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Abstract

Does therapeutic writing help people with long-term
conditions? Systematic review, realist synthesis and
economic considerations
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Background: Writing therapy to improve physical or mental health can take many forms. The most
researched model of therapeutic writing (TW) is unfacilitated, individual expressive writing (written
emotional disclosure). Facilitated writing activities are less widely researched.

Data sources: Databases, including MEDLINE, EMBASE, PsycINFO, Linguistics and Language Behaviour
Abstracts, Allied and Complementary Medicine Database and Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied
Health Literature, were searched from inception to March 2013 (updated January 2015).

Review methods: Four TW practitioners provided expert advice. Study procedures were conducted by
one reviewer and checked by a second. Randomised controlled trials (RCTs) and non-randomised
comparative studies were included. Quality was appraised using the Cochrane risk-of-bias tool.
Unfacilitated and facilitated TW studies were analysed separately under International Classification of
Diseases, Tenth Revision chapter headings. Meta-analyses were performed where possible using RevMan
version 5.2.6 (RevMan 2012, The Cochrane Collaboration, The Nordic Cochrane Centre, Copenhagen,
Denmark). Costs were estimated from a UK NHS perspective and three cost—consequence case studies
were prepared. Realist synthesis followed Realist and Meta-narrative Evidence Synthesis: Evolving
Standards guidelines.
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ABSTRACT

Objectives: To review the clinical effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of TW for people with long-term
conditions (LTCs) compared with no writing, or other controls, reporting any relevant clinical outcomes.
To conduct a realist synthesis to understand how TW might work, and for whom.

Results: From 14,658 unique citations, 284 full-text papers were reviewed and 64 studies (59 RCTs) were
included in the final effectiveness reviews. Five studies examined facilitated TW; these were extremely
heterogeneous with unclear or high risk of bias but suggested that facilitated TW interventions may be
beneficial in individual LTCs. Unfacilitated expressive writing was examined in 59 studies of variable or
unreported quality. Overall, there was very little or no evidence of any benefit reported in the following
conditions (number of studies): human immunodeficiency virus (six); breast cancer (eight); gynaecological
and genitourinary cancers (five); mental health (five); asthma (four); psoriasis (three); and chronic pain
(four). In inflammatory arthropathies (six) there was a reduction in disease severity [n =191, standardised
mean difference (SMD) -0.61, 95% confidence interval (Cl) —0.96 to —0.26] in the short term on
meta-analysis of four studies. For all other LTCs there were either no data, or sparse data with no or
inconsistent, evidence of benefit. Meta-analyses conducted across all of the LTCs provided no evidence
that unfacilitated emotional writing had any effect on depression at short- (n = 1563, SMD -0.06, 95% Cl
-0.29 to 0.17, substantial heterogeneity) or long-term (n =778, SMD -0.04 95% CI -0.18 to 0.10, little
heterogeneity) follow-up, or on anxiety, physiological or biomarker-based outcomes. One study reported
costs, no studies reported cost-effectiveness and 12 studies reported resource use; and meta-analysis
suggested reduced medication use but no impact on health centre visits. Estimated costs of intervention
were low, but there was insufficient evidence to judge cost-effectiveness. Realist synthesis findings
suggested that facilitated TW is a complex intervention and group interaction contributes to the perception
of benefit. It was unclear from the available data who might benefit most from facilitated TW.

Limitation: Difficulties with developing realist synthesis programme theory meant that mechanisms
operating during TW remain obscure.

Conclusions: Overall, there is little evidence to support the therapeutic effectiveness or cost-effectiveness
of unfacilitated expressive writing interventions in people with LTCs. Further research focused on facilitated
TW in people with LTCs could be informative.

Study registration: This study is registered as PROSPERO CRD42012003343.

Funding: The National Institute for Health Research Health Technology Assessment programme.
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Glossary

Technical terms, abbreviations and/or acronyms are used throughout this report with definitions
provided. In some cases, usage may differ in the literature, but the term has a constant meaning
throughout this review.

Context In realist synthesis, context refers to the backdrop of programmes and research. As these
conditions change over time, the context may reflect aspects of those changes while the programme is
implemented. Context can be broadly understood as any condition that triggers and/or modifies the
behaviour of a mechanism.

Facilitated therapeutic writing Writing activities involving a facilitator, such as a trained writing
practitioner or a psychologist. It may be a group activity or one to one, and can be delivered face to face
or remotely, for example over the web.

Mechanism In realist synthesis, mechanisms are underlying entities, processes or structures, which
operate in particular contexts to generate outcomes of interest. Mechanisms (1) are usually hidden;
(2) are sensitive to variations in context; and (3) generate outcomes.

Positive writing Involves writing about positive experiences such as events that stimulated happiness or
Joy and it may be facilitated or unfacilitated.

Programme theory In realist synthesis, the term programme theory refers to an abstracted description
and/or diagram that lays out what a programme (or family of programmes or interventions) comprises and

how it is expected to work.

Unfacilitated emotional writing Also known as unfacilitated expressive writing or written emotional

disclosure, a type of unfacilitated therapeutic writing, as described by Pennebaker and Beall (Pennebaker JW,

Beall SK. Confronting a traumatic event: towards an understanding of inhibition and disease. / Abnorm
Psychol 1986;95:274-81) or a variant thereof.

The trauma—emotion subjects were asked to write about a personally upsetting experience and to
describe the feelings they had about the experience. It was emphasized that they were to write only
about their feelings, with no mention of what actually happened.
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Plain English summary

Long-term health conditions (chronic illness) can reduce the quality of people’s daily lives and can be
costly to the health service. It has been suggested that when patients write about their experiences, this
can have positive effects on patients’ lives and the health service. We refer to this type of writing as writing
therapy. The aim of this study was to see if people with long-term health conditions benefit from

writing therapy.

We undertook a thorough search for scientific studies that tested writing therapy in people diagnosed with
any long-term condition (LTC). We looked at whether or not writing therapy helped the individuals in the
study, if the study was conducted properly, how the writing therapy might produce benefits and if it could
lower health service costs.

We found that most of the available evidence looked at writing done by individuals on their own and
focused on writing about distressing events. Overall, there was very little evidence that this type of writing
therapy had benefits for people with LTCs. A few studies looked at another type of writing therapy,

which was done mainly in groups, was led by a leader and which we called facilitated writing. People with
LTCs appeared to get some benefits from this type of writing, but much more research needs to be done
to see how useful it is. Overall, studies were unclear on how writing therapy might work to produce health
benefits or if it reduced health-care spending.

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals
provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science
Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.

XXXI






DOI: 10.3310/hta20270 HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

Scientific summary

Background

Long-term conditions (LTCs) may cause reduced health-related quality of life (HRQoL) and considerable
health service expenditure. Alternative and complementary therapies, other than the usual medical
treatments, are increasingly being introduced within clinical practice. Therapeutic writing (TW) has been
widely reported in psychology textbooks and scientific journals as having the potential to improve physical
and mental health but its effectiveness in people with LTCs is not clear.

Objectives

To establish the clinical effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of TW in LTCs, through systematic reviews
and economic evaluation, and to evaluate context and mechanisms by which it might work, through
realist synthesis.

Methods

A protocol was lodged with PROSPERO — CRD42012003343. A group of practitioner experts informed
and validated all review phases in regular meetings and compared research findings with their UK
clinical experience.

Data sources

Systematic reviews

Electronic searches were conducted for primary studies in the following databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE,
PsycINFO, CAB Abstracts, Physiotherapy Evidence Database, Published International Literature on Traumatic
Stress, The British Library’s Electronic Table of Contents, Science Citation Index (SCI), Social Sciences
Citation Index, Linguistics and Language Behavior Abstracts, Periodicals Index Online, Applied Social
Sciences Index and Abstracts, Education Resources Information Center, Allied and Complementary
Medicine Database, Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL), Cochrane Central
Register of Controlled Trials and Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effects from inception to March 2013.
Additional searches to January 2015 were made in those databases yielding all of the previous primary
studies (MEDLINE, EMBASE, PsycINFO, CINAHL, The Cochrane Library and SCI). Additional hand-searches
and cross-referencing were implemented for both sets of searches. For the realist synthesis, searches were
conducted from the database created from the 2013 searches. After initial screening, further purposive and
iterative searches linked to the included studies in the effectiveness review were performed: related papers
and relevant papers cited in the reference lists were used.

Study selection (inclusion criteria)
One reviewer carried out first and second screenings, and 10% of studies were screened by a second
reviewer working independently.

Systematic reviews

We included any type of comparative study of TW compared with no writing, waiting list controls,
attention controls or placebo writing, in patients with any diagnosed LTCs. Studies had to report at least
one of the following: relevant clinical outcomes; quality of life (QoL); health service use; psychological,
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SCIENTIFIC SUMMARY

behavioural or social functioning; adherence; or adverse events related to the TW intervention. For the
resource-use systematic review, those studies included in the effectiveness systematic review reporting
any resource-use outcomes were included.

Realist synthesis
Any type of study design assessing TW in people with LTCs was of interest.

Data extraction

Systematic review

One reviewer performed data extraction in full. All numerical results and each study quality assessment
were checked by a second reviewer working independently. Authors of primary studies were contacted for
unreported, or inadequately reported, numerical data. Study quality was assessed with the Cochrane
risk-of-bias tool [for randomised controlled trials (RCTs) and non-RCTs] or the Newcastle—Ottawa Scale

(for cohort and case—control studies). Studies were categorised by facilitated TW/unfacilitated emotional
writing (EW) and then by ICD-10 (International Classification of Diseases, Tenth Edition) code.

Realist synthesis

One reviewer selected relevant sections on context, mechanisms and outcomes from the included studies,
process evaluations and discussion papers to refine the programme theory. Included studies were
rescrutinised to search for data that were relevant to the revised theory. Publications were selected if they
were relevant, and quality assessment used the concept of rigour.

Data synthesis

Systematic review

Narrative and tabular synthesis was used. Meta-analysis was conducted when three or more studies
reported the same outcome, using RevMan version 5.2.6 (RevMan 2012, The Cochrane Collaboration,
The Nordic Cochrane Centre, Copenhagen, Denmark).

Economic considerations
Resource use was systematically reviewed using the same methods as outlined above. Costs and resource
use were estimated given de novo economic modelling was not possible owing to lack of information.

Realist synthesis

Realist and Meta-review Evidence Synthesis: Evolving Standards methodological standards were followed.
Programme theory was developed with extensive input from TW practitioners. Data extracted were used to
develop and refine programme theory. This was presented diagrammatically, detailing how and why
inferred mechanisms and key contextual influences potentially influence intermediate and final outcomes.

Results

Systematic reviews

From 14,658 unique citations, 284 full-text papers were reviewed and 64 studies (59 RCTs, one non-
randomised controlled study, three controlled cohort studies and one matched case—control study) were
included in the effectiveness reviews. Thirty-nine studies were conducted in the USA. The largest study had
507 participants, but half of the studies included fewer than 50 participants in each arm. Five studies were
in facilitated TW, and examined positive writing, enhanced meaning writing, song, poetry and internet
chat forums. Fifty-nine studies were of unfacilitated TW and used either standard EW or an adapted
version. Studies reported mainly psychological, physical and QoL outcomes, with 172 instruments used and
more than 300 different outcome measures reported. Follow-up was mostly at between 1 and 3 months.
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Five studies from different countries were included. Studies used very different TW intervention methods
and different instruments or subscales to report relevant outcomes, which included physical and
psychological assessments. Data to inform quality assessment were scarcely reported, and all five studies
were at unclear risk of detection bias. The studies could not be meta-analysed because of a lack of
consistency in measurement and heterogeneity in participants’ LTCs and the interventions. However, all
studies reported significant improvement in all but one outcomes in favour of the TW group.

Unfacilitated emotional writing

A total of 59 studies assessed an unfacilitated EW intervention. Twenty-seven ICD-10 codes were used to
categorise over 30 LTCs in the included studies. The most frequently investigated were breast cancer
(eight studies) and human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) (six studies). Only one study was reported on each
of the following ICD-10 categories: type 2 diabetes mellitus, sickle cell disease, cystic fibrosis, dementia,
bulimia nervosa, amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, tension and migraine headaches, and chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease.

Overall there was no, or very little, evidence of any benefit reported in the following conditions: HIV

(six studies, overall unclear risk of bias); breast cancer (eight studies, overall low or unclear risk of bias);
gynaecological and genitourinary cancers (five studies, variable risk of bias); asthma (four studies, low or
unclear risk of bias); psoriasis (three studies, unclear or high risk of bias); inflammatory arthropathies

(six studies, high or unclear risk of bias); and chronic pain (four studies, low or unclear risk of bias). There
were five small studies of heterogeneous populations with mental health problems (low or unclear risk of
bias) for which no clear patterns emerged. For all other LTCs there were either no data, or sparse data
with no or inconsistent evidence of benefit.

Meta-analyses by International Classification of Diseases, Tenth Edition code

Few meta-analyses could be performed because of heterogeneity. The analyses included different
outcomes measured at different follow-ups in the following chronic conditions: HIV (depression at short
term in 249 participants); breast cancer (depression in 562 participants, positive and negative mood at
short term in 618 participants each); asthma (lung function at short term in 177 participants); mental and
psychiatric disorders (anxiety at short term in 127 participants); inflammatory arthropathies (disease activity
at both immediate and short term in 146 participants); and fibromyalgia and chronic pain (pain severity at
two different short-term assessments in 216 participants).

Differences between EW and control groups were not significant in almost all of the outcome measures
meta-analysed, except for disease severity in people with inflammatory arthropathy, for which significant
differences in favour of the EW group — at short-term follow-up only — were found [n =216, standardised
mean difference (SMD) —-0.61, 95% confidence interval (Cl) —=0.96 to —0.26, with a random-effects model
and with non-significant heterogeneity, ? =1%].

Consideration of outcomes across long-term medical conditions

Twenty-four studies among 12 different LTCs reported either physiological or biomarker outcomes.

The EW intervention groups did not show better results than controls in any of the physiological and/or
biomarker outcomes reported, except for diastolic blood pressure (but not systolic blood pressure) in
Willmott et al. (Willmott L, Harris P, Gellaitry G, Cooper V, Horne R. The effects of expressive writing
following first myocardial infarction: a randomized controlled trial. Health Psychol 2011;30:642-50), which
was significantly better in the EW group at the final follow-up (21 weeks).

The most frequently measured outcomes across the LTCs were depression and anxiety. Meta-analyses of
depression showed no statistical significance at any duration of follow-up. For example, at 4-17 weeks'’

follow-up (17 studies) the SMD was —0.09 (95% Cl —0.31 to 0.14) with substantial heterogeneity (2 =71%).
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Eleven studies assessed anxiety in 527 participants at immediate (197 participants) and short-term
(330 participants) follow-up. Differences in anxiety between EW and control groups were not significant
in either case.

Economic considerations

No full economic evaluations were found. One study reported cost of EW at US$130 per patient. Twelve
studies reported on resource use, covering a wide range of disease areas and populations. Meta-analysis of
health centre visits (seven studies) showed no statistical differences between EW groups and control
subjects. Meta-analysis of medication use from three studies showed fewer medications with unfacilitated
EW (SMD -0.28, 95% Cl -0.54 to —0.02) than controls. Cost—consequence analysis suggested that there
might possibly be a favourable balance of participant benefits to UK NHS costs for selected interventions in
selected LTC groups. There is insufficient evidence to judge cost-effectiveness.

Realist synthesis

The realist synthesis included 59 studies from the systematic review, a further single related paper
describing additional aspects of one study, 13 studies excluded from the systematic review, and one
additional paper. They provided information on qualitative research, process evaluation, and theoretical or
methodological discussions, for the realist synthesis.

Two distinct TW programme theories were developed:

1. For unfacilitated (individual) EW, the main mechanisms and contexts were difficult to clarify as relevant
explanatory data were not explored and/or reported within the studies — unfacilitated EW appeared to
have been treated like a black box. It was unclear why participants would have wanted to undertake
EW or what they would hope to gain from it.

2. For the facilitated (group) TW, there were multiple potential mechanisms that interacted in a complex
way with each other and context to generate (intermediate) outcomes. In brief, mechanisms related to
the forming of relationships and the group acting as a safe environment and an audience for TW.
Unfacilitated TW was pragmatic in that it did not assume that TW was necessarily appropriate for all
people with LTCs but instead provided opportunities for participants to try to see if it helped.

Conclusions and implications for health care

Most interventions evaluated were unfacilitated and did not mirror those currently used by professional TW
practitioners in clinical practice in the UK. There is insufficient clinically relevant evidence on facilitated

TW to know whether or not it is beneficial. Unfacilitated EW was not effective for most outcomes in most
LTCs, although data were very sparse in many areas. The effectiveness of unfacilitated EW in LTCs is not
as immediately obvious, as might have been expected from research about this intervention in general
populations reported in textbooks.

Recommendations for research

Further research that evaluates facilitated TW interventions currently used in clinical settings is needed,
using feasibility or pilot studies and progressing to cluster RCTs or stepped-wedge designs, evaluating
patients with chronic physical and mental health conditions. The comparators could be standard practice
without TW and also other comparable therapeutic interventions, such as relaxation CDs or reading
bibliotherapy. Useful outcomes would be the standard clinical outcome measures or instruments for the
patients’ medical conditions, patient satisfaction, HRQoL and costs. The study sample sizes would need to
be large enough to find a potentially modest effect.
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Study registration

This study is registered as PROSPERO CRD42012003343.

Funding

Funding for this study was provided by the Health Technology Assessment programme of the National
Institute for Health Research.
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Chapter 1 Background

Therapeutic writing

Writing as a form of therapy to improve physical or mental health has a long history' and is widely
reported in psychology textbooks as being of therapeutic value.? It can take many formats including those
from a psychotherapeutic background, such as therapeutic letter writing,® specific controlled interventions,
such as emotional disclosure/expressive writing,” to more recent approaches, such as developmental
creative writing® and other epistolary approaches, such as blogging.® With the development of UK
organisations such as Lapidus (Association for Literary Arts in Personal Development), dedicated to the
promotion of therapeutic writing (TW) based on the premise that it has health benefits, and an increased
interest in the potential of non-pharmacological adjunctive therapies, it is important to evaluate the
effectiveness of a variety of different approaches within this field. These include two main categories:
written emotional disclosure [or emotional writing (EW)]® and creative writing, such as poetry.” Other forms
of creative writing include alpha writes/poems (a poetic device in which each successive line of the poem
starts with the next letter of the alphabet, or a predetermined word or phrase written vertically down the
page);' writing from published poems/narratives; acrostics; and haiku poems (traditionally a haiku contains
three lines of five, seven and then five syllables, making a total of 17 syllables; the tradition is modified so
that no more than 17 syllables are arranged in no more than three lines, but the shorter the better);"
autobiographical writing (such as reflective diaries, journaling); descriptive writing; genre writing

(e.g. fairy tales); free writing; short stories; drama or fictional narratives; unsent letters; diary/journaling;
collaborative writing (workshops); writing accompanying other art forms; life writing or memoirs (such as
reminiscence, life review); list writing; redrafting or sentence stems writing; scribing for others; writing
from visual/sound stimuli (e.g. writing from mindfulness); writing from the senses; and writing in form

and writing from music (as part of a music therapy).'®'?> Newer forms of writing include blogging or
participating in web-based forums.'*'*

Dimensions of therapeutic writing

Within each type of TW there may be significant process variability, for example in the flexibility and
number of topics; the dose (frequency and duration); group or individual delivery; computerised compared
with handwritten exercises; participant recruitment; and financial compensation. However, a major
distinction lies in whether the writing is facilitated or unfacilitated.

Facilitated therapeutic writing

Facilitated TW interventions, when a facilitator is present at some stage before or during the writing, might
be delivered in many different ways and contexts: in a health-care centre, as part of a programme in a
rehabilitation clinic or within a group of people with common or different chronic conditions, face to face
or via the internet. People using these therapeutic tools may receive feedback from someone else, a
health-care professional, a group of persons or not receive feedback at all.™

Furthermore, the topic of the writing can be varied, from positive to negative expression of emotions
through neutral topics (e.g. childhood/birth, life aims and goals, places, relationships). TW can also be
used in children, adolescents or adults and among different clients, such as the chronically ill (e.g. cancer,
mental health problems, chronic infections) or healthy individuals, and assessed from different angles such
as community carers, doctors and nurses, peer training, patient’s family and/or friends or the participant
him/herself — the most usual perspective.'
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BACKGROUND

The writing event should not be considered as solely an isolated exercise but as a sequence of exercises,

not necessarily all of which encompass a written component. As such, a common practice is that writing

starts with (visual) stimuli’ or with mindfulness meditation in order to inspire people and to act as a form
of distraction from reality.'® The following examples of the work of facilitated writing practitioners in the

UK exemplify the variety of this type of TW (Box 1).

Perhaps the last thing to add is that clinicians at Freedom from Torture continue to send more clients than

can be coped with, which is some vindication of the practice. As a bridge between intense therapy and the
outside world, giving clients a skill they can take with them and a means of self-discovery, self-healing and
personal growth, it seems, as the Hippocratic Oath puts it, to do no harm, and a great deal of good.

Unfacilitated emotional writing

Unfacilitated EW means writing, completed without any assistance, feedback, comment or any other form
of support. Therefore, in the current review, an unfacilitated writing intervention has been defined as
when a facilitator was simply not present in person during the writing exercise, as opposed to facilitated
writing (described above). Typically, in unfacilitated writing interventions, participants are instructed to
write for 15-30 minutes on 3 to 4 consecutive days (or at weekly intervals). Instructions on these
unfacilitated writing assignments can be delivered in writing via leaflets, verbally over the telephone or
even via video or the internet. Participants are asked to do their writing unassisted and alone at home or
on their own in a given clinic or laboratory setting. In the most commonly evaluated form of unfacilitated
EW, there is a single writing topic that can be chosen (usually disease or treatment focused), for which
participants are directed to write emotionally and disclose about their deepest thoughts and feelings or
about a self-selected trauma. Thereafter, either the writings may be collected by the practitioner without
any feedback or the participant can simply decide what to do with the writing. Sometimes, practitioners
provide participants the option to make telephone calls during the writing exercise should any concerns
emerge; however, this action has not been considered as facilitation in this review.

BOX 1 Examples of facilitated therapeutic writing

Therapeutic writing practice with mental health inpatients: Carol Ross

Writing practitioner Carol Ross (CR) facilitates weekly TW groups for inpatients in mental health units in a UK
NHS Foundation Trust. CR has developed her own practice, influenced by a number of published research
studies, e.g. on positive writing; and by established therapies such as mindfulness-based cognitive therapy and
narrative therapy.

A typical session lasts 60 minutes, attended by one to seven self-referred inpatients, and comprising 25 minutes
of writing interventions (duration 5-15 minutes each) and 25 minutes of reading aloud and group discussion,
with the remaining time being taken up with introductions, explanations and evaluation forms. Flexible writing
interventions are used to allow tailoring of interventions for individuals and give patients some freedom to
choose what they write. The writing practitioner writes and reads aloud what they have written with the group.

Many of the writing interventions CR uses in acute mental health settings, e.g. mindful writing, are aimed at
calming the individual, decreasing anxiety, increasing mental focus and lifting mood. With some writing
interventions, another effect is intended, e.g. broadening of cognitive focus, reframing, insight, improved
self-expression.
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BOX 1 Examples of facilitated therapeutic writing (continued)

CR’s TW toolbox includes mindful writing with either an external or internal focus; positive writing about the
past, present and future; perspective shift writing, including unsent letters; and responding to published poems.
The broadest range of TW is used in the general adult ward. In the older people’s assessment unit, some
interventions are designed to trigger positive/neutral memories in a low pressure way (see Appendix 1,

Table 75, illustrating the types of TW interventions used by CR).

In the PICU, the sessions are typically one to one or one to two, with individuals experiencing acute symptoms,
e.g. of psychosis or mania. The PICU writing group is held in an open area so that patients who decline to do
any writing, or even sit at the table, still sometimes take part in a brief conversation with the practitioner or
other patients, and look at whatever prompt materials are on display, e.g. photographs or objects. Data from
an internal audit suggest that the writing group contributes to a reduction in violent incidents in the PICU.

It will be seen that the practice described differs markedly from the unfacilitated EW method described by
Pennebaker and Beall' (see section below on EW), e.g. writing interventions are facilitated and take place in a
group. Patients are also never directed to write about trauma.

Poetry therapy for people with mild mental health problems: Victoria Field

Poetry therapy practitioner Victoria Field (VF) facilitates a weekly Words for Wellbeing group in the Beaney House
of Art and Knowledge in Canterbury (part of Kent Library Service), aimed at people with mild mental health
problems, often as a result of LTCs. She ran a similar group for some years at Falmouth Health Centre, with
referrals from GPs. VF qualified in 2005 as a Certified Poetry Therapist, with the NFBPT, which works with the
therapeutic potential of both the receptive (reading and listening) and expressive (writing and sharing) aspects of
writing. The practice can be adapted for individuals and non-writers but is always interactive for reasons
outlined.'® She is now approved as a Provisional Mentor-Supervisor for the NFBPT, training others in these
techniques. The aims of the group are closely aligned with the NHS Wellbeing agenda." A typical session lasts

2 hours, including a break, attended by anything from 2 to 18 people. An ideal group size is around 10, fewer
when participants are more unwell or distressed. The group follows a set format, and this predictability is valued
by attendees:

1. Reflective writing This is the activity closest to a written emotional disclosure type of intervention as
described by Pennebaker and Beall." However, it is firmly contained. Participants are invited to write for
6 minutes or so from a given prompt. This might be as simple as ‘I can see’ or "Here now’, or more
elaborated, such as a list of statements, ‘'Then | was, now | am’ or working with a metaphor, e.g. a colour
or weather ‘Today | am’ or ‘Red is .. ." This initial writing is intended to be private, although participants are
invited to talk about what might have come up, and sometimes some wish to read.

2. The reading aloud of a poem Not necessarily literary, which VF has chosen for that week, followed by
discussion of what it suggests.

3. Writing in response to the poem Again for a short period of 6/7 minutes, typically from a choice of prompts.
The writing that emerges is often fully formed, powerful, satisfying to the writer and helpful for the listeners.

Writing and reading in this way offers a container for complex emotions, catharsis, pleasure, connection,
validation, self-expression and mastery that may improve mood, decrease anxiety, allow reframing, insight
and encourage a more nuanced approach to life. The group dynamic is also a powerful therapeutic tool
(see Appendix 1, outlining VF's professional perspective).
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BOX 1 Examples of facilitated therapeutic writing (continued)

Write to life at Freedom from Torture: Sheila Hayman

Sheila Hayman is a member of Lapidus, and has run creative and therapeutic workshops for elderly day-care
patients, detention centre visitors, children and the general public. However, her main work for the past

11 years has been with Write to Life, a unique therapeutic creative writing programme based at, and funded
by, Freedom from Torture, the UK’s only national charity dedicated to the support and rehabilitation of torture
survivors from around the world.

In 12 years, the group has grown to about 20 members, of whom a dozen regularly attend bi-weekly group
workshops and individual one-to-one sessions. Members are referred, while still in clinical treatment,

by the clinical key worker, and while they remain in treatment the group works closely with the clinician.
However, as the group is open-ended, clients can stay as long as they like, and there are members who have
been with the group for 6 years or more. This enables them to make huge strides in what they can achieve.

When they arrive, many are still very traumatised, unable to trust others or communicate freely, unable to talk
about their past or present experiences or make friends. Over time, they make friends inside and outside the
group, begin to enjoy not just writing but performing their work, and are enabled to address large gatherings of all
sorts about the effects of torture, asylum and other aspects of their situation, as well as perform in public in plays
and other events. They report improved sleep, reduced headaches and other sorts of pain, and most of all the
reduction or even elimination of the flashbacks, nightmares and other symptoms of their post-traumatic condition.

The writing falls into two parts: the first is the public setting of the group, which is run by a group of volunteers
who are professional writers rather than clinicians. This group writing sometimes focuses on matters of interest to
the client base, such as journeys, poverty, or trust, but equally could be an exercise in literary criticism, or an
invitation to reflect on living in London. It usually takes the form of a short exercise and discussion, followed by a
longer piece of writing which members are invited to read out. Everybody has to write, but not everybody has to
read out, as sometimes they find that the subject has unearthed things they prefer to keep private.

