 48 £7.90¢10.00) N 11.48 -0.08 [-0.48, 0.31]
Charmbin et 211996 # 3.60(1.70} 4z 3.7002.30) —_— 10. a2 -0.05 [-0.49, 0.39]
Evang et al 1933 B B7.83(8.89) B B7. 250889 ¢ b 4.73 0.0e [-1.07, 1.19]
Chamb & B 1934 m+ 44 1.32(1.30) 44 1.8ofl.30) B 11.21 0.0%9 [-0.33, 0.51]
Rubenztein 1978 m+f 24 15.40(3.76) 38 16.3003.78) — 9.94 0.15 [-0.36, 0.68&]
Tatal (35% CI) 372 444 il 100,00 -0.34 [-0.61, -0.0&]
Test for heterogenetty: Chit = 31 16, df = 10 (P = 0,0006), = £7 3%
Test for overall effect Z=238(P=002)
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e Moderator analysis for the effect of methodology found a
significant difference in the average effect size across
different study methodologies (Chi? = 9.31, df 2, p=0.01),
with NEG’s having the largest effect (-0.55), RCT’s (-
0.24) and SGQO'’s near nil effects (-0.06). However two of
these groups are themselves heterogenous ( RCT, NEG)
so methodology cannot be the only moderator at work.

e Statistical techniques were used to ascertain that the
above findings were due to the NEG studies having
significantly larger effects than both the RCT and SGO
studies.



Revew — Treatment Fostercare
Comparison. (2 TFCvs. Cortral
Oufeome: 02 Creral behaviolr pranlems, categver rated RCTs orly

Al Tretment Cortrl D (fved) Weitt D (fved)
O sul-categony N ez (3D) N ez (50) 5% % 5%
Chamb & Reie 1991 1 3.00{2.1%) T 10012, 12) —— 8.7 -L.il [-3.63, -0.78]
Chabin et o 19% i 3.601L.70] 4 3702, 30) u sz -0.05 [-0.48, 0.39]
Toll (355 ) 4 49 ¢ 100.00  -0.2¢ [-0.66, 0.18)
Test for heteroqenety. Che =806, f =1 (F=0003) F=67 &%
Test for overal effect Z=111(P=020)
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Revigu Treattmert Fostercare
Comparison. D2 TFC v, Cortral

Outcome: 24 Overall Behaviour Proklems caregiver rated, non-equivalent contral graup

Shudy Treatment Fostercare Cartrol MO (fived) Weight MO (fived)

0 sub-Cateary N Mean (D) i Mean (=0) 3% % 3%
Bierrick et al 1993 87 17.1415.36) 187 21.7515.36) —— 48,65 -0.77 [-1.04, -0.50]
Laroyan 1999 3 54.13110.80) 40 £3.05113.53) — 16.74 -0.72 [-1.18, -0.26]
Bogart 1955 40 40.45(20.70] W E0LBRENEL ——— 180 -0.47 [-1.0Z, 0.07]
Fields 2002 gy 11.20(14.30) 18 24.20(1L.50) 9.4 -0.2Z [-0.4Z, 0.39]
Rubenstein 1975 m+f 2 18.40(5.30) B 16.905.30) —— 13.32 0.16 [-0.35, 0.67]
Total (3% CI) 215 183 i 100.00  -0.58 [-0.74, -0.36]
Test for heterogenety: Cht= 1177 df =4 (P=0.02) P=B60%

Test for overal effect 2=578 (P < 0.00001)
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Review.  Trestment Fostercare

Comparison. (2 TFC v, Cartrol

Outcome: 2B Extemalinig behaviour caregiver ratedd SG0's anly

Sy Treatment Fostercare Cartrol MO (fed] Weiott MO (fed]

O sul-category N Mesn (30) N Mesn (30) 3% 0l ) 3% 0l

Cotton 2003 14 10.00(4.72) 14 12.5004.72) { 1984 051 [-1.27, 0.24]

Hissey & Gl 2005 44 58.7408.20) 48 58.70(8.20) —— 13 0.00 [-0.39, 0.40]

Evang et &/ 1998 6 68.67(11.35) 6 67.00(1L.38) o880 014 [-1.00, 1.27]

Tl (35% ) 0 69 i 100.00  -0.08 [-0.42, 0.25]

Test for heteragenety, Ch =138, of = 2(F=043) P = 0%

Test for oversl effect 2=0.50(P=081)
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e When results for boys and girls are compared boys
obtain a small, non-significant effect and girls obtain a
significantly deleterious outcome - “they get worse”
(compared to controls). This was a significant difference
between boys and girls (Chi> = 7.11, df 2, p=0.01).

e Another analysis found a significant difference between
those three studies which used the Parent Daily Report
(PDR) and the four studies which used the Child
Behaviour Checklist (CBCL). The former obtained a
small to nil effect (-0.07) on average, whereas the latter
obtained a medium effect (-0.56).