It is noticeable that the framework, often quite unguided as to the form of writing, enables group members to
dig as deeply into their feelings, including bad ones, as they wish. Some people will always find a way of
writing about the source of their pain, no matter how the exercise is framed. And that is how it should be.
Others may want to be more structured, or literary, or metaphorical.

The strong feelings, and the personal exploration and laying of ghosts, are dealt with in the one-to-one
element of the work. Usually, on the same day as the workshop, and purely for practicality, each group
member is offered one-to-one sessions with one of the six writer/mentors. This is an opportunity to write about
whatever they choose, and to dig as deeply as they wish into their past or present trauma. This writing may
remain private, or be published, as they choose. Leaving the level of introspection up to them gives much more
sense of control and safety, as reported by more than one group member, compared with their clinical therapy
sessions, which may leave them distressed when they need to be okay for a meeting, or may make them jump
with unexpected reactions.

Sometimes the writing seems to gloss over, or miss out, a crucial painful moment or event, and on these occasions
the mentor, in consultation with the writer, may guide them to look again at that portion of the writing and fill in
the missing emotion. This is why it's important to collaborate with a clinician, at least in the early stages when
clients are still raw and vulnerable. But in practice, our work, and, by their own account, that of our clinical
colleagues, is often guided as much by instinct, common sense and experience, as any theory or training.

GP, general practitioner; LTC, long-term condition; NFBPT, National Federation for Biblio/Poetry;
PICU, psychiatric intensive care unit.
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The Pennebaker writing paradigm: expressive writing or written

emotional disclosure

This is the most common form of unfacilitated EW. It is a technique whereby people are encouraged to write
(or talk into a tape recorder) in private about a traumatic, stressful or upsetting event, usually from their
recent or distant past. They write for 15-30 minutes typically for 3 or 4 days within a relatively short period
of time, such as on consecutive days or within 2 weeks. The format has been relatively consistent since the
earliest randomised controlled trials (RCTs),"'® but more recent studies have varied the duration, number of
sessions and topic of writing, including positive events and thoughts and feelings about illnesses.’ RCTs

of expressive/emotional writing have been conducted in a wide variety of participants, including healthy
students, people undergoing psychological stressors, such as bereavement or being in a caregiving role, or in
people with long-term physical conditions, such as rheumatoid arthritis (RA) and asthma. Variants of the
technique include disclosure in front of a listener, who can be a confederate, a researcher or a doctor. For
the purposes of this project, these activities are not considered to be EW and lie outside the scope of this
review. The presence of a listener is likely to affect outcomes, as it potentially adds a counselling dimension.

Positive writing can be delivered either as part of a facilitated TW or unfacilitated EW intervention. The
exercise involves writing about positive topics only, including positive emotions, typically for 20-30 minutes,
three or four times per week if delivered as an unfacilitated EW intervention. Otherwise, the duration and
length of the positive writing can be very varied when facilitated (see Appendix 7). Pennebaker et al.” found
in a review published in 1997 that the description of positive emotions could predict improvements in health
outcomes. Since then, researchers have studied the positive effects of the positive emotional disclosure,
advocating that participants writing about the positive aspects of past traumas (benefit finding by describing
any positive outcomes of the disease experience or treatment in detail) or simply about positive life events,
could achieve comparable health improvements as those writing about past traumas.*

Although the above require the individual to write as part of therapy, other forms of therapy use existing
texts. The most commonly encountered type of bibliotherapy, Reading Bibliotherapy, involves reading
material specifically selected for its therapeutic potential for that person.?' In the UK, Books on Prescription
Schemes have been running in primary care for several years, and in 2013 a national scheme was launched
in England by the Society of Chief Librarians and the Reading Agency.?? Such reading bibliotherapy is not
covered by this review.

In contrast, interactive bibliotherapy has been defined as the use of literature to bring about a therapeutic
interaction between participant and facilitator.?’ The triad of participant, literature and therapist is viewed
as critical. In fact, interactive bibliotherapy does not restrict itself to the written word: it can include the
spoken word, for example in film or theatre but it must involve the coherent use of language. When
interactive bibliotherapy uses poetry, it is synonymous with poetry therapy and they are both encompassed
by the term biblio/poetry therapy.?' Sometimes the literature involved in biblio/poetry therapy is new
writing generated by the participants themselves. This type of creative writing biblio/poetry therapy is the
principal form of facilitated TW included in this review and it is the form of TW used by the practitioner
experts collaborating in the current systematic reviews (see Box 71, in which the TW expert practitioners
describe their different facilitated biblio/poetry therapy practices).

Nonetheless, little has been published around all the different types of facilitated TW, and literature
shows that the most evaluated form of TW is the EW intervention, described by Pennebaker and Beall’
Comprehensive research around the writing paradigm'®2*2’ and narrative analysis within the health-care
setting?®3" has been performed through the last decades.
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BACKGROUND

Long-term conditions

The prevalence of long-term conditions (LTCs) increases with ageing populations. In 2002, the leading
chronic diseases [cardiovascular disease (CVD), cancer, chronic respiratory disease and diabetes] were
responsible for 29 million deaths worldwide.**> According to the UK Department of Health (DH),** more
than 15 million people in England (including half of all those aged > 60 years) are living with at least one
LTC, and the risk of death is particularly high in those with three or more conditions occurring
concurrently.®* LTCs also result in a huge burden on UK NHS resources. Although some are preventable,
for most LTCs the only realistic management strategy is continuing care, as biological and psychosocial
mechanisms regulating disease progression are not yet fully understood. As LTCs are difficult to improve,
especially for elderly populations, health-care programmes, such as self-management support and patient
education, often combined with structured clinical follow-up, have been suggested as a way to improve
the quality of life (QoL) of such patients.® New therapeutic approaches, such as TW, have the potential to
improve the QoL in people with LTCs.

Possible pathways linking memory, emotions and
physical health

There are several potential ways that writing might impact on physical health. For example, cognitive
restructuring or behavioural mechanisms (e.g. reflection on health behaviours) may lead to improvement in
outcomes. However, many of the types of TW described above engage emotions and memories (both
positive or negative) and there are physiological pathways linking memory, emotions, chronic stress and
physical health.

Two interdependent memory systems are thought to be associated with remembering events in humans.*
Episodic memory is linked to the hippocampus and this structure is vital for processing events that
eventually become long-term memories.*” Emotional memory is linked to the amygdala, part of the limbic
system involved with emotions, in particular fear-related responses and general pleasant and unpleasant
emotional processing.*® Although the episodic and emotional memory systems are independent,

they affect each other in a variety of ways.?*® Emotion enhances perception of, and attention to, the
memory-provoking stimulus, as well as the long-term storage of the memory.*® Episodic memory also
influences emotional memory by, for example, causing the autonomic effects of emotional arousal

(e.g. the sweaty palms and dry mouth) when remembering a past situation.*

The limbic system has links with the cerebral cortex, the brainstem and the pituitary gland (part of the
hypothalamic—pituitary—adrenal axis). Parts of the cerebral cortex have a role in cognitive appraisal and
the conscious awareness of emotional states, and can regulate amygdalar activity.>® Through the
brainstem, areas in the limbic system can control many internal conditions of the body, for example
cardiovascular regulation. The hypothalamic—pituitary—adrenal axis is both responsive to psychological
inputs and has significant influences on the immune system, which, in turn, influences physical health.*
This pathway may be one of the ways chronic stress is linked to poor health.3** It is therefore possible
that a psychological intervention might improve aspects of physical health, and if modification of such
pathways had even a small effect then this could have profound public health significance.

NIHR Journals Library www. journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



VOL. 20 NO. 27

In this review, a conventional systematic review of the effectiveness of unfacilitated EW and facilitated TW
was conducted, but, in addition, the findings of a realist synthesis are reported. Realist synthesis is a
theory-driven interpretive approach to evidence synthesis. Rather than producing a judgement on whether
(or not) an intervention works, realist syntheses attempt to explain outcome patterns in data using theory
(or theories). It is particularly useful when interventions are complex and evidence is mixed or conflicting
and provides little or no clues as to why the intervention worked or did not work when used in different
contexts, by different stakeholders or when used for different purposes.*®

In brief, realist syntheses ask what works for whom in what circumstances, how and why? To do so,

realist syntheses use a particular logic of analysis that deliberately breaks down how an outcome has
arisen. An outcome is considered to have occurred because it is caused to do so by a causal process
known as a mechanism. In addition, the contexts in which an outcome has occurred are also considered to
be important as they cause mechanisms to be activated. This logic of analysis thus provides an approach
for understanding how and why it is that context can influence outcomes. In summary, the realist logic of
analysis used in a realist synthesis considers the interaction between context, mechanism and outcome
(sometimes abbreviated as CMO). That is how particular contexts have triggered (or, conversely, interfered
with) mechanisms to generate the observed outcomes.*

To elaborate further, in order to understand how outcomes are generated, the roles of both external reality
and human understanding and response need to be incorporated. Realism does this through the concept of
mechanisms, whose precise definition is contested but for which a working definition is . . . underlying
entities, processes, or structures which operate in particular contexts to generate outcomes of interest.”*
Different contexts interact with different mechanisms to make particular outcomes more or less likely —
hence, in general, a realist synthesis produces recommendations of the general format ‘In situations [X],
complex intervention [Y], modified in this way and taking account of these contingencies, may be
appropriate’. This approach, when done well, is widely recognised as a robust set of methods, which is
particularly appropriate when seeking to explore the interaction between CMO in a complex intervention
[e.g. see Berwick's editorial explaining why experimental (RCT/meta-analysis) designs may need to be
supplemented (or perhaps in some circumstances replaced) by realist studies aimed at elucidating CMOs].*®

The philosophical basis underpinning a realist synthesis is realism. Realism assumes the existence of an
external reality (a real world) but one that is filtered (i.e. perceived, interpreted and responded to) through
human senses, volitions, language and culture. Such human processing initiates a constant process of
self-generated change in all social institutions, a vital process that has to be accommodated in evaluating
social programmes. In other words, the way individuals interpret and respond (or not) to the world around
them has the potential to cause changes to this world around them. Such changes may then cause
additional responses from individuals, potentially leading to a series of feedback loops. Within a realist
synthesis, where possible, attempts are made to understand these feedback loops.

A realist approach is particularly useful for this project because TW is a complex intervention that could be
useful in a variety of patient groups, and currently it is unclear whether it is effective for all or some, and
how and why it might be effective.

Realist syntheses often use input from content experts to help develop the programme theories needed to
explain how complex interventions work. In this project, input from practitioner experts was deliberately
sought. During the second programme theory-building meeting with practitioner experts, they were asked
for their feedback on what their views were on how TW was meant to work, for whom and why (see
Chapter 5, Methods, for more details). Two practitioner experts [Carole Ross (CR) and Victoria Field (VF)]
provided written responses (see Appendix 1, Tables 76 and 77, respectively) and have been included in this
report as they provide an insight into how facilitated TW is used in the NHS and voluntary sector.
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BACKGROUND

Previous systematic reviews on therapeutic writing in
long-term conditions

There have been a number of systematic reviews on expressive writing,'®**44” published in psychology
journals, that have conducted meta-analyses according to normal practice in psychology, combining different
types of participants and outcomes across different conditions, and using Cohen'’s d or Hedges' g statistics.
Their results are difficult to interpret because effect sizes for specific populations and interventions are unclear.
There have been three recent systematic reviews on TW in LTCs. One concerned post-traumatic stress disorder
(PTSD) only and included five studies.?” One of the included studies is on cognitive—behavioural therapy (CBT)
rather than TW,* and another® is a very small, non-randomised study with students. A second, unpublished
systematic review was accessed via the internet.? This assessed TW for psychological morbidity in people with
long-term physical conditions. The review included 14 RCTs and searches were conducted up to May 2011.

It is unclear why this review did not include a number of potentially includable studies including Abel et al.*°
[human immunodeficiency virus (HIV)], Graham et al.*' (chronic pain), Halpert et al.>? [inflammatory bowel
syndrome (irritable bowel syndrome, IBS)], Henry et al.*® (breast cancer), Hughes** (breast cancer), Kraaij et al.*®
(HIV), Petrie et al.*® (HIV), Stark®” [fiboromyalgia (FIM)] and Theadom et al.*® (asthma), as all of these studies
measure psychological morbidity and were published before the search end date. It may be that they

did not include some of these because of their definition of long-term physical conditions, as there is no
uniform definition as yet. It is unclear how the results might have differed if some of these studies had

been included. The third systematic review evaluated the impact of support on the effectiveness of written
cognitive—behavioural self-help> and thus was not really focused on TW per se. It included 38 studies, none of
which are included in this project.

Hypotheses tested in the review (research questions)
Overall aims and objectives of this review

1. What are the different types of TW that have been evaluated in comparative studies? What are their
defining characteristics? How are they delivered? What underlying theories have been proposed for
their effect(s)?

2. What is the clinical effectiveness of the different types of TW for LTCs compared with no writing or
other suitable comparators?

3. How is heterogeneity in results of empirical studies accounted for in terms of patient and/or contextual
factors, and what are the potential mechanisms responsible for the success, failure or partial success
of interventions (i.e. what works for whom in what circumstances and why)?

4. What is the cost-effectiveness or cost—consequences of one or more types of TW, in one or more
representative LTCs, when there is sufficient information on the intervention, comparator and outcomes
to conduct an economic evaluation?
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Chapter 2 Systematic effectiveness review
methods

Expert advisory group

We invited practitioner experts in the area of the TW who approached us following our contact with
Lapidus and/or publicity following the awarding of the grant to contribute to the project. On invitation
to join the project we were unaware of the techniques of TW that they were employing. Although they
were all working in different fields, and with slightly different techniques and approaches, they were all
practitioners of facilitated TW. Indeed, we were unable to identify any UK-based practitioners of
clinically-based unfacilitated TW to invite to join us as advisors. However, one of our authors, CM, had
previously conducted a trial of unfacilitated TW.®° The practitioner experts were invited to collaborate
during all phases of this project in the role of advisors, in order to inform our understanding of the range
of TW interventions and to help reach consensus within the Steering Group Committee (SGC).

Search strategy

All electronic and hand-searches were conducted up to March 2013 by the lead researcher (OPN) in
collaboration with a librarian (JB). A mapping search was performed in order to determine the extent of
relevant literature (looking for both qualitative and quantitative studies). From the list of studies,
appropriately includable studies for the systematic review were selected according to the selection criteria.
A single electronic search was performed for both the mapping search and the systematic reviews of
effectiveness and economic studies. A further search was conducted by CM in January 2015 to cover the
2 years since the previous search.

Search engines

Studies were systematically identified by searching a total of 22 electronic medical and psychological
electronic databases: MEDLINE, EMBASE, PsycINFO, CAB Abstracts, Physiotherapy Evidence Database
(PEDro), Published International Literature on Traumatic Stress (PILOTS), The British Library’s Electronic
Table of Contents (Zetoc), Science Citation Index (SCI), Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI), Linguistics and
Language Behaviour Abstracts, Periodicals Index Online, Applied Social Sciences Index and Abstracts
(ASSIA), Education Resources Information Center (ERIC), Allied and Complementary Medicine Database
(AMED), Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL), Cochrane Central Register of
Controlled Trials (CENTRAL) and Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effects (DARE) for primary studies,
and NHS Economic Evaluation Database (NHS EED) for economic studies. Grey literature was searched
because of the possibility that effect size estimates might have been overestimated owing to selective
reporting bias and unpublished studies are known to be less likely to have statistically significant results
compared with published studies.®' Information on studies in progress and unpublished research or
research reported in the grey literature was also sought by searching relevant databases including the
Inside Conferences, Open System for Information on Grey Literature in Europe, Dissertation Abstracts,
Current Controlled Trials database and ClinicalTrials.gov, Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews
(CDSR), Health Technology Assessment (HTA) Database, and The Campbell Library was searched for
systematic reviews and economic evaluations. In addition, internet searches were also carried out using

a specialist search gateway (OMNI), general search engine (Google) and a meta-search engine
(ReadCube).The search was first conducted in Ovid for MEDLINE and MEDLINE In-Process & Other
Non-Indexed Citations and then translated into the other databases. Similarly, the search in The Cochrane
Library retrieved papers from the CDSR, Cochrane DARE and NHS EED.
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The update searches (January 2015) included only the databases that had found all of the relevant
citations in the previous search (i.e. MEDLINE, EMBASE, PsycINFO, Web of Science and Social SSCI, CINAHL
and The Cochrane Library databases).

Reference lists of included studies and previous reviews of emotional disclosure were screened. Experts in
the area were contacted to identify additional unpublished literature. All studies previously included in
former systematic reviews were searched for, screened against the inclusion criteria and considered for
inclusion in current systematic review.

Medical subject headings together with key words and controlled vocabulary were combined to capture
two components of the review question: the populations and the interventions of interest. The search was
limited to humans and there were no restrictions regarding the study design. The search terms used

for each of the databases are listed in Appendix 3. In the update searches (January 2015) sensitive
searches using very wide search terms (writing, writ*, etc.) were used in order to find all relevant studies
that had been recently published.

The population of interest: long-term conditions

No definite list of LTCs was pre-established, as the potential range of diseases of interest was both
extensive and diverse and made it difficult to create an exhaustive list. For the purposes of the search
strategy and subsequent steps of the review, the UK DH definition of a LTC was adopted.** The definition
states: ‘Long term conditions are those conditions that cannot, at present, be cured, but can be controlled
by medication and other therapies. They include diabetes, asthma, and chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease’. Where it was unclear whether or not a condition met criteria discussion was held with the SGC
and consensus reached (Table 1, column 1).

For inclusion, populations had to have received a clinical diagnosis of the condition. In some studies
participants had symptoms of LTCs (e.g. student populations) but no formal evidence of a clinical diagnosis
and study participants did not report having been diagnosed with these conditions. For such studies the
full text was scrutinised before making a decision regarding inclusion. The chronic conditions in these
studies included anxiety, chronic stress, closed head injury, depression (usually stated as symptoms of
depression), insomnia or poor sleep, migraine or tension headache, and suicidality.

The authors also discussed whether to consider some diagnosed conditions as LTCs, for example newly
diagnosed cancer, or whether congenital conditions might be seen by some to reflect a continuum of
normality (e.g. congenital deafness). It was decided to include these conditions but to analyse them
separately. These are listed below (see Table 7, column 3).

It was decided to include all other cancer studies because patients may receive palliative care for prolonged
periods, and terminally ill patients in hospices may still be receiving active treatment. Thus the distinction
between active treatment and palliation might be difficult to distinguish and, furthermore, disease
trajectories are not always predictable. There is a debate around whether or not obesity in the absence of
any comorbidity is a disease;®” therefore, studies in people with uncomplicated overweight and obesity
were excluded. Studies of addictive conditions (alcohol, smoking, illegal drugs, legal drugs) and learning
disability were also included because the results could be useful to the NHS, although these might not
meet the current definition of LTC. The following conditions were excluded:

personality traits, such as alexithymia, body dissatisfaction

people who had undergone stressful life events, such as bereavement, domestic violence, child sex
abuse (unless PTSD diagnosed)

people found to be at increased risk of developing a LTC.
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TABLE 1 Long-term conditions discussed and considered for the review

Acquired brain injury

Anorexia
Body dysmorphia

Bulimia

Chronic pain (at least 3 months)

Cystic fibrosis
Deafness/blindness
Eating disorders
High BP

HIV

IBS

Infertility

Ml

Serious traumatic brain injury

Acute stress

Alexythimia
Benign prostate enlargement/hypertrophy

Bereavement

Body dissatisfaction

Child sex abuse

Chronic dieters

Domestic violence

EBV

Lesbian/gay-related stress
Mild traumatic brain injury
Obesity

Overweight

People found to be at increased risk of
developing a LTC

Personality traits
Smoking

Unresolved grief

Addictive conditions (such as
drug, alcohol dependence)

Aphasia/agraphia
Asperger’s syndrome

Bladder papilloma resection
(low-grade non-invasive cancer)

Cancers including those newly
diagnosed

Learning disabilities

BP, blood pressure; EBV, Epstein—Barr virus; MI, myocardial infarction.
a These LTCs were included in the review after discussion. It was decided to group them separately because of their

special relevance to the NHS.

A clinical and reliable diagnosis of the LTC had to be performed in order to include the study. Any studies of populations
screened for instance for symptoms of a disease using a self-report questionnaire or any non-clinical population (students
recruited from a university) not clinically diagnosed with a condition that is not using a validated diagnostic tool

were discarded.

The intervention of interest: therapeutic writing
Prior to the drafting of the definitive list of search terms used to develop the search strategy, consensus

within the SGC was reached on the relevant and appropriate terms related to TW interventions. The terms

under debate had been identified as part of the mapping search. The aim was to capture the published
literature related to the different types of TW interventions; therefore the main key terms referring to TW
were defined, discussed, agreed and validated with the expert advice (Table 2, column 1).

Some terms were not considered because:

® they had been already identified with a more common synonym thought to be equivalent
(e.g. writing for healing/writing to cure vs. wellness writing)

® the focus of the writing was thought not to be therapeutic (e.g. written divulgation, written exposé or
written material/information).
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TABLE 2 Therapeutic writing key words and variants discussed for the search strategy

Terms considered Terms not considered

Blogging Bibliotherapy

Catharsis Emotional announcement
Creative writing Emotional perspective

Descriptive writing Emotional revelation, revealment
Diary e-therapy

EW Internet writing

Epistolary writing Moral disclosure

Experimental disclosure Patient-reported outcomes writing
Expressive writing Therapeutic (or therapy) disclosure
Forum Truth disclosure

Handwriting Wellness writing

Health status writing Writing (or written) exercise
Journal, journaling Written confession

Letter writing Written divulgation

Life reminiscence Written exposé

Life review Written information

Life writing Written material

Memoirs Written/emotional betrayal
Narratives Written/emotional declaration

Poetry, poem, poetic

Reactive writing

Reflective writing

Sensitive writing

Story writing

Typing, keying

Writing (as such)

Writing as self-concealment
Writing as self-disclosure
Writing as self-help or self-management
Writing for healing

Writing therapy

Writing to cure

Writing workshop

Written (Pennebaker) paradigm
Written emotion

written emotional disclosure

written expression
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Selection of papers

Results from the electronic searches (titles and abstracts where available) were transferred into a
spreadsheet using Microsoft Excel® 2010 (Microsoft Corporation, Redmond, WA, USA) following automatic
de-duplication within the citation manager EndNote X 4.02 (Thomson Reuters, CA, USA) and the manual
removal of other duplicates.

Peer-reviewed articles and non-peer-reviewed papers (e.g. conference abstracts and dissertations) were
then selected for potential inclusion in a two-stage process by one reviewer (OPN), with a random 10%
selection of citations independently checked by a second reviewer (LB and CM). The two reviewers
independently selected studies that met the predefined inclusion criteria. Disagreements were resolved by
discussion and/or arbitration involving a third reviewer or by the full team, depending on the complexity of
the issues. When it was not possible to determine the study eligibility by title and abstract alone the full
text was retrieved for assessment. Authors of conference abstracts were contacted for full articles.

During the selection of studies, the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses
(PRISMA) approach was used.®® A diagram was developed to show the numbers of studies in the different
categories and the reasons for exclusion of full-text studies. Additionally, an expert in the field of TW was
shown the list of included studies to check whether or not they believed that all relevant papers had

been identified.

Inclusion criteria
Studies meeting the following inclusion criteria were included in the systematic review:

Studies assessing participants with at least one LTC as per DH definition.*
Studies assessing any form of TW including emotional disclosure/expressive writing, poetry, diaries, etc.,
with inactive comparators or comparison groups thought to be inactive:

O  For example, if participants in the control arm were directed to write in a non-emotional way by
using, for instance, neutral topics or by describing facts or how they managed their time. When the
control group wrote about topics related to their illness or treatment, or when arousal of emotions
might occur, these were not considered to be inactive controls and these studies were excluded.
However, if descriptions of the comparators used were not provided, the paper was not be
excluded on this basis alone.

® Studies reporting any relevant clinical outcomes including both disease-specific outcomes and
generic outcomes.

O Outcomes related to physical (including physiological, haematological/immunological outcomes,
pain, or disability), psychological, social and behavioural health. Performance, health-related quality
of life (HRQol), as well as participant mental status, satisfaction and both intervention safety and
compliance to treatment for the LTC, were of interest. Resource-use or cost data were also
collected for economic consideration. Outcomes could be self-reported or evaluated by a clinician
or a carer.

O If the study could report relevant outcomes without reporting any usable numerical data. In this
particular case, the authors were contacted for unpublished data.

e Full versions of prospective randomised or non-randomised trials or observational studies having any
form of comparison group including, for instance, RCTs/non-RCTs, cohort, case—control studies and
economic evaluations.
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Exclusion criteria
The following were excluded:

® Studies including participants with acute conditions, stress, bereavement or any acute event.
Studies assessing any form of psychotherapy, counselling, talking to a listener, talking into a tape
recorder, mobile phone or similar, where this was the primary mode of delivering the intervention,
expressive drama, dance or film-making.

O Any study that evaluated other people’s writing.
O Any study that evaluated any type of writing as a diagnostic tool instead of as a therapeutic tool in
the course of a disease treatment (e.g. patients with agraphia).

® A comparative study with any active or probably active control including any form of TW or talking into
a tape recorder or mobile telephone.

® Studies assessing only intermediate physiological outcomes such as salivary cortisol, immune
parameters not routinely measured in the management of LTCs or studies not reporting relevant
numerical and usable data and/or where unpublished data could not be obtained.

® Inappropriate study design for this review: single case reports, case series (as both have no comparator
arm) and studies where results for intervention and control groups were not presented separately. Studies
only available in brief abstract form.

Data collection
The forms used for the data extraction are shown in Appendix 4.

Data extraction methods

Study findings were extracted and entered into a spreadsheet by one reviewer (OPN) and checked by a
second reviewer (CM, ST, AH, LS and LB) working independently. A purpose-built data extraction form
(Excel) was developed and piloted prior to data collection. Any disagreements were resolved by consensus
and/or arbitration involving a third reviewer. Missing information was obtained from investigators if it was
crucial to subsequent analysis (this was not possible for the five studies identified in the updated search

to January 2015). The software GetData Graph Digitizer version 2.26.0.20 (GETDATA Graph Digitizer,
Moscow, Russia) was used when numerical data had to be derived from graphs. To avoid introducing bias,
unpublished information was coded in the same fashion as published information.

Quality assessment methods

Quality of studies was assessed based on accepted contemporary standards including the Newcastle-Ottawa
Scale for case—control studies.®* The Cochrane risk-of-bias tool®®> was used for RCTs and quasi-randomised
trials. Risk of bias was qualified as high, low or unclear. The first assessment was performed by one reviewer
(OPN) on all studies, with a second reviewer (CM, LB, LS, SICT) independently checking each study.
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Data analysis

Synthesis of data

In order to collate, combine and summarise the information from the included studies, narrative and
quantitative (meta-analysis) approaches were undertaken. After all included studies were identified, the
SGC discussed organisation of the data for analysis. It became clear that the studies fell into two distinct
categories: those that were facilitated (such as interactive biblio/poetry therapy) and those that were not
(such as unfacilitated TW models and its various elaborations). Discussion with our expert practitioners
and consideration of the literature revealed that facilitated and unfacilitated writing interventions are
fundamentally different. As explained by the practitioner experts, facilitated TW interventions consist of
one or more interactive activities (including TW) between the group facilitator and participant, which
allows a live, in-person communication and an element of quality control and tailoring. Usually, the
facilitator is in the same room as the participant, and may help with any unexpected concern and/or guide
the participant in the usual process of the intervention. For unfacilitated writing, studies were categorised
by ICD-10 (International Classification of Diseases, Tenth Edition) code according to the LTC assessed
(see Chapter 3).

Analysis of studies

The numerical results from each of the included studies were checked to identify possible data entry
problems. For each study, for continuous measures, either the mean and standard deviation (SD) at the
various follow-ups, or any other statistic that could be used to calculate SD, such as the standard error (SE),
were extracted for further analysis. For categorical measures, dichotomous or binary data, or counts and
rates calculated from the number of events that each individual experienced, were collected.

Meta-analyses

Pooled-effect estimations were conducted using the standard software package Review Manager 5.2.6
(RevMan 2012, The Cochrane Collaboration, The Nordic Cochrane Centre, Copenhagen, Denmark).
Analyses were stratified according to the type of outcome measured. A comparison was performed when
at least three studies used the same (or a similar) instrument to assess the same (or similar) aspects of a
given outcome and when sufficient numerical data were reported. In the case of different follow-up
periods, results were combined using threshold intervals of ‘immediate’, ‘short term’, ‘medium term’ and
‘long term’, as shown in Table 3.

In cases where two studies reported short-term follow-up, and one study reported an immediate follow-up
assessment, the studies were meta-analysed and combined into a short-term follow-up comparison. For
continuous outcomes, standardised mean differences (SMDs) were used when outcomes were measured
with different instruments. Random-effects models were used because of clinical heterogeneity. Statistical
heterogeneity of results between studies was assessed using the 2-value. Conclusions regarding the
estimates of effect sizes were interpreted cautiously if there was significant heterogeneity.

TABLE 3 Thresholds intervals for follow-up combinations in meta-analysis

Immediate <1 <4

Short term >1and <4 >4and <17
Medium term >4 and <8 >17 and <34
Long term >8 >34

a These thresholds were decided by consensus during a SGC meeting.
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Unit of analysis issues

Only comparative studies were included. Participants were usually randomised to one group of two
groups; however, some studies could compare one experimental TW intervention group against both a
standard intervention (such as standard care) and one with placebo writing. Alternatively, two or more
experimental interventions could be tested against a standard intervention (or with both a standard
intervention and with placebo writing), giving a four-arm trial. There could be also trials with the same
outcome assessed at different time points or just measured after the writing session or at the end of the
treatment period.

For the systematic review, the interest lay only in the direct comparison between a TW intervention
arm and an inactive comparator. If a trial had two intervention groups and two control groups, for
meta-analysis the trial was treated as two separate trials one comparing, for instance, a more brief TW
intervention against inactive comparator and one comparing a longer TW intervention against inactive
comparator. Where there were two intervention groups and one control group, the TW intervention
most widely used (i.e. the unfacilitated EW with the standard instructions was the one included in the
meta-analysis).

Results across LTCs
Four analyses were performed:

1. physiological, disease-related and biomarker outcomes (results tabulated)
2. positive writing across LTCs (results tabulated)

3. depression (results tabulated and meta-analysed where possible)

4. anxiety (results tabulated and meta-analysed where possible).
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Chapter 3 Systematic review results

Study selection

A total of 18,235 citations were initially retrieved from the searches in the different electronic databases.
After removal of duplicates, 14,658 citations were initially screened. Based on the review of their
corresponding titles and abstracts 14,374 records were excluded, while 284 full papers were marked for
retrieval, either because they were potentially relevant or because insufficient information was reported in
the title and abstract to make a final decision regarding inclusion in the systematic review. After screening
the full papers, 64 publications relating to 64 unique studies were finally included in the systematic
review: 58 from database searches and six from hand-searches. The duplicate checking of 10% of the
titles and abstracts revealed no studies missed and excellent agreement on excluded studies. Therefore,
no further checking was indicated.

All included studies were comparative studies evaluating a TW intervention in patients with different LTCs.

A description of the process followed for the identification and selection of studies, and the number of
studies identified through each step, is presented in the PRISMA diagram (Figure 7).

,
J

Records identified through
database searching
(n=18,235)

Duplicates removed
(n=3583)

A 4

,
g

Records identified through

( \ 4 . other sources
Records screened after / (n=6) ]
duplicates removed
(n=14,658) . N
- \ Records excluded
(n=14,374)
v - \
Full-text articles assessed References excluded, with reasons (n=220)
for eligibility e Duplicates, n=28
(n=284) e Not TW, n=34
e Not LTC, n=51
¢ Not a comparative study, n=43
v ¢ Not the comparator of interest, n=29
B 3 * No outcome of interest, n=1
Included in the.narratwe ¢ No useable numerical data reported, n=92
synthesis * Abstracts only, n=20P
(n=64) ¢ Ongoing studies, n=31b
e Could not be retrieved, n=2
A 4

Included in the quantitative
synthesis (meta-analysis)
(n=35)

FIGURE 1 Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) diagram. a, Final number
of studies with no numerical results (after correspondence with authors); b, authors of the abstracts and ongoing
studies were contacted to obtain a full-text version if available.
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Included studies

Details on the study design, participants’ chronic conditions, intervention types and processes, outcome
measures, as well as the quality assessment of the included studies, are reported in Appendix 5. The
number of studies categorised by ICD-10 code according to the LTC evaluated, together with the names of
the studies in each category, are shown in Table 4. The number of studies published by year is shown in
Figure 2, and the frequency of outcomes evaluated across the included studies is shown in Figure 3.

TABLE 4 Table of full list of LTCs included, with their ICD-10 codes

Condition

HIV

Breast cancer

Gynaecological and
genitourinary cancers

Other cancers

Sickle cell disease

Type 2 diabetes mellitus

Cystic fibrosis
Dementia
SuD

Psychiatric disorders

PTSD

BN

Amyotrophic lateral
sclerosis

Migraines and tension
headaches

CVvD
COPD and IPF
Asthma®

IBS
Psoriasis

Inflammatory
arthropathies®

FM and chronic pain

ICD-10 code
B24

C50

C57, Ce1,
C62, C64

C80
D57
ET1
E84

FO3
F14/F19

F41-60

F43

F50
G12

G43/G44

151
J44, 184
J45

K58
L40
MO06/M45

M79

Number of
unfacilitated
EW studies
(facilitated TW)

5(1)

4

Authors

Abel 2004,* Ironson 2013,”" Kraaij 2010,
Mann 2001,”? Petrie 2004,*® Wagner 20107

Craft 2013,” Gellaitry 2010, Henry 2010,
Hughes 2007,** Jensen-Johansen 2013,
Mosher 2012,” Park 2012,7® Walker 19997

Arden-Close 2013,%° Milbury 2014,%" Pauley 2011,%
(Rickett 2011°), Rosenberg 2002,% Zakowski 2004%

Cepeda 2008,*° Rini 2014%
McElligott 2006%

Dennick 2014%

Taylor 2003%

(Hong 2011%)

Grasing 2010,% Meshberg-Cohen 2010,”
Van Dam 2013%

Bernard 2006,%* Canna 2006, (Golkaramnay 2007%),
Graf 2008,% Krpan 2013, Richards 2000

Gidron 1996,% (Lange 2003%), (Sloan 20127),
Smyth 2008°

Robinson 2008%
Averill 2013'®

D’'Souza 2008™"

Bartasiuniene 2011,'% Hevey 2012,'” Willmott 2011'%
Sharifabad 2010'®

Harris 2005,'® *Smyth 1999,'” Theadom 2010,
Warner 2006'%®

Halpert 2010,%* Wallander 2011'%®
Paradisi 2010, Tabolli 2012,""" Vedhara 2007'"?

Broderick 2004, Hamilton-West 2007,""*
Lumley 2011,"" Lumley 2014,""® *Smyth 1999,'”
Wetherell 2005'"

Broderick 2005,'"® Gillis 2006,'" Graham 2008,*’
Stark 2010*

BN, bulimia nervosa; COPD, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; IPF, idiopathic pulmonary fibrosis; SUD, substance

use disorder.

a Note that Smyth et al."”” was reported twice separately under both M06/M45 and J45, ICD-10 categories, hence the
total count of studies by condition is 65 (instead of the 64 included studies).
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Number of studies
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FIGURE 2 Included studies by year of publication.
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FIGURE 3 Frequency of outcomes evaluated across the included studies.
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Regarding interventions, five used a facilitated type of TW®7° and 59 studies”""® used an unfacilitated
type of EW therapy. Participants in the control groups were usually instructed to neutral writing;
time-management writing; factual writing; non-writing; or waiting list. Most of the studies were published
in the USA and, since 2008, the year with most studies published (n=11) was 2010. Breast cancer and
HIV were the most frequently evaluated conditions, followed by PTSD and rheumatoid arthritis (RA). The
outcomes most frequently evaluated were, in descending order, psychological, physiological and HRQoL.

Of the 64 included Studie5,9'51_58'66_”9 599,51,54—58,66—68,71—77,79—86,88,89,91,93—119 were RCTS, and four52,78,87,92 were
non-randomised studies. The remaining study> was a matched case—control study. Among the

64 studies, >89 one was written not in the English language but in Korean.”® Smyth et al.'*” and
D’Souza' evaluated the effect of TW in two groups of patients with different conditions and reported
relevant outcomes independently. Data were extracted on the most recent paper, or the most complete
piece of information in the case of duplicates of an abstract and when the corresponding published article
of a PhD thesis was retrieved. Fifty papers required correspondence with authors in order to get relevant
unpublished information (or adequate data for meta-analysis purposes): 32 authors could be contacted
and 14 provided the sought information. All 64 studies®*'#%"'? provided information (numerical data)
relating to the efficacy and/or effectiveness of TW. Among those, numerical results were derived from
graphs in nine studies.>"3°67085103110.114.121 Saverg| studies under-reported the numerical data (e.g.
reporting the mean with no measure of variability, such as the SD) or used different statistics [such as the
median, together with confidence intervals (Cls) and/or ranges or the mean together with the SE] to report
the results. All 64 studies®*'">8%51"° were considered for the quantitative analysis and 35 were finally
included in the meta-analyses.

Excluded studies

Abstracts and ongoing studies were excluded from the systematic review and have been listed separately
with details of all excluded papers, with their reasons for exclusion (see Appendix 6, List of excluded
studies with reasons for exclusion).

Nine studies evaluated TW but reported no numerical results for any of the outcomes measured and were
therefore excluded from the systematic review, as they could not contribute to estimation of efficacy or
effectiveness (see Appendix 6, List of excluded studies with reasons for exclusion).

Results of the different therapeutic writing interventions
This section is organised as follows:

facilitated writing (in one or more arms of the study)

unfacilitated writing (standard type) categorisated by ICD-10 code'

positive unfacilitated writing
summaries across different LTCs for:

O physiological, disease-related and biomarker outcomes
O depression
O anxiety.

Most of the current published research focuses usually on unfacilitated EW for disease intervention types
encompassing many variants. When a study had two groups of patients with different conditions, for
example asthma and RA, results for each condition were reported under the separate ICD-10 codes where
possible.
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Facilitated therapeutic writing

Overview
There were five studies® " evaluating facilitated TW. A summary of their main characteristics is presented
in Table 5.

All studies®®7° evaluated one facilitated intervention group against one control group. All studies®®"° were
conducted in a different country. Two studies®®’ concerned PTSD and involved writing on trauma-related
topics, but the remaining studies examined different conditions [dementia,®” mental health problems®®
and serious physical illness® (primarily cancer)]. Although grouped together here as facilitated TW, the
interventions studied were all very different and the type and amount of level of facilitation (and indeed
actual writing) varied greatly.

The studies conducted by Golkaramnay et al.®® and Lange et al.®® were internet based. Golkaramnay

et al.%® studied a chat room through which groups of participants recently discharged from psychiatric
hospital communicated with each other in writing during weekly 90-minute sessions, guided by
experienced group therapists who knew all of the participants beforehand. The intervention in Lange

et al.% (Interapy) involved psychoeducation and 10 structured writing assignments over 5 weeks, delivered
one to one via a website, with seven lots of feedback on the writing assignments from a therapist. Hong
and Choi®” studied weekly group songwriting sessions in care home residents with dementia, but it is not
clear how much actual writing was involved. Rickett et al.%® examined the impact of eight weekly 2-hour
facilitated poetry-writing workshops. The intervention in Sloan et al.” involved five 30-minute writing
exercises with the first session preceded by some scripted psychoeducation delivered over 1 hour.

The facilitation was limited to reading verbatim writing instructions at the start of the session and
answering questions at the end.

The duration of the therapy sessions ranged from 45 minutes in Lange et al.*® to 210 minutes in Sloan
et al.”® The duration of the intervention varied from five sessions in Sloan et al.”® up to 16 weeks in Hong
and Choi.*’

The outcomes evaluated in the studies with a facilitated intervention are reported in Table 6.

Physical symptoms were evaluated in two studies®”®® using the SCL-90-R (Symptom Checklist-90-Revised)
although different subscales. The remaining studies®®®®’° evaluated different outcomes, although three

TABLE 5 Characteristics of the studies in facilitated TW

Golkaramnay Germany Matched case—control Mental health disorders Group therapy through No intervention®
2007% study internet chat
Hong 2011  Korea RCT Dementia (Alzheimer's  Songwriting Waiting list

disease/vascular
dementia/Parkinson’s

disease)
Lange 2003%* The Netherlands Non-randomised trial  PTSD Interapy Waiting list
Rickett 2011% Australia Non-randomised trial ~ Primarily cancer Poetry writing Waiting list
programme/workshop
Sloan 2012°  USA RCT PTSD Written exposure Waiting list
therapy

a Usual care was assumed.
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studies assessed aspects of the participant’s emotional distress using different instruments [Kessler
Psychological Distress Scale (K-10), Self-Assessment Manikin (SAM) and Outcome Questionnaire (0Q-45.2)]
with different scales and scoring systems.

Quality of the included studies
A summary of the quality of the studies of facilitated TW is shown in Figures 4 and 5.

Golkaramnay et al.%® was a matched case—control study; therefore, without allocation concealment (as it
was not an RCT, it is not included in the risk-of-bias table). Participants and personnel were not blinded to
the intervention performance. Blinding of the outcome assessment was unclear. The information related
to the participation rates was unclear, thus the study was likely to introduce attrition bias. Similarity of
groups at baseline was unclear. Selection was adequate, as the case definition and comparators were
representative and comparable controls were selected from hospital records.

Two studies had allocation concealment. Hong and Choi®” may have introduced selection bias given the
sequence generation was not concealed, whereas in Sloan et al.”® randomisation was computerised and with
allocation concealment. Selection bias was unclear in the remaining two studies. Participants and/or personnel
masking was not performed in Hong and Choi,®” as opposed to Lange et al.,% in which masking was
maintained at the intervention performance level. In the remaining studies, the information related to blinding
was unclear. Rickett et al.%® was the only study with a high risk of attrition bias. However, reporting bias was
absent in all studies®®®7° but Hong and Choi,®” in which it was assessed as unclear.

Numerical results
The numerical results reported in each of the five studies®7° are summarised in Table 7.

The follow-up assessment ranged from 5 weeks in Lange et al.% to 52 weeks in Golkaramnay et al.*?

In Sloan et al.,”® data are available to only 18 weeks. Total sample sizes varied on each of the outcomes
measured in Golkaramnay et al.,®® in which initial total sample sizes were of 228 participants with a
dropout rate of 10-15%. The remaining trials used intention-to-treat (ITT) analyses. All of the studies®®*°
reported final mean scores together with corresponding SDs, except Sloan et al.,”® in which SEs were
reported in a graph. All studies®® 7 reported improvement in favour of the intervention group across all

v.
Hong 201157 | @ | @
?

@ Low risk of bias
? Unclear risk of bias

? o
Rickett 201156 | 2 | 2 |2 | 2 | @ | @ | |@ High risk of bias
Sloan2012° | @ | @ |2 |2 O | @

FIGURE 4 Risk-of-bias summary in the studies of facilitated TW.

Lange 200369
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outcomes and follow-ups (except on health-care use outcomes in Golkaramnay et al.®®). It must be noted
that three of the studies®®®”’° were very small. None of the studies evaluating facilitated TW interventions
could be meta-analysed owing to lack of consistency in measurement and heterogeneity in interventions
and participants.

Unfacilitated emotional writing by International Classification of Diseases,
Tenth Edition code

B24: human immunodeficiency virus

Overview

There were six studies®®>>*¢7'"73 evaluating unfacilitated EW in patients with HIV. A summary of main
characteristics is presented in Table 8. All participants were diagnosed with HIV and were receiving active
treatment at the time of the study. Some participants in Ironson et al.”" also had PTSD (n =85 men,
n=47 women).

Four studies were conducted in the USA,**7""3 with Kraaij et al.>®> and Petrie et al.*® conducted in the
Netherlands and New Zealand, respectively. All studies®***7"73 except Kraaij et a/.>* had two groups and
evaluated one EW intervention compared with one control. Kraaij et al.*® also compared EW with a
cognitive—behavioural self-help programme but this is not considered further here. Mann’? asked
participants to write about a positive future with their HIV, in which they had to take only one tablet

per day, and the remaining studies all explicitly involved standard EW writing. The studies by Abel et al.*°
and Kraaij et al.*®> used a disease-focus topic in the intervention arm, and the latter study was web based.
The remaining studies®®”'”® used self-selected worst trauma for participants to write about. The length of
the interventions varied across studies. In the studies by Abel et al.,*® Petrie et al.*® and Ironson et al.,”
EW was conducted over 3 or 4 consecutive days, whereas in the remaining studies®>’%73 the writing
exercises were distributed over 4 weeks (once or twice a week). Participants in the studies by Kraaij et al.,>
Petrie et al.>® and Wagner et al.”® used computers or tablets to write, as opposed to the other studies in
which EW was handwritten. Participants in the studies by Abel et al.,>® Mann’? and Wagner et al.”® were
financially compensated for participation in the study.

The outcomes evaluated across the HIV studies of unfacilitated EW are reported in Table 9.

TABLE 8 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in HIV

Abel 2004 RCT Unfacilitated EW Factual writing
Ironson 2013 RCT Unfacilitated EW Factual writing
Kraaij 2010> RCT Computerised, structured, Waiting list
unfacilitated EW
Mann 200172 RCT Unfacilitated EW (positive writing) Non-writing
Petrie 2004 RCT Unfacilitated EW Time-management writing
Wagner 2010" RCT Unfacilitated EW Factual and time-management writing
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Psychological outcomes (e.g. depression or mood) were the most commonly evaluated outcomes, together
with physiological (e.g. HIV symptoms) and biological outcomes [e.qg. viral load (VL) and cluster of
differentiation antigen 4-positive lymphocyte cell count (CD4+ count)].

Quality assessment

A summary of the quality of the studies in HIV is shown in Figures 6 and 7. Two studies*®*”? reported methods
of randomisation. Allocation concealment was reported in only one study,*® and blinding was preserved in
one other study.*® The methods used were scarcely reported in almost all of the studies.

Numerical results

The numerical results reported in the HIV studies are summarised in Table 10. Follow-up assessments ranged
from 2 weeks in Petrie et al.*® to 52 weeks in Ironson et al.”' Total sample sizes ranged from 11 participants
in Abel et al.*° to 212 participants in Ironson et al.” Petrie et al.*® reported medians and SEs rather than
means and SDs as in the other studies. Statistical significance of the follow-up results differences were

not reported in the studies by Abel et al.,* Ironson et al.,”" Mann,”? Petrie et al.*® or Wagner et al.”® The
group-by-time interaction analysis in the Ironson et al.”' and Kraaij et al.>> studies was non-significant for the
following outcomes: biomarkers, such as VL at long term only and CD4+ count at short, medium and long
term, as well as depression [Hamilton Depression Scale (HAM-D)] or social distress [The Davidson PTSD scale
(PTSDTQT)]. However, in the Petrie et al.>® study, the CD4+ count increased significantly in the EW group
compared with control subjects when assessed at 26 weeks only.

In the Mann study,’? the writing intervention was stated as a promising technique to increase medication
adherence and decrease symptoms of distress in pessimistic individuals. However, these differences
between the two groups at follow-up were not further reported. The studies by Petrie et al.>® and
Wagner et al.”? did not report any association or interaction between groups in the outcomes evaluated
li.e. VL in Petrie et al.;>® Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, positive subscale (PANAS-PA), Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule, negative subscale (PANAS-NA), Perceived Stress Scale (PSS), HIV-Specific
Optimism Scale (HIV-OS), Sense of Coherence Scale (SOC) and Short Form questionnaire-36 items (SF-36)
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FIGURE 6 Risk-of-bias summary in the HIV studies.
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in Wagner et al.”]. In the Ironson et al. study,”” among the women, only the EW was associated with a
significant reduction in PTSD symptoms, depression and physical symptoms, and this finding was more
pronounced in the group with elevated PTSD symptom scores at baseline. Men, however, reported greater
decrease in depression among control subjects than in the EW group.

Meta-analysis
The outcome depression was meta-analysed (Figure 8).

Depression at short-term Three studies®®*>’" used different instruments each [Centre for Epidemiological
Studies Depression Scale (CES-D), HAM-D and Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale, depression subscale
(HADS-D)] to measure similar aspects of depression.

® (linical differences between studies In Ironson et al.,”" participants were diagnosed with both HIV
falling into a CD4 range of 100-600. Additionally, some were also diagnosed with PTSD. In
Abel et al.,*° participants were taking antiretroviral therapy (ART) and reported their last VL
< 80,000-100,000 copies/ml. All participants in all three studies were self-reportedly free of major
psychiatric problems. There were no substantial clinical differences between the three studies®>'*
regarding HIV diagnosis.

® follow-up length All three studies®®>”" assessed depression at a short term, that is, at 4 weeks or at
4.5 weeks.

® forest plot A total of 249 participants were meta-analysed (124 in the EW group and 125 in the
control group). The SMD was -0.08 [95% confidence interval (Cl) —0.33 to 0.17] with a random-effects
model and with no significant heterogeneity (7 =0%). The overall analysis suggests that there is no
significant difference in depression for the EW group compared with the control group.

C50: breast cancer

Overview

There were eight studies®***7*79 evaluating unfacilitated EW in patients with breast cancer, including one
very large study (507 participants) by Jensen-Johansen et al.’”® A summary of main characteristics is
presented in Table 11.

Most of the participants were women with breast cancer at stage 0-lll, who were mainly receiving curative
radiation therapy, but the patients in Mosher et al.”” had stage IV breast cancer and presented with
significant distress. The patients in Jensen-Johansen et al.’® had recently completed treatment with surgery,
radiotherapy or chemotherapy. Participants in Craft et al.,”* Gellaitry et al.,”® Hughes** and Walker et al.”
included patients with stage I-lIl breast cancer. Participants were reported to have completed definitive
treatment,” were receiving the last radiotherapy appointment” or were still receiving curative radiotherapy.
In the remaining studies, participants in Henry et al.>® had stage O-lll breast cancer and had completed
radiation, and in Park and Yi’® they had stage Il and Ill breast cancer and had undergone surgery, radiotherapy
and hormone therapy. Participants in Henry>* were urban and rural women with breast cancer who were

still attending radiation oncology clinics, whereas patients in Park and Yi,”® had been recruited from
self-help groups.

54,59

Almost all studies were conducted in the USA except for Park and Yi,”® which was conducted in Korea
and published in the Korean language (which was translated into English), and Jensen-Johansen et al.,”®
which was conducted in Denmark and published in English.

One study had four groups (two experimental and two control groups) and one other study evaluated
three groups (two experimental and one control). The remaining studies evaluated one intervention group
each against one control (see Table 17).
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In six of the breast cancer studies, only unfacilitated EW was evaluated. Topics across all studies included
disease-focused writing exercises. Participants were asked to write about their deepest thoughts and feelings
about their cancer and treatment-related emotions during 20-30 minutes over 3/4 days at different
intervals. Craft et al.”* assessed two additional types of unfacilitated EW interventions in which topics
changed: participants had to write about a self-selected trauma in one group and about facts of treatment
and daily events related to breast cancer in the other group. One other study’ evaluated a modified version
of the unfacilitated EW intervention using the same topic but feelings and emotions had to be expressed in
a positive way. On the other hand, Gellaitry et al.”> used a different form of EW, combining in 4 days the
standard unfacilitated EW (first 2 days) and a positive writing type of EW (the remaining 2 days). Patients
were instructed to change the topic throughout the writing sessions starting with an emotional disclosure
exercise and cognitive appraisal related to their condition and moving to the benefit finding of it, looking
into the future where they wrote about their experience being shared with others. Four studies delivered the
intervention on 1,% 3°*7° or 4747> consecutive days. Three other studies delivered three or four sessions at
weekly intervals.”¢7® Henry et al.>* used one single session. Four studies®***’°7* used SMC as the control arm,
two studies used a non-emotional factual writing,**’? one study’' used a time-management writing as
control, and in the remaining two studies the control group either did not write® or did not receive an
intervention’® at all. Patients were financially compensated in Mosher et al.”” and Henry et al.*

The outcomes evaluated in the breast cancer studies are reported in Table 12. QoL was assessed in

four studies;>*747>77 two studies’*”> used the same instrument [Functional Assessment of Cancer Therapy,
Breast Cancer Version (FACT-B)], which contains 10 specific breast cancer items (in addition to the

27 general items) addressing physical and psychological concerns related to breast cancer. The study by
Mosher et al.”’ used the meaning/peace subscale of FACIT [Functional Assessment of Chronic lliness
Therapy meaning/peace subscale (FACI-Sp)], an instrument tailored to measure the spiritual well-being of
patients. Six studies®>*75777% evaluated affect (mood states). Two studies’”’® assessed anxiety with the same
instrument (HADS). Depression was evaluated in four studies®7’578 using three different instruments each
[CES-D, Beck Depression Inventory-Short Form (BDI-SF) and HADS-D].
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SYSTEMATIC REVIEW RESULTS

Quality assessment
A summary of the quality of the studies in breast cancer is shown in Figures 9 and 70.

Almost all studies, except that of Park and Yi,’® were reported as RCTs. However, in the Walker et al.
study,” the method of randomisation was not provided. In the Craft et al. study,” authors reported

that randomisation was performed using sequential numbering, which remained unclear as a method of
randomisation. The Hughes study®* was truly randomised, but allocation of the sequence generation was
not concealed and there was no blinding. Among the remaining studies, almost all did not report on the
allocation and blinding methods, except Jensen-Johansen et al.,”® in which allocation was concealed,
and blinding was conducted at both the performance and outcome assessment stages.

One study’ was more likely to have introduced attrition bias. Two other studies®*”> reported selectively on
specific outcomes and the Henry et al. study® reported outcomes but with insufficient detail for the data
to be included in the meta-analysis. No measure of variability could be derived from the graphs.

Numerical results
The numerical results reported in the breast cancer studies are summarised in Table 13.

The broadest range of outcomes measures were collected in Hughes* on several occasions between 1
and 52 weeks' follow-up. Almost all studies followed the patients for between 6 and 12 months, except
those of Park and Yi’® and Mosher et al.,”” for which follow-up after the writing intervention was
performed at 1 and 2 months, respectively. The total sample sizes ranged from 56 in Craft et al.”* to
435 participants in Jensen-Johansen et al.’®
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FIGURE 9 Risk-of-bias summary in the breast cancer studies.
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Overall, there were significant improvements at short-term follow-up mainly (from 4 to 13 weeks) in favour of
the EW groups compared with control subjects regarding QoL [Functional Assessment of Cancer Therapy,
Breast Cancer Version (FACT-B) at 4 weeks only, Cancer Quality of Life (C-Qol)], physical symptoms
[Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness (PILL)] particularly regarding nervousness, distress, and
unhappiness and mood [Profile of Mood States (POMS) at 13 weeks]. No significant group-by-time interaction
differences were reported in the following outcomes when evaluated at both shorter and longer follow-ups
(up to 39 weeks): QoL, as measured by FACIT-sp at 8 weeks, FACT-B at 26 weeks in both Craft et al.”* and
Gellaitry et al.”>, mood (POMS at 13 and 39 weeks), immediate mood [PANAS-PA, PANAS-NA and Passive
Positive Mood Scale (PPMS) at 11 and 39 weeks, respectively], depression (HADS-D, CES-D, BDI-SF at 4, 8, 13
and 39 weeks), sleep quality [Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index (PSQI) at 8 weeks], fatigue [Functional Assessment
of Chronic lliness Therapy, fatigue subscale (FACIT-F) at 8 weeks], anxiety [Hospital Anxiety and Depression
Scale, anxiety subscale (HADS-A) at 4 and 8 weeks], physical symptoms including distress [Distress Thermometer
(DT)] or measures of intrusions and avoidance [intrusion subscale of the Impact of Event Scale (IES; IES-I),
avoidance subscale of the IES (IES-Av)]. The studies by Park and Yi’® and Mosher et al.”’ evaluated outcomes at
shorter follow-ups (4 and 8 weeks, respectively) than in the remaining studies. For instance, Mosher et al.”’
evaluated the impact of the EW intervention on Qol, depression and general well-being at 8 weeks only.