Revie Treatment Fostercate
Comparison. (2 TFC v, Cartrol

Outcome: 35 Crveral hehaviour protlems, careiver rated hovs ol

Sy Treatment Fostercare Cartrol MO (fed] Weiott MO (fed]

O sul-category N Mesn (30) N Mesn (30) 3% 0l ) 3% 0l
Rubenat 1978 boys 16 17.4009.7) N 1010097 i.43 003 [-0.58, 0.64]
Charmp & F 1994 hoys 2% LT3 25 171L.89) —— 2.5 <028 0.8, 0.27)
Chatnbin &t 1996 3 3.60{1.70] 4 3030 —i 4605  -0.05 [-0.43, 0.39]
Tl (35% ) 79 9 i 100.00 010 [-0.40, 0.20]
Test for heteragenety, Ch* = (66, of = 2(F=072), P = 0%

Test for oversl effect 2=085(P=032)
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Review: — Treatment Fostercare
Comparison. (2 TFCvs. Cortral

Oufeome: 33 Creral behaviour prodlems, cateiver rated oils anly

Al Tretment Fostercare Cortrl D (fved) Weitt D (fved)
O sul-categony N ez (3D) N ez (50) 5% % 5%
Fuanenst 1978 s g 20,5019, g 167318, %) —i— 2.5 0.37 [-0.63, 1.36]
Chainh & R 19% grls 1B LI 17 LB = B 6.0 0.83 013, L5

Tatal (34°% i
Test for heteroqenety. Che =036 of =1 (F=(46) P =%
Test for overal effect 2=233(P=002)
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Results: Summary of
externalising, internalising and
overall behaviour problems

e Overall, TFC programmes have a small to medium,
statistically significant effect in remediating externalising,
Internalising and overall behaviour problems.

e However this effect was heterogenous indicating that
moderating factors are likely to be affecting study
outcomes.

e In Overall behaviour problems there were significant
differences in the results when grouped by methodology
(RCT, NEG & SGO) and outcome measure (PDR,
CBCL); In both cases there was significant or near
significant within group or “unexplained” variability.



e In other words there are other factors at work, over and
above methodology or measure, which are affecting the
study outcomes.

e Across all three domains of outcome there was a
tendency for NEG studies to obtain the best results and
SGO’s to obtain near-nil results. This is contrary to
expectation; SGO’s are usually assumed to be prone to
exaggerating outcomes as they lack a control group.

e The SGO’s In this meta-analysis represent a group of
studies which are getting poor results, why ?



e Girls obtain poorer results than boys in three of the five
analyses where they could be directly compared, two of
these differences being significant (rate of criminal
referrals, overall behaviour problems). In the two
remaining analyses girls obtained results similar to, but
not better than, boys (risk of criminal referral,
externalising behaviour).



Overall Summary

e Treatment fostercare was found to be significantly and
moderately effective in the remediation of emotional and
behavioural problems in two of three domains surveyed,;
care related outcomes and externalising, internalising
and overall behavioural problems. Significant effects
were found in all of the seven constituent subdomains.

e Treatment fostercare was only found to be only weakly
effective in the remediation of crime and delinquent
behaviour; only two of the six subdomains obtained a
significant effect.

e Outcomes for girls were often poorer than for boys, often
to a statistically significant degree.



e Outcomes in the Overall behaviour problem domain were
significantly variable. It is likely that methodology, the
specific measures used (i.e. PDR vs. CBCL) together with
other unknown factors all impact. Possibly, “Overall
behaviour problems” is not a coherent construct.

e Single group outcome studies appear to perform poorly.
Does this reflect an association between simpler studies,
fewer resources and less expertise ?

e In any case the existence of a significant proportion of
studies with poor and sometimes deleterious outcomes
suggests that TFC is a complex intervention susceptible to
Implementation or other difficulties and more effective with
some groups than with others.