In Mosher et al.,”” participants in the intervention group reported greater use of mental health services
during the study period than did those in the control group (24/44 vs. 11/42, respectively), and differences
between groups were statistically significant [odds ratio (OR) =3.40, 95% CI 1.05 to 11.08]. In the largest
study, by Jensen-Johansen et al.,”® no significant differences were found in the group-by-time interaction
analysis on any of the outcomes evaluated (depression, mood, and symptoms such as intrusions

or avoidance).

In Gellaitry et al.,”> adverse events were assessed but not reported by group; however, four women of the
total sample indicated that writing was difficult, not helpful and of no benefit to them personally. They
also reported feeling negatively on completion of writing, but these negative feelings were not prolonged.
In addition, separate studies reported significant differences [statistically significant (SS)] for the following
outcomes: FACT-B at 4 weeks, Significant Others Scale (SOS) at 26 weeks, and PILL and QoL at 4 weeks,
as shown in Table 13.

Meta-analysis

The outcomes positive and negative mood (Figures 71 and 12) and depression (Figure 13) were
meta-analysed. In addition, three studies’®’® assessed general mood but the Henry et al. study® did not
report any numerical data on the POMS outcome, so meta-analysis was not performed for this outcome.

Three studies®7%7° assessed positive mood using different
instruments (PANAS-PA and PPMS).

Clinical differences between studies Jensen-Johansen et al.”® included newly diagnosed patients with
stage | or stage Il breast cancer, who had been treated surgically within 3 weeks of their diagnosis
(mastectomy or lumpectomy) and/or recently completed radiotherapy or chemotherapy. The patients in
the other two studies were attending or completing radiation therapy.

Intervention differences Walker et al.”® had two intervention groups. In one arm unfacilitated EW1 was
administered as a single episode whereas in the other unfacilitated EW2 was administered in three
episodes. Unfacilitated EW2 (three episodes) was selected as the closest intervention to the standard
type of EW intervention and was therefore included in the meta-analysis. This also applies to the
meta-analysis of the negative mood outcome comparison.

Duration of follow-up length All studies reported short-term outcome measures at 13, 17 and 16 weeks.
Forest plot A total of 621 participants were meta-analysed (301 in the EW group and 320 in the
control group). The SMD was 0.10 (95% CI -0.15 to 0.36) with a random-effects model and with
non-significant but substantial heterogeneity (P =47%). It suggests that there is no statistically
significant difference in positive mood at short term for the EW group compared with the control group.
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Negative mood at short-term follow-up The same three studies® 7’7 assessed negative mood using
different instruments (PANAS-NA and Profile of Mood States — negative affect).

® Forest plot A total of 621 participants were meta-analysed (301 in the EW group and 320 in the
control group). The SMD was -0.04 (95% Cl —0.20 to 0.12) with a random-effects model and with
non-significant heterogeneity (2= 0%). This result suggests that there is no significant difference in
negative mood at short term for the TW group compared with the control group.

Depression at short-term follow-up Four studies®*7¢7® assessed depression using different instruments
(CES-D, BDI-SF and HADS-D).

Clinical and intervention group differences described above apply also in this section.
Follow-up All studies reported short-term outcome measures at 4, 8 and 13 weeks.
Study by Henry et al.>®* The mean value for depression was derived from a graph but data regarding
variability could not be collected. Therefore, the individual effect size for this study could not
be estimated.

® Forest plot A total of 562 participants were meta-analysed (270 in the EW group and 292 in the
control group). The SMD was —0.08 (95% Cl —0.25 to 0.08) with a random-effects model and with
non-significant, unimportant heterogeneity (? =0%). This result suggests that there is no significant
difference in depression at short term for the TW group compared with the control group.

C57, €61 and C62: gynaecological and genitourinary cancers
There were five studies®®* included in this section with different ICD-10 codes; however, all were of
gynaecological or genitourinary cancers:

e (57: ovarian cancer — two studies®®®*

® (61: prostate cancer — two studies®*#*
® (62: testicular cancer — one study®?

® (64 renal cell carcinoma — one study.®'
Overview

All five studies®®* evaluated unfacilitated EW. A summary of their main characteristics is presented in

Table 14. In all except one of the studies, participants had undergone between 4 and 5 years of treatment.

In the Rosenberg et al.® study, patients all had adenocarcinoma of the prostate (staging not given) and
were being followed up after definitive local treatment (prostatectomy or radiotherapy) within the last

4 years. In Zakowski et al.® all patients were diagnosed with prostate or gynaecological cancer (no further
details supplied) and had completed treatment within the last 5 years. No further details were available for
Arden-Close et al.®° and Pauley et al.®? In Milbury et al.®' participants were patients with newly diagnosed

TABLE 14 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW gynaecological/urinary cancer studies

Arden-Close 2013%  RCT Unfacilitated EW - Time-management writing®
Milbury 2014%' RCT Unfacilitated EW - Neutral topics

Pauley 2011% RCT Unfacilitated EW Positive writing Factual writing

Rosenberg 2002% RCT Unfacilitated EW - Non-writing

Zakowski 2004 RCT Unfacilitated EW - Factual writing

a Control group participants were asked to write about other daily activities for the previous day, which has been
categorised here as time-management writing.
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renal cell carcinoma (RCC), with stage |-V disease and with a Zubrod performance status of < 2 points
(i.e. either fully active and unrestricted by their disease, or only restricted in performing physically
strenuous activities).

Arden-Close et al.®° was conducted in the UK, and the remaining studies were in the USA.

Four studies®®'8384 assessed one intervention group against one control but Pauley et al.®? had two
different intervention groups. All studies®®®* assessed the impact of the standard expressive writing
intervention whereby participants were instructed to write about their experience with cancer and its
treatment compared with a time-management or factual writing control group.

Additionally, Pauley et al.®? also assessed the effect of a positive EW intervention, whereby participants were
asked to write about any aspect of their cancer characterised as positive. In Rosenberg et al.®* and Zakowski
et al.,®* all participants wrote for 20-30 minutes for 3 or 4 consecutive days. In Arden-Close et al.®® and
Pauley et al.,® participants had to write at 1-week intervals over a 3-week period, and in Milbury et al.®'
participants had to complete the four writing assignments within 10 days. Participants in Pauley et al.®? were
recruited online, received EW instructions and submitted their writing via the internet. In the studies by
Pauley et al.® and Milbury et al.,®' participants were financially compensated for their participation in the
study. Participants in the other studies®®* did not receive financial compensation.

The outcomes evaluated in each of the studies on gynaecological/urinary cancer patients are reported in
Table 15. Psychological symptoms, coping with cancer and QoL were the most frequently assessed
outcomes. In the Milbury et al. study,?®' intrusions and avoidance, as well as specific cancer physical
symptoms, were evaluated using two different instruments. Sleep disturbance was also evaluated in
addition to general HRQoL.
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SYSTEMATIC REVIEW RESULTS

Quality assessment
A summary of the quality of the studies in gynaecological and genitourinary cancers is shown in Figures 14
and 75.

In Arden-Close et al.,2° Milbury et al.®' and Pauley et al.,®? the method of randomisation was adequately
reported (Milbury et al.®" used minimisation). Allocation concealment was not specified in Pauley et al.,®
Milbury et al.®' or Zakowski et al.,®* as opposed to Arden-Close et al.®° and Rosenberg et al.,®* for which
concealment of sequence generation was adequate. Blinding was not preserved at the performance

level in Arden-Close et al.,® and was unclear in the rest of the studies. ITT analysis was performed in
Arden-Close et al.,®° Milbury et al.®" and Zakowski et al.,®* but not in the remaining studies. Almost all
studies,® 8 except that of Arden-Close et al.,® were likely to introduce selective reporting as data for the
outcomes assessed were under-reported or the information was unclear. In Milbury et al.,®' there was
substantial attrition and non-compliance in both arms at 10-month follow-up (approximately 50% of
baseline cohort).

Numerical results
The numerical results reported in the gynaecological and genitourinary cancers studies are summarised in
Table 16.

Follow-up assessments ranged from 5 weeks in Pauley et al.,®? to 34 weeks in Zakowski et al.®* Total
sample sizes ranged from 30 participants in Rosenberg et al.®3 up to 277 participants in Milbury et al.®’

In Milbury et al.®' the total sample size varied throughout the study. There were 173 participants evaluated
at 4 weeks, 168 participants evaluated at 17 weeks and 148 participants evaluated at 43 weeks.

Pauley et al.®? and Rosenberg et al.®# did show statistically significant differences between the two groups
for the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-12) and Brief Pain Inventory (BPI) outcomes, respectively.

In Pauley et al.,®? participants in the positive expression writing group scored higher in mental health than
participants in the negative expression writing group or than those in the control group. However, no

Arden-Close 201380

@ 2 @
Milbury 20148' | @ | 2 |2 | 2 | @
®| ®
? @

@ Low risk of bias

o
®
. ? 2 Unclear risk of bias
o
®

Pauley 201182

@ High risk of bias

Rosenberg 200283

Zakowski 200484 | (2 [ (2 |2 |2 |2

FIGURE 14 Risk-of-bias summary in the gynaecological and genitourinary cancers studies.
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FIGURE 15 Risk-of-bias graph in the gynaecological and genitourinary cancers studies.
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significant effects were reported regarding the QoL and sexual performance outcomes. In Milbury et al.,®’
there were significant group differences for the expressive writing group compared with the neutral
writing group at the 10 months’ follow-up assessment for the following outcomes measures:

the MD Anderson Symptom Inventory (MDASI), the Brief Fatigue Inventory (BFI) and the Short Form
guestionnaire-36 items physical composite score (SF-36 PCS).

Regarding the other outcomes assessed across the remaining studies, either no significant group-by-time
interaction was reported or differences between groups were not addressed as in Pauley et al.®? or
Rosenberg et al.®

Quality of life was assessed in four studies,®#>#* in which instruments were sufficiently similar to pool in a
meta-analysis. However, in Rosenberg et al.,®* numerical data regarding the Functional Assessment of
Cancer Therapy (FACT) or the Medical Outcomes Short-Form Health Survey (MOS-SF-36) were not
reported, and the results for the other studies®®#*# were at two different follow-up time periods and so
no meta-analysis was performed for this outcome.

C80 and C96: other non-specified cancers

Overview

Three studies®®®># evaluated EW in participants with various types of cancer. The study by Rickett et al. is
reported in the Facilitated TW section. Here, the studies by Cepeda et a/.®> and Rini et a/.%® are described.
A summary of main characteristics is presented in Table 17.

Cepeda et al.®* included participants with any type of cancer reporting average pain intensity levels of
at least 5 on a 0-10 scale. Participants scored > 50% in the Karnofsky performance scale (ranging from
having no evidence of their disease to requiring occasional assistance but able to care for most of their
personal needs). The study was conducted in Colombia and published in English. The authors evaluated
one intervention group against two control groups. However, only the group receiving standard medical
care (SMC) was considered in the analysis, as the other group was an active control involving

an educational intervention. The unfacilitated EW group (narrative group) had to write about a
disease-focused topic during 20 minutes over 3 non-consecutive days (at 1-week intervals). Participants
were not financially compensated.

Rini et al.® included participants who had had a stem cell transplant for any form of haematological cancer
within the previous 9 months to 3 years and not in current relapse. The study was conducted in the USA.
Participants were randomised to three intervention groups or one neutral writing control (factual writing
about their experience). The three intervention groups were standard unfacilitated EW, peer helping and
unfacilitated EW with peer helping. As the peer-helping component is not part of this systematic review,

it is not discussed further. The unfacilitated EW group had to write about their deepest emotions and
thoughts about the time before, during and after the transplant. Writing took place at the participants’
homes: one 20-minute episode of writing per week for 4 weeks. A researcher telephoned the participant
before and after each writing episode. Participants were financially compensated.

TABLE 17 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in other cancers

Cepeda 2008% RCT Unfacilitated EW SMC
Rini 20148 RCT Unfacilitated EW Non-EW
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The outcomes evaluated in the studies are reported in Table 18. For almost all of the outcomes in the
Rini et al. study,® the results were split into subgroups of high and low survivorship problems rather than
whole scores for the groups.

Quality assessment
A summary of the study quality is shown in Figure 16.

Both studies®® had the method of randomisation described. In Cepeda et al.,®* allocation concealment was
performed using opaque envelopes, and in Rini et a/.?¢ it was by sequentially numbered computer files. The
personnel (evaluators) were blinded in both studies though participants were not. However, it was likely
that selective reporting was introduced for the QoL outcome in Cepeda et al.®> Therefore, the quality item
referring to selection bias was rated as low risk in this study. ITT analysis was used in both studies.?>#¢

Numerical results
The numerical results are reported in Table 19.

In Cepeda et al.,* follow-up assessments were performed at 2, 4, 6 and 8 weeks post writing, whereas in

Rini et al.® they were at carried out at 13 weeks only. The total sample size in Cepeda et al.® was
157 participants, and in Rini et al.% it was 151 participants in the unfacilitated EW and control groups.

TABLE 18 Outcomes collected by the unfacilitated EW studies in other cancers

Cepeda 2008% Verbal numerical rating scale 7-point Likert scale - -
Rini 2014% - FACT, BSI/GSI Deaths, Inventory -
of physical symptoms
BSI, Brief Symptom Inventory; GSI, Global severity Index.
[talic text shows outcomes for which no data were reported.
A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.
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In Cepeda et al.,* no significant differences in pain intensity or QoL were reported between the groups
throughout the study. The authors used a single question with a Likert scale to measure HRQoL, as they
reported it was minimally burdensome, but no numerical data were reported for this outcome. However,
authors reported that those disclosing a high degree of emotion had better well-being and pain intensity
level outcomes.

In Rini et al.,®® there was one relapse and one death in the unfacilitated EW group, and two relapses and
two deaths in the control group.

D57: sickle cell disease

Overview

There was one non-randomised study evaluating unfacilitated EW in participants with sickle cell disease. The
participants in McElligott®” were adolescents, with an average age of 14.9 years (SD 2.3 years). The study®’
was conducted in the USA. The authors evaluated an EW intervention for which participants had to write
about their deepest thoughts and feelings related to their illness. The control group had to write about details
of the previous day (factual writing). The written exercise ran over 3 weeks, with one session per week.
Participants were financially compensated. The outcomes evaluated in McElligott®” are reported in Table 20.

Quality assessment

A summary of the quality of the study by McElligott®” is shown in Figure 77. The study?®” was very likely to
introduce various biases. All risk-of-bias items were unclear except for lack of blinding among outcome
assessors and no evidence of selective reporting.

TABLE 20 Outcomes collected in the unfacilitated EW study in sickle cell disease

McElligott PSC, PSC-Y  ADSEI CDI ADSEI RCMAS  Well-being  Number of

2006% patients
hospitalised,
number of visits
to clinician

ADSEI, Adult version of the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory; CDI, Children Depression Inventory; PSC, Paediatric
Symptom Checklist; PSC-Y, Paediatric Symptom Checklist Youth Report; RCMAS, Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale.
A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.
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Numerical results
The numerical results are reported in Table 21. The follow-up assessment in McElligott®¥” was performed at
2 weeks post writing. The total sample size was 36 participants.

Authors reported there were no significant differences between groups for any of the outcomes evaluated.

TABLE 21 Numerical results in the unfacilitated EW study in sickle cell disease

Intervention group Control group
——————————— ————— X  Author’s reported
First Final Final statistical significance
author, Outcome Follow-up mean mean (group-by-time
year measures (weeks) n total® score n total® score interaction)
McElligott  ADSEI 2 19 74 36.8 17 100 0 NS
2006%
SEI 2 19 84.6 9.4 17 64.4 19.8 NS
RCMAS 2 19 8 5.9 17 9.5 5.7 NS
CDI 2 19 5.9 5.6 17 7.2 6.1 NS
PSC-Y 2 19 14.5 9.1 17 20 9.7 NS
PSC 2 19 12.8 126 17 16.8 6.8 NS
Well-being 2 19 NR NR 17 NR NR NS
Number of 2 19 0 0 17 0.38 0.65 NS
visits to
clinician
Number 2 19 0.17 0.71 17 0.12 1.1 NS
of days
hospitalised

ADSEI, Adult version of the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory; CDI, Children Depression Inventory; NR, not reported;
NS, not statistically significant (p > 0.05); PP, per protocol; PSC, Paediatric Symptom Checklist; PSC-Y, Paediatric Symptom
Checklist Youth Report; RCMAS, Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale; SEI, Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory.

a Sample size analysed (ITT or PP).

A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

E11: diabetes mellitus

Overview

There was one RCT® evaluating unfacilitated EW in participants who had been diagnosed with type 2
diabetes mellitus. The main characteristics are summarised in Table 22. Participants were adults attending a
general practitioner (GP) practice in the UK. Unfacilitated EW for 20 minutes on 3 days was compared with
the same amount of writing about the previous day’s activities (factual writing). Both groups wrote at
home in private and then returned their writing to the researcher. They were not financially compensated.

The outcomes evaluated in Dennick et al.% are reported in Table 22.
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TABLE 22 Outcomes collected in the unfacilitated EW study in diabetes mellitus

Dennick 2014% PAID CES-D SDSCA EQ-5D -

EQ-5D, European Quality of Life-5 Dimensions; PAID, Problem Areas in Diabetes scale; SDSCA, Summary of Diabetes

Self-Care Activities scale.
A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

Quality assessment

A summary of the study® quality is shown in Figure 18. Randomisation was using random numbers in
sealed envelopes, stratified by recruitment approach and with random block sizes of four, six and eight per
block. GPs were blinded to the group allocation. ITT was used. It was noticeable that of 1715 individuals
who were given information about the study, only 41 consented to join the study® and 32 completed the

follow-up.

Numerical results

The numerical results are reported in Table 23. Follow-up assessment was performed at 3 months. The
total sample size where all completed all writing and the follow-up was 27 participants. The study found
that EW resulted in worse depression at follow-up for the intervention group. There were no significant
differences in the other outcomes measured.
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FIGURE 18 Risk-of-bias summary for the diabetes mellitus study.

E84: cystic fibrosis

Overview

There was one RCT® evaluating unfacilitated EW in participants that had been medically diagnosed with
cystic fibrosis. Participants in Taylor et al.® were adolescents of at least 15 years of age. The study®® was
conducted in the USA. A written self-disclosure intervention compared with usual care was assessed.
Participants had to write about their deepest thoughts and feelings about the most distressing experience
of their entire life and were encouraged to connect the topic to their relationships with others. They had
to write for 20 minutes, three times over a 5-day period. The control was SMC. Participants were not
financially compensated. The outcomes evaluated in Taylor et al.® are reported in Table 24.
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TABLE 23 Numerical results in the unfacilitated EW study in diabetes mellitus

Intervention group Control group
———————————————— ————— Author’s reported
Final Final statistical significance
Outcome Follow-up mean mean (group-by-time
measures (weeks) n total® score score interaction)
Dennick CES-D 13 23 9.9 53 18 5.1 5.1 0.006
2014% -
EQ-5D utility 13 23 0.92 0.1 18 0.87 0.1 0.907
EQ-5D VAS 13 23 77.4 134 18 82.1 12.7 0.268
PAID 13 23 353 6.7 18 34.4 6.8 0.658
SDSCA 13 23 5.8 1.2 18 5.8 1.1 0.826
(general diet)
SDSCA 13 23 4.5 09 18 5.1 09 0.057
(specific diet)
SDSCA 13 23 3.5 1.3 18 4.0 1.3 0.245
(exercise)
SDSCA blood 13 23 2.5 1.9 18 2.5 20 00922
glucose testing)
SDSCA (foot 13 23 3.2 1.2 18 3.0 1.1 0.755
care)

EQ-5D, European Quality of Life-5 Dimensions; PAID, Problem areas in Diabetes scale; PP, per protocol; SDSCA, Summary
of Diabetes Self-Care Activities scale; VAS, visual analogue scale.

a Sample size analysed (ITT and PP).

A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

TABLE 24 Outcomes collected by the unfacilitated EW study in cystic fibrosis

Physical health Patient’s

First author, year  status Psychological health status satisfaction QoL Resource use

Taylor 2003% FEV,, BMI PHQ, Somatization Scale, SLESQ  VSQ® SF-12 Outpatient use,
inpatient use

BMI, body mass index; FEV,, forced expiratory volume in 1 second; PHQ, Patient Health Questionnaire; SF-12; Short Form

questionnaire-12 items; SLESQ, Stressful Life Events Screening Questionnaire; VSQ, Visit Specific Satisfaction Questionnaire.

a Participants in the unfacilitated EW intervention only rated for example, satisfaction with the length of the writing
sessions, convenience of the packets, level of comfort while writing, technical skills of the research team, integration of
the intervention into the clinic, value of the writing sessions on patient’s mental, physical, and overall health.

A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

Quality assessment
A summary of the study quality is shown in Figure 79.

Taylor et al.% was reported as randomised. However, selection, performance and detection biases were
possible as the information related to the method of randomisation, allocation concealment of the
sequence generation or any statement regarding masking were unclear. The quality item selective reporting
was rated as low risk [although data for the Visit Specific Satisfaction Questionnaire (VSQ) were not
reported this was intended as a measure of the acceptability of the intervention]. ITT analysis was used.
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@ Low risk of bias
89
Taylor 2003 D O 9| € . . ? Unclear risk of bias

FIGURE 19 Risk-of-bias summary in the cystic fibrosis study.

Numerical results

The numerical results are reported in Table 25. Follow-up assessment was performed at 13 weeks post
writing. The total sample size was 39 participants. The authors reported that participants in the written
self-disclosure group had a significantly reduced number of inpatient days over a 3-month period after
the intervention compared with before the intervention, which was not the case in the control group.
However, the overall number of participants was small and the intervention group had a higher mean
number of inpatient days than the control group at baseline. The physical or psychological health status
remained unchanged over the study period and no changes were reported regarding QolL.

FO3: dementia
In the systematic review, one study®’ evaluated participants diagnosed with dementia. However, it assessed
a facilitated type of TW intervention and the study®” has been summarised in the facilitated TW section.

F14 and F19: substance use disorder

Overview

There were three studies®®* (Meshberg-Cohen®' was a doctoral thesis) evaluating unfacilitated EW on
patients with drug dependence (cocaine dependence, ICD-10 code — F14) or substance use disorder (SUD).
A summary of their main characteristics is presented in Table 26.

Two studies®®®" were conducted in the USA and one study® in the Netherlands. All three studies®®*?
recruited individuals from residential drug treatment programmes. In a small, non-randomised, feasibility
study by Grasing et al.,*® participants (all military veterans and only one female) met DSM-IV (Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders-Fourth Edition) criteria for cocaine dependence at the time of
admission or fulfilled criteria for a SUD following the structured clinical interview for DSM-IV-TR (Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders-Fourth Edition, Text Revision): Alcohol and Substance Use
Disorders Module [Structured Clinical Interview for DSM Disorders (SCID)]. Meshberg-Cohen”' recruited
women who fulfilled the DSM-IV criteria for a SUD with the SCID; 80% had cocaine as their primary drug of
dependence and 57% were dependent on more than one drug. Van Dam et al.?? recruited men and women
who were addicted to a variety of substances including alcohol, cocaine and cannabis.

All three studies®®? assessed an EW intervention for which participants had to write about a self-selected
trauma. In Grasing et al.,*° participants had to complete the exercise on 17 non-consecutive days, a
longer period than in Meshberg-Cohen,®" when participants completed the task in 4 consecutive days.

In Van Dam et al.** they wrote for 10 sessions, for unspecified amount of time that was < 45 minutes.

NIHR Journals Library www. journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



DOI: 10.3310/hta20270 HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

TABLE 25 Numerical results in the unfacilitated EW study in cystic fibrosis

Intervention group Control group
————————————————————— ———— Author’s reported
Final Final statistical significance
Outcome mean mean (group-by-time
measures ntotal® score® score interaction)
Taylor FEV, 13 18 48.50 21.2 21 5040 20.1 NS
2003%
BMI 13 18 19.30 3 21 19.00 2.1 NS
Somatisation 13 18 3.90 34 21 7.00 38 NS
scale
SLESQ 13 18 14.80 6.9 21 1430 3.1 NS
SF-12 MCS 13 18 53.70 7.5 21 4950 9.1 NS
SF-12 PCS 13 18 43.80 103 21 4330 10 NS
VSQ- 13 18 Allgood NR 21 NR NR  NR
modified to very
good, but
one fair
PHQ - 13 18 12.40 41 21 1390 42 NS
depression
PHQ - 13 18 15.30 14 21 16.10 3.1 NS
anxiety
Outpatients 13 18 1.20 1 21 2.00 24 NS
use
Inpatients 13 18 5.60 7 21 8.40 9.6 SS
use

BMI, body mass index; FEV;,, forced expiratory volume in 1 second; NR, not reported; NS, not statistically significant;
PHQ, Patient Health Questionnaire; PP, per protocol analysis; SF-12 MCS, Short form questionnaire-12 items mental
composite score; SF-12 PCS, Short form questionnaire-12 items physical composite score; SLESQ, Stressful Life Events
Screening Questionnaire; SS, statistically significant; VSQ-modified, Visit Specific Satisfaction Questionnaire modified.
a Sample size analysed (ITT or PP).

b Unless otherwise reported.

A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

TABLE 26 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in SUD

First author, year Study design Intervention group Control group

Grasing 2010%° RCT Unfacilitated EW Time-management writing
Meshberg-Cohen 2010 RCT Unfacilitated EW Factual writing

Van Dam 2013% RCT Unfacilitated EW Treatment as usual
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The control group tasks emphasised objective, neutral and factual topics with no emotional component in
Grasing et al.*® and Meshberg-Cohen.?' For Van Dam et al.,” the control was treatment as usual.
Participants were financially compensated in Grasing® and Meshberg-Cohen,?® but not in Van Dam et al.*?

The outcomes assessed in the studies on SUD are reported in Table 27. Drug craving, distress and general
mood were the outcomes most frequently assessed in the studies.”**?

Quality assessment

A summary of the quality of the studies on SUD is shown in Figures 20 and 21. The study by
Meshberg-Cohen®' was truly randomised; however, there was no information related to the concealment
of the sequence generation or the masking. Therefore, this study®' was likely to introduce selection and
performance biases. In addition, data were not reported or were under-reported, introducing high risk of
reporting bias. The study by Grasing et al.*® was evaluated in the same way for all of the quality items,
except that the method of randomisation was not provided. In the Van Dam et al. study,® the method of
randomisation was by assignments in closed envelopes. These were opened at the start so that there
was no allocation concealment. Blinding was not mentioned. The studies by Meshberg-Cohen®' and

Van Dam et al.® used an ITT analysis, whereas in the Grasing et al. study® this information was unclear.

TABLE 27 Outcomes collected by the unfacilitated EW studies in SUD

Grasing 2010%° BP, heart rate  BSCS - PSS, BSI  POMS - Self-report
use of cocaine
Meshberg-Cohen - BSCS PDS, PILL BSI/GSI PANAS-X  CES-D -
20107
Van Dam 2013% - TLFB PDS - - - -
abstinence

BP, blood pressure; BSCS, Brief Substance Craving Scale; BSI, Brief Symptom Inventory; GSI, Global Severity Index;
PANAS-X, Positive and Negative Affect Schedule-Expanded Form; PDS, Posttraumatic Stress Diagnostic Scale; TLFB, Timeline
Followback Method.
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FIGURE 20 Risk-of-bias summary in the SUD studies.
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M Low risk of bias
B High risk of bias

Other bias |

Allocation concealment (selection bias) —:I
} } } } {
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) |

Random sequence generation (selection bias) _
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) _

Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) |

FIGURE 21 Risk-of-bias graph in the SUD studies.
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Numerical results

The numerical results reported in the studies on SUD are shown in Table 28. The follow-up assessment
ranged from 4 weeks in Meshberg-Cohen®' to 13 weeks in Grasing et al.*® The total sample size was

42 participants in Grasing et al.®® and 141 participants in Meshberg-Cohen.?" In Grasing et al.,*° expressive
writing participants reported a higher final average number of visits to the clinician than in the control
group; however, it was not reported whether or not this difference was significant. Authors mentioned
cocaine use differences based on self-reports but there were a very small number of participants assessed
and a considerable attrition. There were no usable data reported for the remaining outcomes assessed in
this study (results are shown in graphs only and the numbers of participants providing results are unclear).

In Meshberg-Cohen,®' the EW group showed significantly greater reductions than control subjects only in
post-traumatic symptom severity and anxiety scores at 2 weeks' follow-up, but not at 1 month, when
there was no difference in any measure between the two groups. No adjustments for multiple testing
were made. At 1 month, there were significant improvements for both groups over the course of
residential treatment, suggesting that there was little scope to detect any additional benefit from the
intervention. In addition, the EW participants showed increased negative affect immediately after each
writing session, but there were no differences in pre-writing negative affect scores between groups the
following day.

Van Dam et al.%? was a very small study, with a large number of rather unclear and complicated statistical tests
reported. It is likely that no significant differences were seen at follow-up for the two outcome measures.

F40, F59 and F99: psychiatric disorders

Overview

There were five studies®*®” evaluating unfacilitated EW with patients with mental and/or psychiatric
disorders. A summary of main characteristics is presented in Table 29. (Golkaramnay et al.®® also assessed
TW in patients with mental disorders but used facilitated EW so is reported in the Facilitated TW section.)

Al studies®™ " were described as RCTs. Study participants were very heterogeneous. The patients in Bernard
et al.*® had a first episode of psychosis conforming to broad ICD-10 categories (F20, F22, F23, F25) but,

for ethical reasons, patients were not suicidal or acutely psychotic; rather they were in the recovery phase of
their illness. The participants in Graf et al.® were recruited from a university-based outpatient psychiatric
clinic and student counselling centre, and all participants were also undergoing psychotherapy. In Richards
et al®” and Canna® (a doctoral thesis), participants had an axis | anxiety or mood disorder primary diagnosis
or were diagnosed with at least one mental disorder as classified by the [Diagnostic and Statistical Manual
of Mental Disorders-Third Edition, Revised (DSM-III-R)]. In Krpan et al.,*® all participants had major depressive
disorder. In Richards et al.,”” all participants were male psychiatric maximum security prison inmates

(47 % sex offenders).
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TABLE 29 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in mental and psychiatric disorders

Bernard 2006 RCT Unfacilitated EW - Factual and time-management ~ —
writing
Canna 2006* RCT Unfacilitated EW - Time-management writing -
Graf 2008% RCT Unfacilitated EW - Time-management writing SMC
Krpan 2013% RCT Unfacilitated EW - Time-management writing -
Richards 2000% RCT Unfacilitated EW CBT Factual writing plus CBT* Waiting list
plus CBT®

a In this intervention arm, CBT was identical to comparator and only EW was evaluated.
b The intervention group 2 (CBT) was not relevant for the analysis.
¢ In this control arm, CBT was identical to comparator and only factual writing was evaluated.

Bernard et a/.°® had two groups: one standard EW intervention and one non-EW control in which
participants had to write about facts of the day, describe the room they were in and their plans for the
next week. Canna® examined four groups: CBT with TW, CBT alone, CBT with inexpressive writing
(activities of the day) and a waiting list control group. The CBT with TW compared with CBT with
inexpressive writing was used in this systematic review, as both arms had CBT: its effect in each would be
cancelled out when the two groups were compared. In Richards et al.,*” one intervention group and two
control groups were evaluated: trivial writing and no writing. For the systematic review, EW was compared
with trivial writing. The remaining study® assessed one intervention group compared with one control
group. Intervention topics were disease-focused EW or participants were asked to write about their worst
trauma. Participants in Krpan et al.* and Richards et al.?” were financially compensated, whereas participants
in the remaining studies were not. In Graf et al.,*® the EW intervention lasted 14 non-consecutive days,
whereas in the other four studies®***°¢°7 the intervention was delivered on 3 consecutive days. Follow-up
assessments ranged from just after the writing exercise in Graf et al.,*® up to 24 weeks after in Canna.**

The results of the outcomes evaluated across the studies are given in Table 30.
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Quality assessment

A summary of the quality of the psychiatric disorders studies™*’ is shown in Figures 22 and 23. All
studies®®” were reported as randomised but Canna,® Krpan et al.*® and Richards et al.*” did not provide
information regarding the method of randomisation used. All studies®®**’ were very likely to introduce
performance and detection biases. All studies except Graf et al.> adequately addressed items related to
the selection of participants. Krpan et al.*® and Richards et al.*” were the most likely to introduce biases
that could affect outcomes, as randomisation and information related to masking, as well as assessment of
outcomes, was under-reported. Participation rates were reported in Bernard et al.* and Graf et al.* but
unclear information regarding withdrawals was provided in the other three studies.®****” Only Graf et al.®®
clearly used an ITT analysis.

Numerical results

The numerical results reported in the studies evaluating mental disorders are summarised in Table 31. Total
sample sizes ranged from 22 participants in Bernard et al.*® to 65 participants in Richards et al.*” Bernard

et al.” reported significant differences between group-by-time interaction in the total IES score in favour of
the intervention group (a reduction in PTSD — symptoms associated with the diagnosis of psychosis); no
other differences between groups were seen. Canna® and Graf et al.*® reported significant improvements
post treatment in a variety of measures of psychological distress in favour of the experimental condition. In
the Canna study®* (a doctoral thesis), improvement was reported in a variety of measured of psychological
distress, such as the Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI); the revised Beck Depression Inventory (BDI-Il), Brief
Symptom Inventory (BSI)/Global Severity Index (GSI) and the Penn State Worry Questionnaire (PSWQ) at the
final follow-up assessment (24 weeks), but the author stated that these improvements could not be
attributed specifically to the writing intervention. Graf et al.*® reported significant reductions in anxiety,
depression and stress symptoms, as well as greater overall progress in psychotherapy, in the experimental
group compared with the writing control group immediately after the third writing session (longer follow-up
was not reported). However, in Richards et al.,”” the written emotional disclosure participants reported
significantly more physical symptoms and less anxiety at 6 weeks after the intervention than those in the
control arm, with no other differences between groups.
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FIGURE 22 Risk-of-bias summary in the mental and psychiatric disorders studies.
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Three studies®®***” evaluated positive affect and four studies®*™® assessed depression and three could be
meta-analysed. With respect to the positive affect outcomes, Canna® and Richards et al.*” reported
absolute scores but Bernard et al.®* used change scores, and different instruments were used, so the
meta-analysis could not be performed. Four studies®?>?7 reported information on physical symptoms
and anxiety. The PILL and IES were not meta-analysed because the SGC considered that they were
measuring different things. In total, three?**” of the five studies®®®” assessed anxiety at short term and
this outcome was meta-analysed.

Meta-analysis
The outcomes of anxiety and depression were meta-analysed separately (Figures 24 and 25).

Four studies®™**%7 assessed anxiety: three of them at short term?**%7 and the remaining one® at
immediate term. Canna® also assessed anxiety at a medium term (16 weeks), but the 8-week assessment
was chosen for consistency and proximity with the other two study follow-up times (5 and 6 weeks in the
studies by Bernard et al.** and Richards et al.,*” respectively). Bernard et al.*® used the anxiety subscale of
the Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS-A) and Richards et al.*” used the total score of the
Cognitive-Somatic Anxiety Questionnaire (CSAQ). Canna® used two instruments to assess anxiety: the BAI
and the STAI — both are self-reported questionnaires. The BAI measures the severity of anxiety and
provides a total score and the STAI, which has two subscales, measures state and trait anxiety. Thus, the
BAI was chosen for inclusion in the meta-analysis.

Forest plot A total of 127 participants were meta-analysed (70 in the EW group and 57 in the control
group) (see Figure 24). The SMD was —0.07 (95% Cl —-0.42 to 0.29) with a random-effects model,
and with unimportant, non-significant heterogeneity, 2=2%. This result suggests that there is no
significant difference in anxiety at short term for the EW group compared with the control group.

There was considerable clinical heterogeneity as follows:

Clinical differences between studies Participants in Bernard et al.*® were first episode psychosis patients,
those in Canna® were diagnosed with Axis | anxiety or mood disorder, and those in Richards et al.?’
had at least one diagnosis of mental disorder and were different from the other study participants as
they were psychiatric maximum-security prison inmates. They were reported to have had a higher use
of health-care services than non-incarcerated men.

Intervention differences Bernard et al.®* and Canna® instructed their participants to write about a
disease- and treatment-related topic, whereas the prison inmates in Richards et al.”” had to write about
their deepest thoughts and feelings, regarding an experience that had not been previously shared with
others at all, or in very little detail. In addition, Richards et al.*” evaluated two control groups, whereas
one control group was evaluated in the other two studies.?*** The prison inmates were financially
compensated, whereas participants in the other two studies were not.

Four studies measured depression:*%+%%7 gne study®” immediately after writing and three studies®***% at
short-term follow-up, which could be meta-analysed. Bernard et al.** measured the HADS-D at 5 weeks,
and Canna* measured the BDI-Il at 8, 16 and 24 weeks so the 8-week value was used, and Krpan et al.*®
measured the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI) at 4 weeks. Krpan et al.*® also measured depression with
the Patient Health Questionnaire 9-item subscale (PHQ-9) but the BDI was used for the meta-analysis
because it was similar to the BDI used by Canna.**

Forest plot In the meta-analysis a total of 97 participants were included (54 in the EW groups and 43 in

the control groups). The SMD was —0.35 (95% Cl —0.76 to 0.06), suggesting that there is no significant
difference in depression at short term for the EW group compared with the control group.

NIHR Journals Library



VOL. 20 NO. 27

"9dURLIBA 3SIDAUL ‘A\| WOPBI4 JO S93IB3P ‘4P "saIpnis JapJosip [eyuawpLieIydAsd syl ul dn-mojjo} widl-Hoys 1e uolssaldap o 1o[d 153104

|0J3U0D sInoAB4  AAT SInOAe4
o_F S 0 m_l oL-

(60°0=0d)) 69°| =Z :}09443 ||2JOAO 10} 353
%0=¢1 ((S5°0=d) Z=3P '61'L =¢%X 100°0=7;2 :AH2Ua60I3}OH

(90°0 03 9£°0-) SE'0-  %0°00L £V vs (ID %S6) [e3oL

(2000¥SZT'L-) 290~ %TLy 0Z S8 92 0Z SOL O 96E10Z ueduyy

- (85003 08'0-) LL'0O- %¥'SE €L S9%6 8LL ¢ 8T8 89l 469007 BuuED

- (6500160°'L-) ST0- %¥'EZ OL  S9¥ LL'L Tl ¥SV T6'S £6900Z pieuiag

1D %56 ‘Wopues ‘Al 1D %6 ‘Wopues ‘Al 1yBIaA [e30] dS  UedN [e30L @S uesy  dnoibgns Jo Apnig

dins

"3dUBIBA 3SIDAUL ‘/\| ‘WOPS34 4O SIAIBIP ‘4P "SIIPNIS SISPIOSIP [eIUBWLIIRIYDASD By} Ul dN-MmO|[04 WIS}-1oYs Je A1aixue Jo jo|d 352104

|0J3U0d sInoAeq  AAT SINOAERS
14 4 0 4 -

diNs

[oJu0D M3

(0£°0=d) 8€'0=2 :3109}}d ||BIDNO0 10} 1S3
%C=¢l “(9€°0=0) T=4P "€0'7=;% '00°0=7* :A115uUSb0ISIOH

(62°0 03 Z¥'0-) L0'0-  %0°00L LS oL (ID %S6) [e30L

- (65001 6£0-)0L'0  %Z'LS 62  LS'LL S¥'lz 95 SELL 292 160002 spleydry

+| (8L'00280°L-) SV'0- %LLE 8L  6SVL ZEC TZ 886 9Ll 469002 euued

—— (6000 E€L°0-) LL'O  %LZL OL  vv'S LL'S 2L €8S SL'8 £69002 pleuiag

1D %56 ‘Wopues ‘Al 1D %66 ‘wopues ‘Al YBIOA [e30L AS  UedN [el0L @S uespy  dnoibgns o Apnig

ains

dins

|0J3u0d M3

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science
Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals



78

SYSTEMATIC REVIEW RESULTS

FA3: post-traumatic stress disorder

Overview

There were two small studies evaluating unfacilitated EW on PTSD.%¥'2" A summary of their main
characteristics is presented in Table 32. Two other studies®® also evaluated patients with PTSD; however,
they used facilitated TW and are reported in the facilitated TW section.

One study'' was conducted in the USA and the other one®® in Israel. In Gidron et al.,*® 10 out of the

14 participants had PTSD following a motor vehicle accident (MVA), and the 25 participants in Smyth and
Arigo'" were recruited from a veterans hospital and a community rape and trauma centre. In both
studies,®®'?" patients had been diagnosed with PTSD as defined by the DSM-IV.

The outcomes evaluated in each of the studies on PTSD patients are reported in Table 33.

The main outcomes assessed were related to the physical symptoms and to psychological factors,
mostly depression.

TABLE 32 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in PTSD

Gidron 1996% RCT Unfacilitated EW Factual writing
Smyth 2008’ RCT Unfacilitated EW Time-management writing

NIHR Journals Library www. journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk
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Number of visits

Resource use
to clinician

Adherence

v

Various other
PTGl (positive
changes)

Biomarker of clinical
course of disease
Cortisol reactivity

Depression
POMS-d

Negative
PANAS-NA

POMS-d, Profile of Mood States depression subscale; POMS-v, Profile of Mood States vigour subscale; PSS-I, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Symptom Scale Interview; PTGlI, Post-Traumatic

The shaded cells show the outcomes considered in the meta-analysis. Italic text shows outcomes for which no data were reported.
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Quality assessment
A summary of the quality of the studies on PTSD is shown in Figure 26. Both studies were randomised but
the method of randomisation was not indicated in either study.

Gidron et al.*® was likely to introduce both detection and attrition biases. The study by Smyth and Arigo'"
was more likely to introduce attrition and selection biases. The remaining items in these two studies®?'
were unclear or not reported. Overall, the quality of the methods used in each of the studies was
under-reported. Only participants in Gidron et al.*® were analysed by ITT analysis.

Numerical results

The numerical results reported in the PTSD studies are summarised in Table 34. The follow-up periods
were 5 weeks in Gidron et al.®® and 13 weeks in Smyth and Arigo."' The final sample size was

14 participants in Gidron et al.*® and 21 participants in Smyth and Arigo.™

Overall, a significant effect of group-by-time interaction in mood outcomes was reported in both
studies.®®'?" In Smyth and Arigo,'" there was a significant improvement in mood in the TW group
compared with control subjects, as opposed to Gidron et al.,*® in which participants in the experimental
group increased significantly the negative affect compared with control subjects.

F50: bulimia nervosa

Overview

There was one RCT* on bulimia nervosa (BN), binge-eating disorder (BED) and other eating disorders
evaluating unfacilitated EW. Participants in Robinson and Serfaly®® were UK university students and staff,
recruited via e-mail, and diagnosed with the Questionnaire for Eating Disorders Diagnosis (QEDD) using
DSM-IV.'?® Two interventions were assessed. One intervention was e-mail bulimia therapy (eBT), which did not
involve TW, and is not considered further here. In the other active intervention, unsupported self-directed
writing (SDW) participants were sent an e-mail and were asked to write about their self-selected difficulties at
least twice a week and send it back to the authors. The duration of the intervention was not specified.
Participants in the control group were placed in a waiting list for 3 months, after which they were offered eBT
or SDW by random allocation. The outcomes evaluated in the studies on BN are reported in Table 35.
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TABLE 35 Outcomes collected by the unfacilitated EW study in BN

Robinson 2008% QEDD BMI? BITE BDI -

BITE, Bulimia Investigatory Test Edinburgh; BMI, body mass index.
a BMI was collected as the participant-desired weight and was a secondary outcome.
A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

Quality assessment

A summary of the study quality is shown in Figure 27. Robinson et al.*® was truly randomised; however,
the sequence generation was not concealed. Masking of participants was performed but information
related to masking of outcome assessment was unclear. The study®® was likely to introduce high risk of
selection bias and unclear risk of detection bias and high risk of attrition bias. Authors reported that they
used an ITT analysis.

Numerical results

The numerical results reported in Robinson et al.* are summarised in Table 36. The follow-up assessments
were performed at 13 weeks post writing. The total sample size in the study arms relevant to this

review was 51 participants.

Authors reported that overall severity scores were reduced within the intervention group but differences
were not significant. However, the number of participants fulfilling DSM-IV eating disorder criteria tended
to be lower (but was not significantly different) in the EW group than in the control group.

G12: amyotrophic lateral sclerosiss/motor neurone disease

Overview

There was one RCT'® evaluating unfacilitated EW on patients who had been diagnosed with amyotrophic
lateral sclerosis (ALS) (also known as motor neurone disease). Participants in the Averill et al. study'® were
diagnosed with definite or probable ALS using El Escorial World Federation of Neurology criteria at least

6 months prior to study entry'?* (World Federation of Neurology Research Group on Neuromuscular
Diseases, 1994). The study'® was conducted in the USA. One intervention group was compared with

one control group. Intervention group participants had to disclose, by handwriting (or orally), about a
disease-focused topic during 20 minutes over 3 non-consecutive days. The control group did no writing

RN PPN @ Low risk of bias
? Unclear risk of bias

Robinson 2008 | @ @ | @ |2 @ | @ @ High risk of bias

FIGURE 27 Risk-of-bias summary in the BN study.

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals
provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science
Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.

83



SYSTEMATIC REVIEW RESULTS

J1aplosip bunes ‘ga3

‘901 9/qe] ‘s xipuaddyy ui pa3sl| I SwAuoude [je jo uondudsap v
‘palynads asIMIBYIO SSIlUN g

dd 10 11]) pasAjeue azis s|dwes e
(5070 > d) uedipubis Ajjeansiels ‘ss ‘jodojold Jad ‘dd ‘quediubis Ajjednsiels jou ‘SN ‘pauodal Jou ‘YN ‘sisoubelp

xapul ssew Apog ‘|IAg ‘a|easqns woldwiAs ‘ybinquipd 1sa1 Alolebnssaul elwiing ayy ‘dwAs-31|g ‘9|edsgns Auusass ‘ybinquipd 1s9] Aloiebissaul eiwiing syl ‘ASs-3119

(

N
SN
SN
SN

SS

(uondeianul
awn-Aq-dnoib)

2xuedyyiubis |ednsniels
payiodai s, Joyiny

N N LZ
§'9C0i6'Ce 6lv¢ LZ
7.0l 0108 LE6 LT
9'8C 0186l €'€C LT

£Z=dd3 yim

syuedidiued jo Jaquinu

“0=Aa3 noyum
syueddiued Jo JsquinN LT

oD %S6 49103s UeaW [euly  J|elo} u

dnoub jos3uo)

N
l'vcoleel
G801 EES
9'CCco Lyl

qld %56

N 143

0L'le 143

169 143

0€'8l 123
6¢=3ad3 yum

Syuedilied Jo Jsquinu

'§=aa3 noyum
syueddiued Jo JsquinN 143

49103s Ueaw [euly  J|elo} U

046 uonUaAIR}U|

N8 Ul Apn3s \\3 P3ed|1PB4UN 3U) Ul SYNS3I [2LBWNN 9€ 318VL

€l
el
€l
€l

€l

(s)@am)
-Moj|od

INg
dwifs-3119
r35-3119
I-1ag

ad3ao

sainseauwl
awodInQ

6300 UosuIqoy

84

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



DOI: 10.3310/hta20270 HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

and had to complete study outcome measures only. Participants were not financially compensated. The
outcomes evaluated in Averill et al.'® are reported in Table 37. Psychological outcomes were the most
extensively assessed, together with QoL.

Quality assessment
A summary of the quality of the study in ALS is shown in Figure 28.

Averill et al."® was truly randomised but information relating to the allocation concealment of the
sequence generation was unclear. There was no information reported regarding the masking of
participants and/or personnel. Therefore, there was a possibility of selection and performance biases.
Numerical outcome data were supplied for only the QoL measure; none of the remaining outcomes was
reported. The authors did not perform ITT analysis.

Numerical results
The numerical results reported in Averill et al.'® are summarised in Table 38.

Follow-up assessments were performed at 13 and 26 weeks. The total sample size was 48 participants at
both time points. At 13 weeks, there was a small but significant improvement in well-being measures in the
intervention group compared with baseline, and a significant reduction in well-being (QolL) in the control
group; both these differences had disappeared at 26 weeks. The authors pointed out that ALS is a
progressive condition and it may be that the physical and emotional challenges faced by those with the
condition at 6 months might be very different from those faced by them at baseline and it could be

that booster sessions of EW are required in conditions such as this. Ambivalence Emotional Expression

(or Ambivalence over Emotional Expression; AEE) appeared to moderate psychological well-being. Authors
reported that those participants who were more ambivalent about expressing emotion appeared to benefit
particularly from emotional disclosure at 13 weeks.

TABLE 37 Outcomes collected by the unfacilitated EW study in ALS

Averill 2013'® ABS Likert scale GDS AEE, SCS McGill QOL -

ABS, Affects Balance Scale; AEE, Ambivalence Emotional Expression; GDS, Geriatric Depression Scale; McGill QOL, McGill
Quality Of Life; SCS, Social Constraints Scale.

[talic text shows outcomes for which no data were reported.

A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

. < . .
& « %Q} @ Low risk of bias
? Unclear risk of bias

Averil 2013 | @ |2 (@ |2 @ | @ @ High risk of bias

FIGURE 28 Risk-of-bias summary in the ALS study.
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G43 and G44: migraine and tension headache

Overview

There was one RCT' evaluating unfacilitated EW on patients diagnosed with migraine or tension
headache, using the International Headache Society criteria. D’Souza et al.'®" was conducted in the USA on
psychology students, who reported either tension or migraine headaches on screening. The majority
(86.5%) of participants were female. Unfacilitated EW was compared with time-management writing;
intervention participants were asked to write about their most significant trauma, upheaval or stressful
experience for 20 minutes on four occasions over 2 weeks. A third arm (not reported further here)
examined the effect of relaxation training. Control subjects had a time-management writing task.
Participants received financial compensation for participating in the study. The outcomes evaluated in
D’Souza et al."" are reported in Table 39. Physical symptoms were the main outcomes assessed.

Quality assessment

A summary of the study quality is shown in Figure 29. D'Souza et al.'®" was truly randomised. Allocation
concealment was performed, and blinding was preserved at the performance level. Withdrawals were
adequately reported and outcomes were fully reported. This study'' was not likely to introduce any bias
other than detection bias. ITT analyses were performed. However, numbers involved in the study'' were
very small and no sample size calculation was reported.

Numerical results

The numerical results are summarised in Table 40. Follow-up assessment was performed at 12 weeks post
writing for all outcomes but for the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS), which was evaluated
just after writing as a manipulation check to verify that the conditions operated as expected. The total

TABLE 39 Outcomes collected by the unfacilitated EW study in migraine and tension headache

D’Souza Headache frequency, disability =~ PANAS-PA PANAS-NA  MIDAS -
2008 and severity, SCL-90-R

MIDAS, Migraine Disability Assessment Scale; SCL-90-R, Symptom Checklist-90-Revised.
A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

@ Low risk of bias

D’Souza 200801 . . . ? . . 2 Unclear risk of bias

FIGURE 29 Risk-of-bias summary in the migraine and tension headache study.
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sample size was 62 participants. The results were reported separately for the two types of headache. If
12-week outcome data were missing then 4-week data were used. The intervention group had increased
negative mood immediately after administration compared with control subjects but whether or not
differences between groups were statistically significant was not reported.

No difference in any outcome was seen between intervention and control subjects for either type of
headache at 4 or 12 weeks (only 12-week data were provided in full).

I51: cardiovascular disease

Overview

There were three studies'®'%* evaluating unfacilitated EW on patients with CVD. A summary of their
main characteristics is presented in Table 41. Participants in Willmott et al.'® were patients with a first
myocardial infarction (MI) receiving treatment at one of two acute hospital clinics. Participants in Hevey
et al.'® were patients with a confirmed MI, who had received treatment at a large teaching hospital.
Bartasiuniene et al.'® included rehabilitation hospital patients with CVD. Bartasiuniene et al.'® was
conducted in Lithuania, Hevey et al.’® was conducted in Ireland and Willmott et al."® was conducted in
the UK.

All studies™® "% assessed an expressive writing intervention in which the topic was disease focused.
Additionally, participants in Willmott et al."® had to express both positive and negative disease-related
feelings, whereas in the remaining studies only negative thoughts were to be expressed. Factual writing
was the control intervention in all three studies. Bartasiuniene et al.'® also included a second, non-writing
control group, in which participants received what the authors described as usual care. However, this
latter control group was not included in current analyses, as the usual care consisted of aromatherapy and
other activities that were considered active, in that participants would have been getting more attention
than those receiving only usual care. Hevey et al.’® and Willmott et al."® both implemented writing for
20 minutes over 3 consecutive days, whereas intervention group participants in Bartasiuniene et al.'®
wrote for 30 minutes on 4 consecutive days.

The outcomes evaluated in the studies'® "% are reported in Table 42. Negative affect and QoL were the
most frequent outcomes measured.

TABLE 41 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in CVD

Bartasiuniene 2011'% RCT Unfacilitated EW Factual writing
Hevey 2012'% RCT Unfacilitated EW Factual writing
Willmott 2011 RCT Unfacilitated EW Factual writing
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Quality assessment
A summary of the quality of the CVD studies’*® is shown in Figures 30 and 37.

All three studies'® ' were randomised. However, Bartasiuniene et al.'® and Hevey et al.'® did not report
the method of randomisation used or whether or not the sequence of the random generation was
concealed. Willmott et al.,"® however, reported adequately on all quality items except for the outcome
assessment, which was unclear. In the remaining studies,'®'% selection, performance and detection biases
were possible. Additionally, in Hevey et al.,'® numerical data were reported for only QoL, and these data
were derived from graphs so no measure of variability could be computed. Similarly, Bartasiuniene et al.'%
under-reported outcomes; it was also unclear whether or not the authors performed an ITT analysis, as
they reported that only 48 out of 60 participants completed the study, and they did not report further on
the 12 dropouts. The remaining studies'®*'°* reported on only those who continued to participate in

the study.

Numerical results

The numerical results of the CVD studies are reported in Table 43. Follow-up assessments were performed
from just after writing up to 21 weeks later. Total study sizes ranged from 30 participants in the
Bartasiuniene et al. study'® to 128 participants in the Willmot et al. study.'®

Differences between groups by time interaction were reported as statistically significant for the following
outcomes measures: PANAS-PA/PANAS-NA; Qol; number of prescribed medication/month; diastolic blood
pressure (DBP) and Short Form questionnaire-36 items mental composite score (SF-36 MCS). No other
significant effect of group-by-time interaction was reported across the studies in CVD. Additionally,
Willmott et al.'® stated that the intervention group had significantly fewer symptoms than those in the
control group (p < 0.001). Likewise, DBP in the control group was reported as significantly higher than in
the experimental group at the 5-month follow-up (p < 0.008).
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FIGURE 30 Risk-of-bias summary in the CVD studies.

Bartasiuniene 2011192 | (2 | (? . ?
2

Hevey 2012103 | (2 | (2
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J44 and J84: chronic obstructive pulmonary disease and idiopathic

pulmonary fibrosis

Overview

There was one RCT'® evaluating unfacilitated EW on patients medically diagnosed with chronic obstructive

pulmonary disease (COPD) or idiopathic pulmonary fibrosis (IPF), who were recruited while participating
in an 8-week pulmonary rehabilitation programme. Sharifabad et al.'® was conducted in the USA. A
written emotional disclosure intervention was evaluated, for which participants had to write about their

most traumatic or upsetting life experiences for 20 minutes once a week for 3 consecutive weeks, whereas

control participants had to write in detail about an assigned neutral topic (a specific event or an object)
without referring to their emotions. The outcomes evaluated by Sharifabad et al.’® are reported in
Table 44. They include physical function, symptom and QolL.

Quality assessment

A summary of the quality of the COPD/ IPF studies is shown in Figure 32. Sharifabad et al.'® was described

as randomised but authors did not report the method of randomisation. They stated, ‘The pulmonary

rehabilitation program had two morning sessions and one evening session. For one cycle of patients, those

in the morning sessions were enrolled in the WDT group [i.e. intervention] and patients in the evening

group were enrolled in the control group. Then, for the following cycle of patients the enrolment switched

..." Thus, it is not clear whether or not this study'® was truly randomised. The quality items assessed
showed that this study'® was likely to introduce selection, performance, detection and attrition biases.

TABLE 44 Outcomes collected by unfacilitated EW study in COPD/IPF

Sharifabad 2010'% 6MWD, FEV,, FVC

MMRC dyspnoea scale

CRQ, SGRQ -

6MWD, 6 Minutes’ Walk Distance; CRQ, Chronic Respiratory Disease Questionnaire; FEV,, forced expiratory volume in

1 second; FVC, forced vital capacity; MMRC, Modified Medical
Respiratory Questionnaire.

Research Council dyspnoea scale; SGRQ, St George's

A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

Sharifabad 201005 | (2 | (2 |2 [(2

L isk of bi
> @ @ Lowrris of bias
? Unclear risk of bias

FIGURE 32 Risk-of-bias summary in the COPD/IPF study.
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Numerical results

The numerical results of this study are reported in Table 45. Follow-up assessments were performed at 8 and
26 weeks. The total sample size was 66 participants (no power calculation was provided). At 6 months,

and adjusting for baseline differences, authors reported significant improvement between groups favouring
the control group in the emotion domain of the Chronic Respiratory Disease Questionnaire, emotion
subscale (CRQ-e). The remaining outcomes had non-significant differences in scores between groups.

TABLE 45 Numerical results in the unfacilitated EW study in COPD/IPF

Intervention group Control group Author’s
reported
statistical

First Final Final significance
author, Outcome Follow-up mean mean (group-by-time
year measures (weeks) n total® score n total® score interaction)
Sharifabad  Modified 8 29 1.61 1.14 37 1.79 1.00 NS
2010'" MRC

dyspnoea

Modified 26 29 1.94 0.98 37 1.83 0.95 NS

MRC

dyspnoea

SGRQ 8 29 39.46 16.80 37 42 .21 14.76 NS

SGRQ 26 29 40.06 17.06 37 42.78 16.15 NS

CRQ-d 8 29 4.39 1.37 37 4.17 1.45 NS

CRQ-d 26 29 3.98 1.86 37 422 1.60 NS

CRQ-m 8 29 5.42 1.03 37 5.39 1.18 NS

CRQ-m 26 29 5.46 1.21 37 5.44 1.33 NS

CRQ-f 8 29 4.67 1.16 37 4.54 1.03 NS

CRQ-f 26 29 478 1.20 37 4.50 1.06 NS

CRQ-e 8 29 5.20 1.06 37 5.26 0.99 SS

CRQ-e 26 29 5.00 1.17 37 511 1.22 SS

6MWD 8 29 31460 99.70 37 31420 12250 NS

6MWD 26 29 263.70 11040 37 27840 11890 NS

FEV, 8 29 0.97 0.48 37 1.09 0.65 NS

FEV, 26 29 1.00 0.51 37 1.10 0.61 NS

FvC 8 29 1.72 0.68 37 1.93 0.80 NS

FvC 26 29 1.70 0.72 37 2.01 0.69 NS

6MWD, 6 Minute's Walk Distance; CRQ, Chronic Respiratory Disease Questionnaire; CRQ-d, Chronic Respiratory Disease
Questionnaire, dyspnoea subscale; CRQ-e, Chronic Respiratory Disease Questionnaire, emotion subscale; CRQ-f, Chronic
Respiratory Disease Questionnaire, fatigue subscale; CRQ-m, Chronic Respiratory Disease Questionnaire, mastery subscale;
FEV,, forced expiratory volume in 1 second; FVC, forced vital capacity; MRC, Medical Research Council; NS, not statistically

significant; PP, per protocol; SGRQ, St George's Respiratory Questionnaire; SS, statistically significant (p < 0.05).

a Sample size analysed (ITT or PP).

A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.
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J45: asthma

Overview

There were four studies®®'%"% evaluating unfacilitated EW on patients with asthma (Table 46). A summary
of main characteristics is presented in Table 46. Participants were diagnosed through a clinical history of
asthma and confirmed by a physician. In all studies,*®'%"'% patients were reported to be on regular inhaled
medication to treat persistent symptoms. Three studies'® "% were conducted in the USA and Theadom

et al.*® was conducted in the UK.

Three studies®'%1% evaluated one intervention group compared with one control group but Harris et al.'®
assessed two intervention arms: in one group, participants had to write about stressful traumatic
experiences, whereas in the other active group participants had to write about positive experiences such
as events that stimulated feelings of happiness or joy. In the remaining studies®®'%7:1® the topic of the
intervention arm was focused on a self-selected trauma/emotional issue or worst experience. Therefore,
because of similarity to the other active interventions, only the intervention group which wrote about
negative experiences in Harris et al.,’® was used for meta-analysis. All control groups were focused on
descriptions of neutral topics/events of previous day or on the management of time. Three studies®®'%71%
delivered the intervention over 3 consecutive days except for Harris et al.,"® which delivered the
intervention once per week for 3 weeks. Patients in Smyth et al.,'”” Warner et al.'® and Harris et a/.'%
were financially compensated.

The outcomes assessed within the studies®®'%¢'% on asthma are reported in Table 47. Lung function was

evaluated through spirometry in three studies.'®"% The remaining outcomes were mostly evaluated
once across studies.

TABLE 46 Characteristics in the unfacilitated EW studies in asthma

Harris 2005'% RCT Unfacilitated EW Positive writing Factual writing
Smyth 1999'% RCT Unfacilitated EW - Time-management writing
Theadom 2010 RCT Unfacilitated EW - Factual writing
Warner 2006'® RCT Unfacilitated EW - Time-management writing

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals
provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science
Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.

97



SYSTEMATIC REVIEW RESULTS

901 9/qe] 's xipuaddy ul paisl| i SwAuoide |je jo uondudsap v

‘panodal 2J9M BIBP OU YDIYM 10} SSUI0IINO SMOYS 1X3} JIje} “SISA[BUB-E1SW U1 Ul PRJSPISUOD SIWODIN0 Sy} MOYS S||90 pPapeys ay |

‘Paulap Se ‘(D)X-SVYNVd 9y} JO S3edsgns aniebau pue aasod “vN/Vd-SYNVd g

*(SWODINO S|y} O} Pale[aJ PIEP JOJ PRIDPIUOD SEM JOYINe) paliodas Ajldidxe J0u Sem pasn Juswniisul sy e

‘Aypeded |eya padioy ‘DAL

PU03S | Ul swn|oA Aiojelidxa padioj paipald jo abejusdiad ‘paid 9, 'A34 ‘Aiojusaul Alijigesig [euondund ‘|d4 asiRayD JolAeyag pliyD 109D ‘9]edS WNS BUYISY ‘SSY

- , 108D ‘Ia4 oVN-SYNVd aVd-SYNVd «SPOOW S SSY 4019007 13Ut
20107 wopeay |
10,6661 YlAwS
501500 StieH

?dudIdYpY Jnoineyag poow poow poouw [eiau uonduny bunT swoydwAs Jeak “joyine 1sai4
9324nosay anneban SAIMSOd ewylsy

BWYISE U] S3IPNIS ANT Paie|dejun sy Ag pa1dajjod sswoding /1 319V.L

98

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



DOI: 10.3310/hta20270 HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

Quality assessment

A summary of the quality of the studies in asthma is shown in Figures 33 and 34. All studies®®'%7'% were
randomised; however, in Theadom et al.*® the method of randomisation was not reported. Two
studies'®'%” reported having protected the allocation sequence before and until assignment. The other
two studies®®'%® were unclear on this item. Additionally, information related to masking was not reported
in any of the studies or the information given was scarce, making more likely to introduce certain risk

of bias and to affect outcomes. Warner et al.'® was contacted in order to get numerical data related to
the outcome collected ‘five moods’, which were not reported in the published article. The information was
supplied, and therefore the selective reporting item was rated as low risk of bias. All studies performed ITT
analysis, but Harris et al.’® did not reflect this clearly.

Numerical results

The numerical results reported in the asthma studies®®* %% are summarised in Table 48. Follow-up
assessments ranged from 2 weeks in Smyth et al.’”” to 28 weeks in Warner et al.'® Total sample sizes
ranged from 77 patients in Harris et al.'® to 28 patients in Theadom et al.>® The most frequent outcome
evaluated was lung function through spirometry. The follow-up assessments for forced expiratory volume
in 1 second (FEV,)/forced vital capacity (FCV) were performed immediately after the writing and at short
term. Warner et al.’® reported a statistically significant group-by-time interaction between the two groups
for the positive affect subscale of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule for Children (PANAS-PA) and
on the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL), in favour of the EW group. However, no differences between
groups were found for lung function, the negative affect subscale of the Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule for Children (PANAS-NA) or mood changes. In Warner et al.,'® participants rated their mood
and physical symptoms immediately before and after each day’s writing and change scores (after writing —
before writing) were computed for all ratings, but were not reported. There were significant group main
effects for two variables: the disclosure group participants rated themselves as significantly less calm

and angrier after writing than did control group participants. A marginal group effect was also found for
the physical symptom ratings, with the disclosure group reporting slightly higher levels of physical
symptoms after writing compared with control subjects, who reported a slight decrease in physical
symptoms following the writing. Finally, there was one significant early effect. Participants in both groups
reported a greater increase in sadness after writing on the third day relative to the first and second days.
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FIGURE 33 Risk-of-bias summary in the asthma studies.
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The remaining studies did not report on any association between the groups across time for the
outcomes assessed.

Meta-analysis
The percentage of predicted forced expiratory volume in 1 second (FEV,% pred) was the outcome
meta-analysed (Figure 35). Three studies'® "% assessed lung function by means of spirometry.

Clinical differences between studies Participants in Warner et al."® were adolescents aged 12-17 years,
whereas the other two studies'®'%” included adults. In addition, all participants in Warner et al.’®
reported never having smoked, as opposed to the participants in the other studies,'®®'%” which had a
proportion of non-smokers, ex-smokers and current smokers.

Follow-up length All studies included in the meta-analysis evaluated the impact of TW at 8 and

13 weeks (short-term follow-up). In addition, Smyth et al."” assessed FEV,% pred at 2 weeks
(immediate follow-up).

Forest plot A total of 167 participants were meta-analysed (95 in the EW group and 72 in the
control group). The SMD was 0.24 (95% Cl -0.07 to 0.56) with a random-effects model and with
no heterogeneity (? =0%). This result suggests that there is no statistically significant difference in
mean percentage of FEV, at short term for the TW groups compared with the control groups.

K58: irritable bowel syndrome

Overview

There were two studies evaluating unfacilitated EW. A summary of main characteristics is presented in
Table 49. Halpert et al.>* evaluated young participants who were diagnosed with IBS using the Rome I
Criteria for IBS. This study®* was conducted entirely online with participants recruited via adverts at
IBS-related websites and the intervention writing submitted online. Wallander et al.'® evaluated young
participants who were diagnosed with gastrointestinal (Gl) recurrent abdominal pain (RAP) meeting the
Apley’s criteria for functional RAP. Both studies®* ' were conducted in the USA.

Halpert et al.>® was conducted entirely online and only young participants were recruited. The separation
of writing group compared with non-writing group was formed post hoc after completing the four

writing exercises. Thus, participants completing all four writing assignments became the writing group
(intervention group) and those who initially intended to write but did not write became the non-writing
group (control group). For the purposes of the systematic review, this comparator group was considered as
a suitable comparator, even though it seems that the researchers were not planning to have a comparator
group and assumed that some participants did not write happened at random. The Wallander et al.
study'® used a written standard disclosure intervention, whereby each young participant was taken to a
private room in the clinic to perform the first session and then was sent home to complete the remaining
two assignments. The control group received usual care.

The outcomes evaluated in the studies®*'® on IBS/GI RAP are reported in Table 50. QoL was evaluated in
both studies.**'® The remaining outcomes were assessed once in each study.

Quality assessment

A summary of the quality of the studies in IBS/GI RAP is shown in Figure 36. Halpert et al.>* was described
as an exploratory study, and was not randomised. It is likely to be at very high risk of selection bias
because the intervention group included only those who completed the entire 4-day writing exercise

(and those who did not were excluded as dropouts). On the other hand, the comparison group comprised
participants recruited to the intervention but who did not even start it (the non-writers group). Wallander
et al.,"® which was a randomised trial, was at high risk of bias across some domains such as selection,
detection and attrition biases. Neither study involved ITT analysis.
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TABLE 49 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in IBS/GI RAP

First author, year Study design Intervention group Control group
Halpert 2010 Non-RCT Unfacilitated EW (via internet) Non-writing
Wallander 2011'% RCT Unfacilitated EW SMC

TABLE 50 Outcomes collected by the unfacilitated EW studies in IBS/GI RAP

First Cognition

author, Pain Pain Somatisation concerning Catastrophising/

year frequency severity severity their IBS coping Resource use

Halpert - IBSSS - CG-FBD CT3 IBS-QoL -

2010%

Wallander  The abdominal - CSl - - PedsQL  Number of

2011'® pain frequency visits to clinician
rating

CG-FBD, Functional Bowel Disease-related Cognition; CSI, Children’s Somatisation Inventory; CT3, catastrophising
(maladaptive coping); IBS-QolL, Irritable Bowel Syndrome Quiality of Life; IBSSS, Irritable Bowel Syndrome Severity Scale;
PedsQL, Paediatric Quality of Life.

A description of all acronyms s listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.
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Numerical results

The numerical results reported in the IBS/GI RAP studies®*'% are summarised in Table 57. Follow-up
assessments were 4 weeks in Halpert et al.>> and 26 weeks in Wallander et al.'® Total sample sizes were
103 and 56 participants in Halpert et al.>* and Wallander et al.,'® respectively.

In Halpert et al.,*® there were statistically significant differences at 4 weeks for the following outcomes:

the functional bowel disease-related cognition [Functional Bowel Disease-related Cognition questionnaire
31 (CG-FBD Q31)] and IBS severity [Irritable Bowel Syndrome Severity Scale (IBSSS)], where improvements
were made in favour of the writing. Likewise, at 13 weeks differences between groups were significant for
the following outcomes: the functional bowel disease-related cognition [Functional Bowel Disease-related
Cognition (CG-FBD) and CG-FBD Q31]; IBS severity (IBSSS); and psychosocial Qol, where improvements
were made in favour of the writing group. In addition, between-group differences were reported at

26 weeks as well for the abdominal pain frequency rating and number of visits to the clinician in favour of
the writing group.

Physical symptoms and resource use were reported to be significantly reduced at short time points
assessments in both studies. Wallander et al.'® reported a significant reduction in pain and frequency of
clinician visits in the intervention group at 26 weeks also, but no improvement in QoL at this time point.
However, QoL was reported as not showing any between group difference when measured at 4 and

13 weeks in Halpert et al.>? and at 26 weeks in Wallander et al.’®

L40: psoriasis

Overview

There were three studies'®""2 evaluating unfacilitated EW in patients with psoriasis. A summary of their
main characteristics is presented in Table 52. Paradisi et al."'® and Tabolli et al.”"" were conducted in Italy,
and Vedhara et al."'? was conducted in New Zealand. In Vedhara et al."'? and Tabolli et a/.'"" a minority of
patients were diagnosed with psoriatic arthritis (22% and 19%, respectively). In the latter study,”" psoriatic
arthritis was significantly more prevalent in the control group than in the EW group. In Vedhara et al.,'"?
patients had plague-type psoriasis involving > 10% of the body area. In Paradisi et al.,"" all participants
were undergoing phototherapy for their psoriasis.

The main intervention assessed across studies''®"'? was disease-focused writing, including worst
experience/trauma/stressful life events. All interventions were delivered on 3-4 consecutive days for

20 minutes each day and by handwriting. Patients were not financially compensated over the study period.
One study'® also assessed one other active intervention based on an emotional positive writing technique
focused on the best possible future self and achieving life-goals: ‘Think about your life in the future.
Imagine that every-thing has gone as well as it possibly could, and the desires related to the psoriasis have
been realised’.

The outcomes assessed within the studies'®'"? on psoriasis are reported in Table 53. The most frequent
outcome evaluated was disease severity from both the clinicians’ [Psoriasis Area and Severity Index (PASI)]
and patients’ [Self-Administered Psoriasis Area and Severity Index (SAPASI)] perspectives. QoL was also
measured in all three studies'®""? by either general or disease-specific instruments [SF-36, Dermatology
Life Quality Index (DLQI) and Skindex-29].
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TABLE 52 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in psoriasis

First author, year Study design Intervention group 1 Intervention group 2 Control group 1
Paradisi 2010'"° RCT Unfacilitated EW Positive writing Non-EwW

Tabolli 2012™" RCT Unfacilitated EW - Non-writing
Vedhara 2007'"? RCT Unfacilitated EW - Factual writing

TABLE 53 Outcomes collected by the unfacilitated EW studies in psoriasis

First Physical

author, Psoriasis global Psychological Depression Resource
year severity  health distress and anxiety use

Paradisi PASI, - - GHQ-12 - Skindex-29 Symptoms, -
2010"° SAPASI Emotions and
Functioning subscales
Tabolli PASI, PGA, - GHQ-12 - SF-36, Skindex-29 -
2012™ SAPASI PtGA, BMI Symptoms, Emotions and
Functioning subscales
Vedhara PASI - POMS - HADS-A, DLQI -
2007"? HADS-D

BMI, body mass index; DLQI, Dermatology Life Quality Index; PASI, Psoriasis Area and Severity Index; PGA, physician global
assessment; PtGA, patient global assessment; SAPASI, Self-Administered Psoriasis Area and Severity Index.

[talic text shows outcomes for which no data were reported.

A description of all acronyms is listed in Appendix 5, Table 106.

Quality assessment

All three studies’®"'? were randomised, but allocation concealment was unclear in Vedhara et al.’"
Paradisi et al.'"® did not blind study personnel; the remaining studies''"'"* were unclear about masking.
All three studies''®"? were likely to introduce both performance and detection bias mainly (Figures 37
and 38). Paradisi et al.'"® under-reported data for PASI and data regarding SAPASI had to be derived
from a graph, with no measure of variability reported. Vedhara et al.""? performed ITT analysis, whereas
per-protocol analyses were used in the other two studies.'®"""
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FIGURE 37 Risk-of-bias summary in the psoriasis studies.
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Numerical results

The numerical results reported in the studies on psoriasis are summarised in Table 54. Follow-up
assessments were performed from 2 weeks in Vedhara et al."'? up to 52 weeks in Tabolli et al.'"" Total
samples were 78 participants randomised in Paradisi et al.’® (taking into account both intervention
groups), 67 participants in Tabolli et a/.'"" and 59 participants in Vedhara et al."*

Few statistical differences between groups were reported in the three studies,''®""? although typically both
control and intervention groups improved over time. Significant effects in favour of the written emotional
disclosure groups compared with control subjects were reported on the following outcomes: PASI scores at
8 weeks, SAPASI scores at 17 weeks and SF-36 PCS. No effect between groups by time interaction was
reported for the remaining outcome measures.

All three studies®""? assessed psoriasis severity at short term (at 4 and 8 weeks) using PASI and SAPASI
questionnaires. However, in Paradisi et al.,"'° data on the PASI (the clinician-rated version as opposite to
the SAPASI, the participant self-rated index) were not reported and therefore a meta-analysis could not
be performed.

MO06 and M45: inflammatory arthropathies

Overview

There were six studies'” '3 evaluating unfacilitated EW in inflammatory arthropathy patients. A
summary of main characteristics is presented in Table 55. Hamilton-West and Quine'* assessed patients
with ankylosing spondylitis (AS). The remaining studies involved patients diagnosed with RA. Four
studies'® 113115116 were conducted in the USA but Wetherell et al.”"” and Hamilton-West and Quine'* were
conducted in the UK. All of the included studies'”'"*""7 examined the effect of unfacilitated EW about a
stressful or traumatic event/s in an emotional way for 20 minutes on 3 or 4 consecutive days. Broderick
et al." included a second intervention group to assess the impact of EW about the meaning of the
trauma. Lumley et al.'"® had four groups: two coping skills training (one EW intervention and one control)
and two with arthritis education (one EW intervention and one control). These were combined in the
publication to provide scores for the unfacilitated EW and control groups.
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TABLE 55 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in inflammatory arthropathies

Broderick 2004'" RCT Unfacilitated EW EW with meaning Time-management writing
writing
Hamilton-West 2007 RCT Unfacilitated EW - Time-management writing
Lumley 2011'"® RCT Unfacilitated EW Positive writing Time-management writing
Lumley 2014 RCT Unfacilitated EW with Unfacilitated EW with 1. Time-management writing
coping skills training arthritis education with coping skills training

2. Time-management writing
with arthritis education

Smyth 1999'” RCT Unfacilitated EW - Time-management writing
Wetherell 2005" RCT Unfacilitated EW - Time-management writing

In all studies except Lumley et al.,""® the control group carried out time-management writing, writing

in an unemotional way about their plans or activities on specific days (e.g. the next day, next week).
Lumley et al."® used a second control arm, in which participants were asked to write about positive
emotional events in their lives in an emotional way. Results for these two control groups were combined
together in the paper but are presented separately here. This positive writing intervention is analysed
separately in a later section of this systematic review. The effect of having an active intervention as a
control is likely to have reduced the ability of this study to demonstrate an effect of EW, so we have
presented results for the two different control interventions separately and have omitted the results for
the combined control. It should be noted that Lumley et al.'™ was powered to compare the intervention
against the two control interventions combined. (Neither Brodericks et al.’s'"® nor Lumleys et al.'s'"®
alternative writing interventions are included in meta-analyses here.) Lumley et al.’™® also examined a
spoken emotional disclosure intervention, which was compared with spoken control groups; however,
these results are not discussed further here, as it appeared that the speaking intervention was not
specifically designed for those who were unable write.

In Wetherell et al.,""” participants were contacted at home by telephone at a prearranged time and told of
the topic on which they would be writing on for the next 20 minutes. However, it is important to note
that the facilitator (the term used in the paper to define the researcher delivering the intervention) was
available only by telephone should the need arise.

The outcomes assessed within the studies on inflammatory arthropathies are reported in Table 56.
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Quality assessment

A summary of the quality of the studies in inflammatory arthropathy is shown in Figures 39 and 40. All studies
were described as randomised but Broderick et al.’" did not provide the method of randomisation. Blinding of
participants and personnel was performed only in Broderick et al.’"® and Smyth et al.'”” Almost all studies
(except Lumley et al.'™) introduced reporting bias in several ways: either by omission of the outcomes, by
providing subscales of a full measurement scale without providing the total score, or by under-reporting the
data, that is not giving enough detail for the data to be included in the meta-analysis. For instance, in
Hamilton-West and Quine,"" results regarding disease activity [Bath Ankylosing Spondylitis Disease Functional
Index (BASFI)] were not adequately reported. Mean values were derived from a graph without no information
regarding variability and no other data were provided among the outcomes a priori evaluated.

Numerical results

The numerical results reported in the studies on inflammatory arthropathies are summarised in Table 57.
The shorter follow-up assessments was performed just after writing in Lumley et al.'"® when assessing
immediate mood. Otherwise, the follow-up length varied from 1 week in Wetherell et al.”’ to 26 weeks
in Broderick et al.’™ and Lumley et al.""® The total sample sizes ranged from 34 participants in Wetherell
et al."" to 218 participants in Broderick et al."*?

Differences between groups by time interaction were reported for the following outcomes — BASFI, PANAS,
Disease Activity Score (DAS) and the Profile of Mood States Short Form (POMS-SF) — in Hamilton-West

and Quine,"* Lumley et al.,"”® Smyth et al."” and Wetherell et al.,'" respectively (see Table 57). In
Hamilton-West and Quine™* the functional status (measured using BASFI) was reported as statistically
greater at 3-month follow-up in the EW group than with the control subjects. However, the clinical
improvement was not apparent in the previous measurement at 4 weeks. On the other hand, Lumley et al."**
assessed also the functional status [measured using the Arthritis Impact Measurement Scale-2 (AIMS2) pain
subscale (AIMS2-ps)] at the same time points as Hamilton-West and Quine.'™ No significant differences
were reported between intervention and any control group (positive writing, time-management writing or
combined — results not shown in this review) within this study at any of the time points.
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FIGURE 39 Risk-of-bias summary in the inflammatory arthropathy studies.
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Regarding mood outcomes in Lumley et al.,"™ in the writing sample, compared with combined control
subjects, disclosure led to significantly larger increases in the anger, sadness and guilt subscales of PANAS,
but not fear, during the sessions. The authors stated that these differences were probably due to
differences between the disclosure and positive control groups, but not the neutral control group.
However, Wetherell et al.""” reported that measures of total mood disturbance (POMS-SF) did increase in
the disclosure group at 1 month compared with control subjects.

Disease activity measures were reported in all studies. This outcome is meta-analysed in the
corresponding heading.

Meta-analysis
Outcomes related to the disease activity and inflammation were meta-analysed (Figures 41-43).

Six studies'” 317 ysed different scales to measure similar
aspects of the disease activity and severity. All of the studies, except Hamilton-West and Quine,"™ reported
complete numerical data regarding disease activity, but in Lumley et al.'"® some of the scores are minus
numbers, which means they cannot be meta-analysed, as they may be change scores.

Clinical differences between studies All of the patients included in these studies had been diagnosed
with RA and were free of other major illnesses. In Smyth et al.,’” the sample consisted of volunteers

recruited from local communities, whereas in the remaining studies'* "’ patients were recruited from
rheumatological clinics.

Follow-up length Disease activity was measured immediately after the writing and at short term.

The effect of the TW intervention on disease activity/severity was evaluated in Smyth et al.,'"’
Hamilton-West and Quine,"* Wetherell et al."” and Lumley et al."™ almost immediately after the writing
exercise at 1, 2, 4 and 4 weeks.

Forest plot A total of 202 participants were meta-analysed (131 in the EW group and 71 in the
control group). The SMD was —0.02 (95% Cl —0.37 to 0.32) with a random-effects model and with
non-significant heterogeneity (2= 0%). This result suggests that there is no statistically significant
difference in disease activity when measured immediately after the writing exercise for the TW group
compared with the control group (Figure 43).

The same studies evaluated the short-term effect of the TW intervention at 8, 10 and 13 weeks.

Forest plot A total of 191 participants were meta-analysed (123 in the EW group and 68 in the
control group). The SMD was -0.61 (95% Cl —-0.96 to —0.26) with a random-effects model and with
non-significant heterogeneity (2 =1%). The result suggests that there are significant differences in
disease activity in favour of the TW group at short-term follow-up (Figure 44).

The effect of inflammation [erythrocyte sedimentation rate (ESR) or C-reactive protein
(CRP)] was evaluated in Lumley et al."">""® and Wetherell et al.'"” at short-term follow-up
(4, 4 and 6 weeks, respectively).

Clinical differences between studies All patients included in these studies had been diagnosed with RA
and were free of other major illnesses. In Lumley et al.'"® the sample consisted of volunteers recruited
from local communities as well as from a rheumatology clinic, whereas in the remaining studies
patients were recruited only from rheumatological clinics.

Forest plot A total of 362 participants were meta-analysed (198 intervention, 164 control). The SMD
was —0.10 (95% Cl -0.34 to 0.53) with a random-effects model and with significant heterogeneity
(P=62%). The result suggests that there are no significant differences in disease activity in favour of
the TW group at short-term follow-up. Wetherell et al.'"” measured ESR and CRP and both made no
significant difference to the meta-analysis result (Figure 45).
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SYSTEMATIC REVIEW RESULTS

M79 and RSI: fibromyalgia and chronic pain and facial pain

Overview

There were two studies evaluating unfacilitated EW in fibromyalgia (FM)'"®'"® and two studies in chronic
pain.>™” A summary of the main characteristics is presented in Table 58. All studies®'>"""®""9 were
conducted in the USA. Stark®” included facial pain patients (ICD-10 code: R51). Broderick et al.'*® and Gillis
et al."" used a standard written emotional expression intervention. Stark®>” combined a trauma writing
exercise with a Change Theory-based positive writing technique. Graham et al.>' was unique in the current
systematic review in using a written anger expression exercise through a letter-writing format. This
technigue was based on Rusting and Nolen-Hoeksema's type of EW'?* and consisted of completing a
pre-writing short exercise, where intervention group patients had to focus their attention on existing anger
related to their pain experience. In this brief questionnaire, participants were asked to consider if they
currently or recently felt anger towards a health-care provider, themselves, or someone or something else
and, if so, to remember and/or focus on it. Participants were given a writing tablet and instructions to write
a letter to the person at whom, or thing at which, they were most angry. They were instructed to focus on
their anger rather than other emotions. Gillis et al.'™® and Stark®’ delivered the intervention in three and four
20-minute consecutive sessions, respectively, whereas in Broderick et al."® and Graham et al.*' the
interventions were delivered at 1-week (three sessions) and 2.5-week (two sessions) intervals. All patients
were financially compensated except for those in Gillis et al."®

The outcomes assessed within the different studies are reported in Table 59. Pain severity, depression and
resource use were the outcomes that were most frequently evaluated.

TABLE 58 Characteristics of the unfacilitated EW studies in FM/chronic pain

Broderick 2005'"® RCT Unfacilitated EW Time-management writing ~ SMC®
Gillis 2006'"® RCT Unfacilitated EW Time-management writing -
Graham 2008°' RCT Questionnaire plus unfacilitated EW  Factual goal writing -
Stark 2010% RCT Unfacilitated EW (mixed writing) Non-writing -

a The SMC group results were combined and reported with those of the time-management writing group.
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Quality assessment

A summary of the quality of the studies is shown in Figures 44 and 45. All studies®"*"""®""® were truly
randomised and three studies®""®'" out of four reported concealment of the allocation of the sequence
generation. In one study,®' the outcome assessment was masked. In one other study,'" the blinding was
preserved at the performance level. The remaining studies®™*”'"® were likely to introduce both performance
and detection bias, and one study®' was unclear regarding the reporting of pain severity, with data derived
from a graph.

Numerical results

The numerical results reported in the FM/chronic pain studies are summarised in Table 60. Follow-up
assessments ranged between 4 weeks in Gillis et al.'" and Graham et al.>" up to 17 weeks in Broderick
et al."® Total sample sizes ranged from 42 patients in Stark®” to 102 patients in Graham et al.>" Studies
reported a statistical significant association of group-by-time interaction for the following outcomes:
depression, control over pain in Graham et al.,>' global impact, physical disability, poor sleep, health-care
use in Gillis et al.,"™ and pain severity, fatigue and well-being in Broderick et al.""®

Meta-analysis

It was decided not to combine data related to depression, as numerical outcomes could not be pooled
together: studies were reporting change scores, median and SE and means and SD using different
instruments each and at different follow-up times. The outcomes related to pain severity were
meta-analysed (Figures 46 and 47).

Four studies®*"""81"9 ysed different scales [McGill Pain Questionnaire, impact (MPQ-i),
AIMS2-ps and Multidimensional Pain Inventory (MPI)] to measure pain intensity. All of the studies except
Broderick et al."™® (reporting change scores only)**”""? reported data that could be pooled.

Clinical differences between studies In Gillis et al.,""® patients had been diagnosed with FM for a mean
of 5.9 years (range 1-20 years) before entering the study. In the other two studies, patients were
diagnosed with chronic pain. For instance, in Graham et al.,®' patients had chronic pain from diverse
sources such as arthritis (22.4%), injury (57.2%), complex regional pain syndrome (9.7%), and other
(27.5%), such as myofascial pain, pancreatitis and migraine; locations included back (65.5%),
shoulder/arms (41.8%), neck (14.5), hips/pelvis (11.5%), hands/feet (12.7%), head (9.2%) and all
over (6.9%). In Stark,*” patient’s condition was mainly related to muscle pain.

Follow-up length All three studies®">"'"° assessed pain intensity at short term, that is between 4 and
5 weeks up to 13 weeks. Although these measurements were in the same short-term follow-up
category defined in Table 2, it was decided that two meta-analyses should be performed, one for
outcomes at 4 or 5 weeks and one for outcomes between 9 and 13 weeks.

Short term, at 4/5 weeks:

Forest plot A total of 216 participants were meta-analysed (110 in the EW group and 106 in the
control group). The SMD was —0.04 (95% Cl —0.23 to 0.30) with a random-effects model and with no
significant heterogeneity (2= 0%). This result suggests that there is no statistically significant difference
in pain severity when measured at 4/5 weeks after the writing exercise for the TW group compared
with the control group (Figure 48).

Short term, at 9, 10 and 13 weeks:

Forest plot A total of 216 participants were meta-analysed (110 in the EW group and 106 in the
control group). The SMD was 0.18 (95% Cl —0.09 to 0.44) with a random-effects model and with no
significant heterogeneity (P =0%). This result suggests that there is no statistically significant difference
in pain severity when measured at 9/10 weeks to 13 weeks after the writing exercise for the EW group
compared with the control group (Figure 49).
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FIGURE 44 Risk-of-bias summary in the FM/chronic pain studies.
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Positive therapeutic writing

Overview

Previously, Chapter 3 summarised the effect of the standard forms of unfacilitated EW and used those in
meta-analyses where possible. In addition to these forms of writing, which were usually disease/treatment,
or trauma-focused, seven of the included studies®*377282106110115 sed a form of positive writing.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, positive writing is a form of expressive/emotional writing and is a more usual
form of writing used among facilitated types of TW, although it can be used as part of an unfacilitated EW
as evaluated here.

These seven studies®**77282106110.15 haye heen already described in corresponding ICD-10 sections; however,
Table 61 outlines the interventions evaluated. Four®1%611%15 of the seven studies used positive writing as a
second intervention group in addition to the unfacilitated EW. Two studies®7? used positive writing only
and the doctoral thesis by Stark®” used a combined form of expressive writing mixing both a form of
emotional disclosure and positive writing. In this study, participants in the positive writing group had to
write about a self-selected worst experience from a positive perspective. This intervention is unusual and
was compared against a non-writing control group.

As shown in Table 62, the outcomes evaluated in all seven studies were very varied, although two
studies''®"" evaluated mental health using the GHQ-12 and were among patients with psoriasis''® and
testicular cancer.”” In the remaining studies, three studies®**"'"* evaluated affect and mood states;

two studies®'"° assessed QolL; two studies''®'"® assessed disease severity; and three studies® %'
evaluated biomarkers.

Numerical results

The numerical results on positive writing and controls are reported in Table 63. All studies on positive
writing were of small sample sizes, with follow-ups conducted up to 26 weeks. All studies evaluated
different LTC populations.

Harris et al.'% did not show significant differences between positive writing and control groups on lung
function (similar results to the EW group compared with control subjects).

In Henry et al.,>® there was a significant improvement in POMS scores for the writing group compared with

the matched control subjects at 13 weeks but not at 39 weeks. No other outcomes measured showed
significant differences.

TABLE 61 Characteristics of the studies of unfacilitated positive writing

Harris 2005'%
Henry 2010%
Lumley 2011™"

Pauley 2011%
Paradisi 2010'"°
Mann 200172
Stark 2010%

Asthma
Breast cancer

RA

Testicular cancer
Psoriasis

HIV

FM and facial pain

Unfacilitated EW
Positive writing

Unfacilitated EW

Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW

Positive writing

Unfacilitated EW (mixed
writing including positive

writing)

Positive writing

Positive writing

Positive writing
Positive writing

Factual writing
Usual care

Time-management
writing

Factual writing
Non-EW
Non-writing

Non-writing
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SYSTEMATIC REVIEW RESULTS

In Pauley et al.,®* as in the EW group, significant differences were found in mental health in favour of the
positive writing group compared with control subjects.

In Paradisi et al.,""® intragroup analyses show increases in SAPASI scores between the end of intervention
and the final assessment in the positive writing group and control subjects, whereas no differences were
found in the EW group participants. In addition, significant differences in Skindex-29 values between
positive writing and the control group were reported (similarly to the EW group compared with control
subjects) at final follow-up. Participants allocated to the EW group had a longer period of remission after
phototherapy; this was not seen in the positive writing group participants.

Mann’? measured optimism and pessimism but differences between groups in the time-by-group
interaction analysis were not reported.

Given the heterogeneity in conditions, outcomes measured and results, no meta-analysis could be
performed for this subgroup of participants for whom positive writing was evaluated.

Outcomes measured across long-term conditions

As described in previous chapters, authors of included studies have used a wide range of instruments and
outcome measures to illustrate how TW interventions may have affected the different LTCs assessed. The
purpose of this section is to describe whether among the included studies with any LTC, TW improved
people’s depression, anxiety and disease-based outcomes (Table 64).

Therapeutic writing effect on disease-based outcomes

From all of the included studies on LTCs, only 25 measured disease-specific outcomes (see Table 64).

Of these — the TW intervention — only two had a significant effect on outcomes: the DBP of patients
following first Ml in Willmott et al.’® and PASI in Paradisi et al.'™ The effects were in favour of
participants receiving unfacilitated EW compared with control subjects. None of the other outcomes
showed statistical differences between groups, apart from when subsets of questionnaire measures were
reported separately, such as in Broderick et al.'™

Therapeutic writing effect on depression

Overview of studies

OVera”, 26 Studie550,51,53,55*57,76*78,81,87*96,99,100,103,106,107,112,114,115,118 OU’[ Of 64 Included Studie59,51*58,66f119
evaluated depression. These 26 studies evaluated participants with different chronic conditions:

three studies®®*>*¢ evaluated HIV patients; four studies®*’¢7® evaluated patients with breast cancer; one
study®' evaluated renal cell carcinoma patients; one study®” evaluated sickle cell disease; one study®
evaluated type 2 diabetes mellitus; one study® evaluated patients with SUD; three studies®* ¢ evaluated
patients with psychiatric disorders; three studies®®?%'%” evaluated PTSD patients; one study® evaluated BN;
one study'® evaluated amyotrophic lateral sclerosis; one study'® in patients with a first myocardial arrest;
one study''? evaluated patients with psoriasis; two studies'"* '™ evaluated patients with inflammatory
arthropathy; and three other studies®*"'"® evaluated patients with FM and chronic pain. Fourteen different
conditions were included in the overall analysis of depression. Almost all of the studies evaluated an EW
intervention whereby instructions to write about the most upsetting event related to their life or disease
were given. But, in one study,” participants were instructed to change the topic throughout the writing
intervention to write in the same emotional way about the positive life/disease-related events. Instruments
used varied across studies and included following: HAM-D, CES-D, HADS-D, BDI (including both the
revised and short form versions), CDI, Depression Anxiety Stress Scales, depression subscale (DASS-D),
POMS-d and Geriatric Depression Scale (GDS).
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TABLE 64 Physiological, disease-related and biomarker outcomes collected across LTCs

Disease area (total
number of studies)

Number of studies
reporting

physiological and
biomarker outcomes
(RE))

Total number of
patients (maximum
number)

Whether EW showed
statistically significant
improvement, no
difference or

worsening Comments

HIV (6)

Breast cancer (8)

Gynaecological
and genitourinary
cancers (6)

Cancer from various
sources (2)

Sickle cell disease (1)

Type 2 diabetes
mellitus (1)

Cystic fibrosis (1)
Dementia (1)
SUD (2)

Psychiatric
disorders (6)

PTSD (4)
BN (1)

ALS (1)

Migraine and tension
headache (1)

CVD (3)

COPD (1)

37 (VL, CD4+ count)

0

1 (PSA levels, peripheral

blood T-cell proliferation,
serum cytokine levels of

TNF-a, IL-4 and IL-10)

0

1 (FEV,, BMI)

0

1 (BP, heart rate)
0

1 (BMI)

0

1 (headache frequency
and headache severity)

1 (BP, cardiac symptoms)

1 (6MWD, FEV,, FVC)

Abel*® (208)
Ironson’' (207)

Petrie®® (37)

NA
Rosenberg® (30)

NA

NA
NA

Taylor® (34)
NA

Grasing® (42)
NA

NA
Robinson® (61)

NA

D’'Souza'® —
migraine headache
sample (62)

D’'Souza'®® - tension
headache sample
(34)

Willmott'™ (128)

Sharifabad'® (66)

Abel® — NS
Ironson”’ — NS

Petrie®® — NS at 2 and
13 weeks, improvement
at 26 weeks

NA
Rosenberg® — NS

NA

NA
NA

Taylor®® — NS
NA
Grasing®™ - NS

NA

NA

Robinson® — NR BMI was used
as baseline
moderator

NA

D’'Souza'® — migraine
headache — NS

D’Souza'® - tension
headache — NS

Willmott'* — cardiac
symptoms — NS

Willmott'™ — SBP — NS

Sharifabad'® — 6MWD —
NR

Sharifabad'® - FEV, — NS
Sharifabad'® - FVC — NS

continued
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TABLE 64 Physiological, disease-related and biomarker outcomes collected across LTCs (continued)

Whether EW showed
statistically significant

Number of studies
reporting
Total number of

Disease area (total
number of studies)

physiological and
biomarker outcomes
(listed)

patients (maximum

number)

improvement, no
difference or
worsening

Comments

Asthma (4)

IBS (2)

Psoriasis (3)

Rheumatoid
arthropathies (6)

FM and chronic
pain (4)

4 (FEV,% predicted,
FVC)

0

3 (psoriasis severity)

4 (swollen joint count,
walking speed, grip
strength, ESR)

4 (chronic pain)

Harris'® (77)°
Smyth'™” (58)
Theadom®® (114)
Warner'® (32)
NA

Paradisi''® (50)
Tabolii"" (67)
Vedhara''” (59)
Lumley' (64)°
Lumley''® (264)
Smyth'®” (49)
Wetherell' (34)
Broderick'"™® (83)
Gillis™ (72)
Graham®' (102)
Stark®’ (42)

Harris'® — NS
Smyth'” — NS
Theadom®® — NR
Warner'® - NS
NA

Paradisi''® — SS/NR
Tabolli"" = NS
Vedhara''* = NS
Lumley'"® — NS
Lumley''® — NS
Smyth'” — NS
Wetherell'"” — NS
Broderick'"® — NS/SS
Gillis™™® — NS
Graham®' — NR
Stark®” — NR

Paradisi'® — SS
first follow-up
only

Broderick'"® — SS
for some
subsets of
questionnaire
only

6MWD, 6 Minutes’ Walk Distance; BMI, body mass index; BP, blood pressure; IL-4, interleukin 4; IL-10, interleukin 10;
NA, not applicable; NS, not statistically significant; NR, not reported; PSA, prostate-specific antigen; SBP, systolic blood

pressure; SS, statistically significant; TNF-a;, tumour necrosis factor alpha.
a Total sample size counting the intervention group 1 and the control group.
Shaded cell shows statistically significant results.
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Numerical results
The numerical results reported in the included studies evaluating depression are summarised in Table 65.

Meta-analysis
Depression was assessed at immediate-, short-, medium- and long-term follow-up across studies
(Figures 48-51).

® |mmediate follow-up A total of 440 participants were meta-analysed (229 in the EW group and 211 in
the control group). The SMD was —0.01 (95% CI -0.20 to 0.18) with no significant heterogeneity
(P=0%). This result suggests that there is no statistically significant difference in depressive symptoms
up to 4 weeks after writing exercise in the TW group compared with the control group.

® Short-term follow-up A total of 1563 participants were meta-analysed (791 in the EW group and 772
in the control group). The SMD was —0.06 (95% CI —0.29 to 0.17) with substantial, significant
heterogeneity (2 =74%). This result suggests that there is no statistically significant difference in
depressive symptoms between 4 and 17 weeks after the writing exercise in the TW group compared
with the control group.

®  Medium-term follow-up A total of 393 participants were meta-analysed (197 in the EW group
and 196 in the control group). The SMD was —0.06 (95% CI —-0.31 to 0.18) with a significant
heterogeneity (2 =28%). This result suggests that there is no statistically significant difference in
depressive symptoms between 17 and 34 weeks after the writing exercise in the TW group compared
with the control group.

e [ong-term follow-up A total of 778 participants were meta-analysed (375 in the EW group and 403 in
the control group). The SMD was —0.04 (95% CI -0.18 to 0.10) with no significant heterogeneity
(P=0%). This result suggests that there is no statistically significant difference in depressive symptoms
34 weeks after the writing exercise in the TW group compared with the control group.

The overall analysis of the effect of TW on depression showed no significant differences between the TW
group and the control subjects at any of the time points.
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SYSTEMATIC REVIEW RESULTS

Therapeutic writing effect on anxiety

Overview of studies

Overall, 977.7887.93-9597.112118 ot djes out of 59 evaluated anxiety across the included LTCs. These 9 studies
evaluated participants with different chronic conditions: two studies’”’® evaluated patients with breast
cancer; one study®” evaluated patients diagnosed with sickle cell disease; four®**>%’ evaluated participants
with mental and psychiatric disorders; one study''? evaluated patients with psoriasis; and the remaining
study''® assessed patients with fibromyalgia. Five different conditions were accounted in the overall analysis
of anxiety. All studies evaluated an unfacilitated EW intervention. In one study,?” participants were
instructed to write about the deepest thoughts and feelings, regarding an experience that had not been
previously shared with others at all or in very little detail. Instruments used varied across studies and
included the following: HADS-A, Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale (RCMAS), BAI, Depression
Anxiety Stress Scales, anxiety subscale (DASS-A) and CSAQ.

Numerical results
The numerical results reported in the included studies evaluating anxiety are summarised in Table 66.

Meta-analysis
Anxiety was assessed with different instruments at immediate, short and medium term only (Figures 52
and 53). Only one study® assessed anxiety in the medium term, so no meta-analysis was required.

® /mmediate follow-up Four studies’®®79>"1? assessed anxiety at immediate follow-up, just after the
writing exercise.

O A total of 197 participants were meta-analysed (101 in the EW group and 96 in the control group).
The SMD was —-0.16 (95% Cl -0.44 to 0.12) and with no significant heterogeneity, »=0%. This
result suggests that there is no statistically significant difference in anxiety at immediate follow-up in
the EW group compared with the control group.

®  Short-term follow-up Six studies’’ 78939497112 gassessed anxiety at short-term follow-up. Broderick et al.,""
however, was not included in the meta-analysis, as only change scores were reported. Canna®* reported
anxiety at 8 and 16 weeks. Likewise, Vedhara et al."'? reported anxiety at 8 and 12 weeks. For
consistency among the studies included in the meta-analysis, the 8-week assessments were chosen.

O A total of 330 participants were meta-analysed (174 in the EW group and 156 in the control group).
The SMD was -0.15 (95% CI —0.37 to 0.07) with no significant heterogeneity (2 =0%). This result
suggests that there is no statistically significant difference in anxiety at short-term follow-up for the
EW group compared with the control group.
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Chapter 4 Economic considerations

Introduction

In a health-care system such as the NHS it is important to consider not just the benefits and potential
harms of interventions for the recipients, but also the impact that interventions may have on the use of
limited health-care resources. In the previous chapter the available evidence on the effects of TW on health
outcomes for people with a variety of LTCs is summarised. Here the evidence on the economic impacts of
TW in these populations from a NHS perspective is reviewed. NHS provision of TW interventions would
incur direct costs; the cost for staff training and time to deliver the intervention, or of payments to external
experts; administrative costs; and costs for the use of a room and, possibly, some materials. There may also
be some indirect costs or savings for the NHS if TW encouraged patients to increase or decrease their use
of other health services. For example, patients might feel better able to manage their condition and
consult their GP or hospital specialist less often or, conversely, TW might lead patients to recognise a need
to make more use of available health services. The net effect on NHS expenditure might therefore be
positive or negative.

In addition to financial costs and savings, a full economic evaluation would account for the intrinsic value
of any impacts on patients’ health and well-being. For example, health gains or losses attributable to the
intervention could be quantified in terms of quality-adjusted life-years (QALYs), where one QALY is defined
as 1 year lived in perfect health for one person. The cost-effectiveness of the intervention could then be
summarised as the additional cost per QALY gained, in relation to some appropriate comparator. For such
a calculation, the magnitude and persistence of any effects of TW on HRQoL would need to be estimated.
This calculation of QALYs from the studies in this review is problematic because although some of the
studies reviewed in the preceding chapter reported on general HRQoL (23 out of 64 studies), only one
study®® used a measure suitable for QALY estimation, such as the EQ-5D, and none used the Short Form
guestionnaire-6 Dimensions (SF-6D).

From the early stages of the project, the need for flexibility in the approach to the consideration of the
economic evidence was apparent. Given the limitations of the evidence base, it was concluded that it was
not possible to directly estimate QALY impacts of TW across the range of populations with LTCs.
Consideration was given to the possibility of using a decision-analytic model to estimate the effects of the
intervention on intermediate indicators of disease progression, and then to link to the effects of disease
progression on health-care costs and outcomes. However, the lack of convincing or consistent evidence of
such effects led us to conclude that such modelling exercises would not be appropriate or feasible. Instead,
a more pragmatic approach was taken, making the most of the evidence available.

The economics section is in three parts:

1. a systematic review of TW studies reporting on economic outcomes (resource use, costs and/or
cost-effectiveness)

2. an estimation of the cost of providing a range of TW interventions in a NHS context

3. case studies presenting balance sheets of available economic and clinical evidence for three conditions:
PTSD, RA and breast cancer.
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ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

Systematic review of therapeutic writing studies with
resource-use outcomes

Methods

A review across LTCs of the available literature on comparative studies of TW for patients with LTCs
reporting economic outcomes was conducted. This resource-use systematic review was nested within the
overall systematic review described in the previous chapter and the realist synthesis presented in the
following chapter. The full search strategy is given in Appendiix 3.

The inclusion criteria used for the economic systematic review are shown in Table 67.

Titles and abstracts were checked by two reviewers to find relevant studies, data extraction was
undertaken by one reviewer and checked by a second. If there were disagreements, a third senior
systematic reviewer or health economist was consulted to make a decision. All of the studies in the
economic review were also included in the effectiveness review, and critically appraised as part of that
review (see Appendices 4 and 5). Quality assessment using a critical appraisal checklist for economic
evaluations was planned if any economic evaluations were identified.

Where three or more studies presented outcomes in the same category (e.g. health centre visits,

medications used), meta-analysis was conducted using the same methods as for the effectiveness
systematic review.

TABLE 67 Inclusion criteria for resource-use systematic review

Patients Any patients with at least one LTC

Intervention Any form of TW

Comparator Any inactive comparator

Outcomes Resource use, costs or cost-effectiveness

Study design Any fully published comparative study (PhD dissertations were not used)

154
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Results of economic review (resource use)

No full economic evaluations (cost-effectiveness, cost—benefit or cost-utility studies) were identified. One
study® estimated that the cost of a writing intervention was US$130 per patient, based on a psychologist’s
fee and some administration time. This study® found a reduction in inpatient use for the EW intervention
compared with SMC and estimated that this represented a cost saving of US$25,878 per patient per year.
Another study' estimated that the cost of delivering videotaped instructions for an EW intervention

was approximately US$5 per patient. The basis for this estimate was unclear but it seems to be reasonable.

Twelve studies®’:68757783:89,90.97.98104.109119 that reported on some element of health-care resource use were
identified. One study reported on the cost of the TW intervention® and none on monetary estimates of
costs or savings relating to differences in health-care use between the study groups. Consequently, no
additional economic quality assessment was conducted.

Study details

Details of the studies®’687577.8389.9097.98104109119 ara outlined in Table 68. The publication dates ranged
from 1996 to 2012: six studies®”7>7790104199 \were published after 2009. The majority of the
studies®’77/8389.9097.109119 \yare from the USA. Two studies’ ' were conducted in the UK. All patients were
recruited via flyers distributed at disease-specific clinics or approached by health-care professionals during
their treatment cycle. The disease areas varied, but can be broadly grouped into three categories: cancer
(n=13),”>77# chronic pain or FM (n = 3),1%"% or PTSD, mental health disorders or drug dependency

(n = 4) 5809798 The remaining studies related to MI"® and cystic fibrosis.®® One study®® was a case—control
study and tested a facilitated form of TW — an internet discussion. The other studigs®’7>778389:90.97.98104.109,119
were RCTs and tested unfacilitated EW." The control interventions varied: seven studies®7>83:89.97.98.109
included a normal care or non-writing control arm. Six studies®’-7780104119 ysed a non-emotional form

of writing.

Numerical results of resource-use studies

Numerical results are shown in Table 69. The quality and detail of studies reporting on health-care
resource use varied widely across studies. The types of use recorded were broadly similar: almost all
reported on contacts with health-care services, consultations with clinicians or inpatient stays (n=11).
Four papers®’8831%4 glso reported on use of medication. Willmott et al.'® also reported the number of
weeks' absence from work as an outcome, which is an important indicator for the personal and broader
economic impact of an intervention.
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ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

TABLE 68 Details of studies reporting resource use

Gellaitry
20107

Gidron
1996%
Gillis 2006'"

Golkaramnay
2007%

Grasing
2010%

Mosher
20127

Richards
2000

Rosenberg
2002%

Stark 2010%7

Taylor 2003%
Wallander
2011'

Willmott
20711

UK

Israel

USA

Germany

USA

USA

USA

USA

USA

USA

USA

UK

Breast
cancer

PTSD

FM

Mental
disorders

Drug
dependency

Breast
cancer

Mental
disorders

Prostate
cancer

FM

Cystic
fibrosis

RAP

Ml

80

14

155

228

42

87

98

30

43

39

63

156

Unfacilitated
EW

Unfacilitated
EW

Unfacilitated
EW

Internet chat
(facilitated)

Unfacilitated
EW

Unfacilitated
EW

Unfacilitated
EW

Unfacilitated
EW

Unfacilitated
EW

Unfacilitated
EW

Unfacilitated
EW

Unfacilitated
EW

Normal care

Normal care

Time-
management
writing

Normal care

Time-
management
writing

Factual writing

Trivial writing
Normal care

Non-writing

Time-
management
writing

Normal care

Normal care

Inexpressive
writing

Use of health-care facilities
(6 months following
completion of treatment)

Number of health-care visits
at 5 weeks

Number of visits to health-
care specialist at 1 and
3 months

Proportion accessing
psychotherapeutic care
during 12-month follow-up

Proportion receiving
medication

Outpatient follow-up visits
12 weeks after discharge

Proportion using mental
health services at 8 weeks'
follow-up

Infirmary visits at 6 weeks

Number of health-care
contacts at 3 months

Medication use

Medication use at 5 and
10 weeks

Number of days in hospital

Outpatient clinic visits over
3 months’ follow-up

Number of health-care
contacts during 6 months’
follow-up

GP and hospital visits during
5 months’ follow-up

Medication use

Attendance at cardiac
rehabilitation sessions

Return to work
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TABLE 69 Resource use results

Gellaitry
20107

Gidron
1996%

Gillis 2006'"®

Golkaramnay
2007°%

Grasing
2010%

Mosher
20127

Richards
2000%

Rosenberg
2002%

Stark 2010°’

Taylor 2013%

Number of medical visits
in the 6 months following
baseline

Number of health-care
visits

Number of health-care
visits in the 3 months
after baseline

Proportion accessing
psychotherapeutic care

Proportion receiving
medication

Number of outpatient
mental health clinic visits

Number of clinical
support visits

Number of study
follow-up visits

Proportion of patients
accessing mental health
services

Infirmary visits

Number of health-care
contacts 6 months after
baseline

Number of medicines
being used 6 months
after baseline

Number of pain
medications taken per
month

Number of psychotropic
medications taken per
month

Number of days in
hospital

NR

1.13(1.07)
(n=38)

53.6% (52/97)
55.9% (57/97)
7 (15.3)
(n=23)

9.68 (12.2)

2.05(1.9)

NR

NR

4.4(3.12)
(n=16)

4.94 (2.66)

1445 (110.44)
(n=21)

44.9 (47.48)

5.6 (NR)
(n=18)

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

NR

0.7 (1.6)
(n=6)

1.80 (2.21)
(n=34)

62.8%
(59/94)

60.4%
(57/94)

2.36 (2.8)
(n=19)
10.27 (23.9)
1.57 (1.7)

NR

NR

7.6 (8.33)
(n=14)

6.05 (4.7)

169.9
(128.99)
(n=21)

60.20 (60.36)

8.4 (NR)
(n=21)

Authors report a significant time effect,
i.e. health-care use decreasing in the

6 months following completion of
treatment [A(3,213)=5.43; p<0.01].
Authors report no difference between
groups in terms of resource usage.

No numerical data are provided

Authors report a significant increase in
health-care visits among patients in the
intervention group (from 1.6 to 3.1)
compared with a significant decrease
among patients in the control group
(from 1.3 10 0.7)

Authors report a significant decrease in
health service use for the intervention
group at 3 months (p=0.05) but not at
1 month (p=0.16)

Original sample was 114 in each group.
NS

NS

Although resource use was higher
among patients in the intervention
group in all three categories, none of
these differences were statistically
significant. SEs were given in paper,
converted here to SDs

Intervention and control group numbers
given combined only — 27/86

Mean (SD) infirmary visit results given
split by sex offender status only.
No complete group results available

Authors report a trend towards lower
health-care utilisation and reduced use
of medications based on these findings;
however, the paper does not report on
statistical significance

Significant group-by-time interaction for
inpatient hospital days; no significant
interaction found for outpatient clinic
visits

continued

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals
provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science
Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.

157



Resource use results (continued)

Wallander Number of health-care 1.0 (2.36) 2.36(2.21) Authors report that 43% of

2011'% contacts (n=32) (n=24) intervention group had no contact with
clinical services compared with 11% of
the control group

Willmott Number of GP and 8.6 (3.7) 10.3 (5.0) Patients in the intervention group
2011 hospital visits (n=79) (n=77) reported to make significantly fewer
) visits to GPs or hospital clinics than
Median number of GP 8(2-22) 10 (3-25) those in the control group. Although
and hospital visits in the the number of prescribed medicines
5 months following was lower in the intervention group,
completion of treatment the difference was not significant;
(range) however, authors identified a significant
Mean number of 4.8(1.7) 53(1.7) interaction between group and time,

suggesting that the number of
medications decreased over time for
the intervention group and increased

prescribed medications
5 months following
completion of treatment

(SD) over time for the control group. For the
other two outcomes reported, the
Mean number of cardiac 7.99 (5.26) 5.68 (5.85) control group was associated with
rehabilitation sessions lower levels of resource usage. It was
attended (SD); p=0.01 not reported if the difference in the
number of attendances at cardiac
Mean number of weeks 12.2(7.4) 10.3 (6.9) rehabilitation sessions was significant.
absent from work (SD) The difference in the number of weeks’

absence from work was not significant

Contact with health-care services

Of the 11 studies®/687577.8389,9098104109.119 rapgrting on some form of contact with health-care professionals
in a health-care setting, seven studigs®8:90:98.104109119 yrgyvided means and/or SDs that could be combined
in a forest plot (Figure 54). Golkaramnay et al.%® and Mosher et al.”” reported proportions of patients
accessing services. The meta-analysis results showed no significant differences (SMD -0.19, 95% Cl -0.57
to 0.18). Willmott et al.' reported on two outcomes relating to health-care contact: median number of
GP and hospital visits, which was higher in the control arm, and the mean number of cardiac rehabilitation
sessions attended, which was higher in the intervention group. Overall, the results suggest that TW has
little impact on health centre visits.

Use of medication

Three studies®”#'% reported means and SDs for the impact of TW on use of medication, and

Golkaramnay et al.®® reported the proportion of participants receiving medication. Stark®” reported on the
number of units of pain and psychotropic medication per patient per month, finding lower levels of use in
the intervention group 10 weeks after baseline. Willmott et al.’® and Rosenberg et al.®® took a different
approach, looking at the number of medications participants report using at similar time spans post baseline
(5 and 6 months, respectively). In both cases, participants in the intervention group were identified as

using fewer medications, although in Willmott et al.'® this difference was not significant, and Rosenberg

et al.® did not report on significance. Willmott et al.’ also noted a potential time effect — medication use
decreased in the intervention group but increased in the control group. The meta-analysis results (Figure 55)
suggested that fewer medications were taken after TW (SMD —-0.28, 95% CI —0.54 to —-0.02).
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ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

Many of the costs associated with the use of medication are indirect, and not examined in these studies,

for example consultations with prescribers, and treatment for side effects. Although these add to the
uncertainty around impact of decreased medication use, it also raises the possibility that there are potentially
unacknowledged benefits associated with TW, which have not been explicitly accounted for here.

As with health-care contacts, this evidence base is not strong enough to draw conclusions about the likely
impact of TW interventions on patient use of medication.

Costs of therapeutic writing interventions

None of the identified studies presented estimates of the cost of TW or EW in the UK. Therefore, estimates
for a range of interventions in a NHS context were made, after discussion with practitioner experts.

The primary driver of costs is likely to be the staff costs associated with employing (or contracting) TW
practitioners. TW practitioners come from a wide range of professional backgrounds, and many are
self-employed, rather than NHS employees. However, for illustrative purposes, the costs for NHS
occupational therapists published by the Personal Social Services Research Unit (PSSRU)'?® were adapted
(Table 70).

Costs were estimated for NHS staff at Agenda for Change pay bands 5, 6, 7 and 8a to reflect a range
of levels of qualifications and experience. The estimated total cost per hour ranged from £36 to £63
(at 2012-13 prices). For comparison, the PSSRU report'* estimated a cost of £36 per hour for a
hospital-based occupational therapist; £48 per hour for a counsellor in primary care; and £59 for

a clinical psychologist.

All of the above costs were inclusive of staff training, as well as salary on-costs (employer’s national
insurance plus 14% of salary for employer’s contribution to superannuation); management and
administration overheads, and capital overheads (annuitised over 60 years at a discount rate of 3.5%).
The capital cost included an allocation for patient care and non-patient care facilities within a NHS
hospital, and can therefore be assumed to include the cost of a room for delivery of the individual or
group TW sessions. There may be some other costs for materials, such as printed instructions, videos,
pens and paper, but these are difficult to estimate.

TABLE 70 Unit cost of practitioner time (adapted from PSSRU 2013'%)

Salary 23,441 30,712 38,146 45,593
On-costs 5483 7184 8923 10,664
Qualifications 5531 5531 5531 5531
Overheads: staff 5585 7318 9089 10,863
Overheads: non-staff 12,139 15,905 19,755 23,611
Overheads: capital® 4776 4776 4776 4776
Total cost 56,956 71,425 86,219 101,039
Cost per hour* 36 45 54 63

a Agenda for Change band for professions allied to medicine.
b Estimate for hospital occupational therapist (PSSRU 2013'%). B
c Assumes 42.7 weeks per year and 37.5 hours per week (PSSRU 2013'%).
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The time required for a TW practitioner to prepare for a session was not quantified. The PSSRU report'?
estimated the percentage of working time spent on face-to-face client contact: 77% for primary care
counsellors and 45% for clinical psychologists (no estimates were available for occupational therapists).
This implies that, for every hour of client contact, approximately 15-30 minutes will be spent on other
activities. For cost estimates, it was assumed that it takes 10 minutes for a TW practitioner to prepare for a
session with clients; this is not assumed to vary according to the length of the session or the number of
participants in the session.

The majority of studies included in the systematic review used self-administered unfacilitated form of
writing. This typically involves a brief initial consultation with the patient, either in person or over the
telephone. Following this initial discussion, the patient is left to continue with the intervention on their
own, writing unsupervised, often in their own home, for the prescribed time and on the prescribed topic.
There is minimal subsequent interaction with practitioners — in some cases, the TW is not returned to, or
read by, practitioners. Although this set of methods is used in the majority of studies — possibly due to its
relative ease of implementation — this form of writing is not representative of current clinical practice in the
UK. Practitioner experts advised that facilitated writing is much more common in a NHS setting: writing
sessions run by trained experts. These sessions may be individual or group, and patients may attend
multiple sessions.

The estimated costs for a range of TW interventions, with varying group sizes, numbers of sessions and
contact times per session, are outlined in Table 71.

The upper and lower limits of these ranges are based on interventions described in the included studies in
Chapter 3. Session length for facilitated TW ranged from 45 minutes in Lange et a/.%° to 120 minutes in
Rickett et al.®® and Sloan et al.”° The length of the intervention varied from four sessions in Sloan et al.”® to
16 sessions in Hong and Choi.®” The number of participants in the interventions ranged from two to eight,
based on advice from a TW practitioner that sessions range from one to seven participants, with four
being the optimal number. It was assumed that the introductory session for unfacilitated writing would last
for 10-30 minutes. Even the more resource-intensive, facilitated versions of TW seem to be low cost in
relation to other health-care interventions. However, the range of estimated costs is wide: from £17 to
about £2200 per patient. The estimated cost per patient for unfacilitated EW here is less than the

US$130 estimated in Taylor et al.® In that study® the cost was largely based on the psychologist’s fee of
US$130 per hour, which is more than the £59 per hour for a UK clinical psychologist quoted above.

Without adequate evidence on the effects of TW on patients’ health and well-being, or its effect on other
health-care expenditure, it is difficult to draw conclusions about whether or not TW is a cost-effective use
of NHS resources.
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TABLE 71 lllustrative costs for a range of TW interventions

Mean cost per participant (£),
by grade of practitioner®

Preparation Contact time 8a
Number of time per session  per session

Type of TW sessions (minutes) (minutes)
Unfacilitated 1 10 10 12 15 18 21
1 10 30 24 30 36 42
Facilitatgd: eight patients 4 10 45 17 21 25 29
per session 4 10 60 21 26 32 37
4 10 120 39 49 59 68
10 10 45 41 52 62 72
10 10 60 53 66 79 92
10 10 120 98 122 146 171
16 10 45 66 83 99 116
16 10 60 84 105 126 147
16 10 120 156 195 234 273
Facilitatgd: four patients 4 10 45 33 41 50 58
persession 4 10 60 42 53 63 74
4 10 120 78 98 117 137
10 10 45 83 103 124 144
10 10 60 105 131 158 184
10 10 120 195 244 293 341
16 10 45 132 165 198 231
16 10 60 168 210 252 294
16 10 120 312 390 468 546
Facilitated: one to one 4 10 45 132 165 198 231
4 10 60 168 210 252 294
4 10 120 312 390 468 546
10 10 45 330 413 495 578
10 10 60 420 525 630 735
10 10 120 780 975 1170 1365
16 10 45 528 660 792 924
16 10 60 672 840 1008 1176
16 10 120 1248 1560 1872 2184

a Agenda for Change band for professions allied to medicine.
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Exploratory cost-consequence analyses

Methods

Studies included in the effectiveness review spanned a wide range of disease areas and populations,
making it difficult to identify where TW may have value. Three disease areas were examined in

more detail, bringing together effectiveness evidence alongside estimates of economic impacts
(cost—consequence analyses). The areas chosen for further analysis were PTSD, inflammatory arthritis and
breast cancer. These topics were chosen by the SGC before the results of the meta-analyses were known,
with the aim of reflecting a range of different conditions for which TW has been used. There was also a
pragmatic element to this choice — these topics contained a greater number of studies, including some of
the higher-quality ones. It was felt that they were likely to provide a stronger evidence base than some
other areas. It is important to note that these case studies are unlikely to be representative of the whole
evidence base for TW.

For each case study, a summary of effectiveness evidence was prepared, and presented alongside
estimates of costs and use of health-care resources. Where possible, costs were estimated using
information about the intensity of practitioner input in the related clinical studies.

Case study 1: post-traumatic stress disorder

In total, four studies®7°%812" reported on the use of TW in the treatment of people with PTSD. Gidron et al.%®
and Smyth and Arigo'' tested unfacilitated TW to treat PTSD. Details of these studies are presented in
Chapter 3 (pp. 78-83). Lange et al.*® and Sloan et al.’® evaluated a facilitated TW intervention in a PTSD
population (see Chapter 3, F43: post-traumatic stress disorder).

Summary of study design and quality

Two studies®®’? evaluated individual forms of facilitated TW compared with waiting list controls

(see Table 5). Both recruited from the community: Lange et al.* recruited online and screened for
post-traumatic stress and grief; those in the Sloan et al.”® study were recruited through local advertisement
and had a primary diagnosis of PTSD related to a MVA. Study quality was mixed (see Figure 4). The

Lange et al. study® was at risk of bias because of non-reporting of randomisation, concealment of
allocation or blinding of outcome assessment. Sloan et al.”® was a randomised trial, but did not report on
blinding of participants or outcome collection.

The unfacilitated studies compared EW with factual or time-management writing as control in patients
with diagnosed PTSD (see Table 32). Smyth and Arigo'' was conducted in the USA, and Gidron et al.*®
in Israel. Both studies had methodological and reporting flaws that left them susceptible to bias

(see Figure 26).

Estimated costs of intervention

The two studies®’° of facilitated writing gave quite detailed information about the treatment protocol and
therapist input, which was used for costing. Lange et al.”® evaluated a 5-week internet programme
(Interapy), consisting of 10 45-minute writing sessions. Feedback on submitted writing was sent to each
patient by a therapist on seven occasions. The feedback consisted of about 450 words. The time taken by
the therapists to prepare this feedback was not reported but is unlikely to have been much less than

1 hour. The mean basic salary for qualified clinical psychologists is £46,280, similar to Agenda for Change
band 8a."?® However, the therapists employed in this study were graduate and postgraduate students in
clinical psychology (mean age 29 years), not yet fully qualified, but who had attended advanced courses
in behavioural cognitive psychotherapy and received special training in using writing assignments in PTSD.
For costing purposes we assumed a band 6 salary (£30,712), or £45 per hour including indirect costs and
overheads (see Table 70). The estimated cost per participant is therefore in the region of £315 (7 x £45).
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Sloan et al.”® evaluated a written exposure therapy (WET) intervention consisting of five weekly sessions

(one lasting 60 minutes and four lasting 40 minutes). Participants had individual contact with a clinician for
approximately 25 minutes during the first session, and for 10 minutes in each of the remaining sessions. In
addition, it was assumed that therapists would need some time to prepare for sessions: 10 minutes for the first
session and 5 minutes for each remaining sessions. Total therapist time per participant is therefore approximately
95 minutes. Therapists were clinicians with masters or doctoral level qualifications and prior experience of
treating PTSD with exposure-based therapies. Therefore, it was assumed that a band 8a salary, with a mean cost
per hour of £63, was reasonable. The estimated cost participant is in the region of £100 (95/60 x £63).

It is more difficult to estimate the cost of the unfacilitated writing interventions. Participants were asked to
write on three or four occasions, for 15-30 minutes per session. However, after an initial briefing, patients
wrote on their own, either at home or in a health-care environment. Neither study of unfacilitated TW in
PTSD reported who instructed participants on the writing tasks, or how long this took. A cost of between
£12 and £42 for unfacilitated writing interventions was assumed (see Table 717).

Summary of costs and consequences

Table 72 presents an overall summary of evidence relating to the clinical effectiveness and cost of TW for
people with PTSD. It can be seen that evidence for facilitated TW is sparse but promising: the included
studies reported significant benefits for the intervention group compared with control, for a range of
outcomes of importance to patients: PTSD symptoms, measures of emotion, anxiety, depression, sleep and
somatisation. The estimated cost of delivering these interventions in a NHS context is relatively modest: in
the region of £100-300. However, evidence about the impact of facilitated TW on patients’ overall QoL
and well-being, and on their use of other health-care services is lacking.

Evidence relating to unfacilitated forms of TW is sparse and inconsistent. Of the two included studies,®'%
one reported some positive effects on mood and a biomarker for stress (Smyth et al.'%’). However, the other
study®® reported negative effects on PTSD symptoms and somatisation and an increase in non-routine
health visits.

Six studies'” "3 reported on the use of TW in the treatment of people with inflammatory arthropathy
and five studies'”""31">117 were used for this analysis (i.e. except Lumley et al.'s''® which was found in the
update searches). Details of the studies were presented Chapter 3.

Summary of study design and quality

All five studies' 31517 evaluated an unfacilitated EW intervention compared with neutral writing
(time-management control). In addition, Broderick et al."*® included a second intervention group, who
were asked to write about the meaning of the trauma, and Lumley et al.’s' included a second control
group, who were asked to write about a positive emotional event. All studies recruited patients with
diagnosed RA, except Hamilton-West and Quine'™ which recruited participants with a diagnosis of AS.
Follow-up ranged from 13 to 43 weeks, and outcomes included measures of disease activity, pain,
function, mood depression and QoL. None of the studies reported on health-care use or costs. Wetherell
et al."" and Hamilton-West and Quine'™* were conducted in the UK, and the other four studies'®’'1311>116
were conducted in the USA. The quality of the studies was mixed (see Figure 39). Three were classified as
true RCTs, 7114115 byt all had design or reporting flaws that left them susceptible to bias.

Estimated costs of intervention

As in PTSD, it is difficult to assess the cost of the interventions because papers did not generally report on
the grade or qualifications of the staff who gave patients instructions on the writing task, or specify how
long this took. The location of the writing intervention varied: in Smyth et al.’” participants wrote in a
private room in a laboratory; Broderick et al.,''* Wetherell et al.'" and Lumley et al.""* adapted the
intervention for participants to write in their home; Hamilton-West and Quine' did not report the location
of the intervention.
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TABLE 72 Summary of evidence on TW costs and consequences of unfacilitated EW in PTSD

Facilitated EW Unfacilitated EW
Cost/consequences Lange 2003% Sloan 20127 Gidron 1996 Smyth 2008’
Physical health
Somatisation | PILL
Sleep/fatigue ~ POMS-f
Biomarkers
Psychological health
PTSD symptoms
Intrusion/avoidance ?IES ~ [ES ~ PSS-|
Emotion ? SAM
Positive mood ? PANAS-p ~ POMS-v
Negative mood | PANAS-n _
Anxiety
Depression ? BDI ~ POMS-d
QoL

Well-being _

NHS resource use

Cost of intervention (£) 315 100 12-42 12-42

1, Statistically significant positive treatment effect; |, statistically significant negative treatment effect; ~, no significant
treatment effect; 1~ or |~, multiple tests for subscales and/or time points with some significant results (positive or
negative); ?, statistical significance test not reported; PANAS-n, Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, negative subscale;
PANAS-p, Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, positive subscale; POMS-A, Profile of Mood States anger subscale;
POMS-f, Profile of Mood States fatigue subscale; POMS-t, Profile of Mood States tension subscale; PSS-I, Post-Traumatic
Stress Disorder Symptom Scale Interview; PTGI, Post-Traumatic Growth Inventory; SAM, Self-Assessment Manikin;
SCL-90-A, Symptom Checklist-90, anxiety subscale; SCL-90-D, Symptom Checklist-90, depression subscale;

SCL-90-S, Symptom Checklist-90, somatisation subscale; SCL-90-SI, Symptom Checklist-90, sleeping problems subscale.
Shaded cells show the pattern of evidence.

Broderick et al."™ produced a videotape to introduce the rationale for the writing task and to provide
detailed instructions for patients. They noted that this method was chosen as there is evidence that
patients respond well to video-based introductions, and because it was likely to be a cost-effective
approach that could be reproduced across large numbers of patients with minimum input from
professionals. However, Broderick et al.'"® noted that some physician time would still be required to
introduce the idea of the intervention to participants, and to encourage them to participate. In addition,

a cost would be incurred for each patient given a video: including the cost of materials and reproduction;
and a proportion of the cost for the development and production of the video. The latter is very difficult to
estimate, as it is unknown how many patients would use the video.

In Wetherell et al.""” participants were contacted by telephone before and after each writing session.
Assuming 10 minutes’ preparation, 10 minutes for the introductory conversation and 5 minutes per
telephone call before and after each of four writing sessions, the total estimated practitioner time to
deliver the intervention is approximately 60 minutes, incurring a cost in the region of £36-63 per patient,
depending on the grade of the practitioner.
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Summary of costs and consequences

Summary results for inflammatory arthropathy are presented in Table 73. In this case, the results look
rather more promising for unfacilitated EW. The meta-analysis of measures of disease activity in the four
RA studies'” 415117 found a significant benefit in the intervention group at short-term follow-up

(8-10 weeks). Three of these studies'*'">""" also reported significant positive effects for some outcomes
at some time points: measures of mood in Wetherell et al.'” pain in Lumley et al.""* and function in
Hamilton-West and Quine."* However, no significant effects were found across a number of other
outcomes — including QoL — and Lumley et al.'"® reported some negative effects on mood immediately
after writing.

Case study 3: breast cancer
Eight studies®>*’*" reported on the use of unfacilitated EW in participants with breast cancer;
see Chapter 3 for details.

Summary of study design and quality

The studies evaluated unfacilitated EW against a usual care comparator®>4747>8 or against an un-Ew
control’7®777° (note that Craft et al.”* had two control groups). The participants were at various stages

of disease and treatment: Jensen-Johansen et al.,’® Gellaitry et al.”> and Craft et al.”* recruited women with
early-stage breast cancer who had recently completed treatment; Mosher et al.”” recruited women

with metastatic breast cancer who were in significant distress. The studies were all conducted in the

USA, with the exception of one Korean study’® and one Danish study.”® There were three randomised
studies,>”*7° but all studies were subject to design or reporting bias (see Figure 9).

TABLE 73 Summary of evidence on TW costs and consequences of unfacilitated EW in inflammatory arthropathies

First author, year

Smyth Broderick Wetherell Hamilton- Lumley Meta-analysis

Costs/consequences 1999'” 2004'" 2005"" West 2007'"*  2011'® SMD (95% CI)

Physical health

Disease activity - ~ DAS - ~ BASDAI ~ VAS -0.49 (-0.83
to -0.14)

Biomarkers ~ ESR, CRP ~ ESR

Psychological health

Mood _ I~ PANAS-X

Depression ~ HADS-D ~ AIMS-as

Pain

Functioning ~ AIMS

QoL ~ SF-36 PCS ~ BAS-G

NHS resource use
Cost of intervention (£)  12-42 Video 36-63 12-42 12-42

Health-care use Data absent

1, Statistically significant positive treatment effect; |, statistically significant negative treatment effect; ~, no significant
treatment effect; ?, statistical significance test not reported; 1 or |, multiple tests for subscales and/or time points with
some significant results (positive or negative); AIMS, Arthritis Impact Measurement Scale; AIMS-as, affective dysfunction
subscale of the Arthritis Impact Measurement Scale-2; BAS-G, Bath Ankylosing Spondylitis Disease Global Score;
BASDAI, Bath Ankylosing Spondylitis Disease Activity Index; MPQ, McGill Pain Questionnaire; PANAS-X, Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule—Expanded Form; VAS, visual analogue scale.

Shaded cells show the pattern of evidence.
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Estimated costs of intervention

Henry et al.> sent written instructions to participants by post, asking them to write for 20 minutes, on one
occasion at home. The cost of this intervention would be minimal, say £5 for materials. Three studies’*’>"°
reported a single face-to-face or telephone contact with participants, either before the first writing
session’*’® or after the final session.” A cost of £12 for these three interventions’*”>”® was assumed.

Two studies’®”” reported a rather more resource-intensive approach, with telephone calls to the
participants before and after each writing session. Jensen-Johansen et al.’® first contacted women
participating in another study by mail. The intervention consisted of three 20-minute writing sessions at
home over a 3-week period. Participants were telephoned by a research assistant, trained by a clinical
psychologist, before and after each writing session. Assuming 10 minutes’ preparation, 10 minutes for the
initial telephone call and 5 minutes for each subsequent call, the total contact time would be 45 minutes:
costing £27 (at £36 per hour). Mosher et al.”” included women with advanced disease and high levels of
distress. Women were screened and recruited by telephone, and then sent written instructions, paper and
envelopes to return their writing. The intervention consisted of four writing sessions over 4/7 weeks, each
lasting from 20 to 40 minutes. The women were telephoned by a psychology research fellow before each
writing session, after 20 minutes, and, sometimes, again after an additional 20 minutes. The contact time
was therefore greater than in other unfacilitated writing interventions. Assuming that the initial telephone
call lasted for 20 minutes, and that each subsequent call lasted for an average of 5-10 minutes, the total
contact time would have been approximately 60-90 minutes. At £36 per hour, the total cost per patient
would be around £36-100.

Summary of costs and consequences

Summary results for breast cancer are presented in Table 74. The evidence base for unfacilitated EW in
breast cancer is rather larger than in the other case studies presented above, with eight comparative
studies,>***7479 but the results are not encouraging. Although some studies did report some significant
effects, meta-analyses of measures of positive mood, negative mood and depression at short-term
follow-up failed to find a significant treatment effect.
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Chapter 5 Realist synthesis

Aims

The focus of the realist synthesis was to make sense of the outcomes observed in the studies included in
the effectiveness review, in effect addressing the objective: How is heterogeneity in results of empirical
studies accounted for in terms of patient and/or contextual factors, and what are the mechanisms and
moderators responsible for the success, failure or partial success of interventions (i.e. what works for
whom in what circumstances and why)?

Methods

The realist synthesis drew initially on the studies included in the original searches for the systematic review
(i.e. searches ending March 2013), as its intended purpose was to try to explain the outcome patterns
found within this review. The inclusion criteria for the realist synthesis were thus initially identical to that of
the systematic review. Additional searching was planned if it was deemed necessary as the programme
theory developed.

The central task of the realist synthesis was to develop and refine a realist programme theory of TW. In
order to do this, a series of steps — needed to achieve the final desired outcome from a TW intervention in
the form of a programme theory — was set out. For each step, a realist logic of analysis was applied, so as
to explain how the (intermediate) outcome for each step was achieved in realist terms [i.e. what interaction
between context and mechanism(s) led to that outcome]. The initial programme theory was iteratively
developed and refined in two ways:

1. Consulting with our practitioner experts Two meetings were held, at which the project team met with
external experts to discuss and develop the programme theory. In the first meeting — attended by
members of the project team and all the practitioner experts — the discussion was open-ended and
exploratory. The main goal of this meeting was to get an initial rough idea of what the various
mechanisms might be. Practitioner experts were asked how they thought TW worked and why. This
first meeting took place in March 2013 (month 3) of the 18-month project. Later on in the project
(month 14), we held a second meeting with the practitioner experts. On this occasion, a series of
guestions was circulated prior to the meeting (see Appendix 2) to prime those attending on what the
focus of the meeting would be. Those unable to attend the meeting were invited to submit written
responses. During the latter meeting the comments provided by the experts were discussed and
attempts were made to organise the comments into an initial programme theory. Both meetings were
facilitated by GW, with GW and OPN taking contemporaneous notes. The contents of the notes
were used as data for programme theory development. By analysing (see point 2 on p.118) and
discussing the contents of these notes from the second meeting, we produced a draft programme
theory. This was circulated to the practitioner experts and project team, and, from their feedback, it
was revised (e.g. to include more details on the steps and mechanisms within specific TW methods).

A further draft was circulated in a steering group meeting and, from feedback received, refinements
made (e.g. the addition of potential harm as an intermediate outcome from TW). The draft programme
theory was revised in response to all feedback received.
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2. Interrogating the studies included in the effectiveness review A total of 59 studies were included in the
systematic review (original searches). All of these studies were potentially eligible for the realist synthesis.
Realist reviewers read all the papers included in the effectiveness review and data from the included
studies were used if they were relevant to the realist analysis — that is, could inform some aspect of the
programme theory (see Box 7). An assessment of rigour (how trustworthy were the data being used)
was also made.'?” To illustrate how rigour was operationalised, if data had been generated using an
instrument then the trustworthiness of the data was considered to be greater if the instrument had been
previously tested, shown to be reliable and valid and had not been altered (or if alterations had been
made subsequent testing had been undertaken).

Theorising is an interpretive process, requiring immersion in the data and abductive reasoning (considering
what mechanisms might have been in play). The contents of all the included studies (except theses — as the
decision was made not to obtain these in full-text for the systematic review) were read and re-read by GW,
looking for data that informed the development and/or refinement of the programme theory. Relevant
sections of texts relating to contexts, mechanisms and/or their relationships to outcomes were extracted
into an Excel spreadsheet (see Appendix 4). The analytic and synthesis processes consisted of a series of
guestions that the reviewer asked of the contents of included documents. These questions were all asked
seguentially of each section of text that was thought to be possibly relevant. Some section of text turned
out not to be relevant after these questions were asked. The questions asked were as follows:

1. Relevance:

i. Are the contents of a section of text within an included document referring to data that might be
relevant to programme theory development?

2. Interpretation of meaning:

i. Ifitis relevant, do the contents of a section of text provide data that may be interpreted as being
context, mechanism or outcome?

3. Judgements about context, mechanism, outcome and configurations (CMOCs):

i. What is the CMOC (partial or complete) for the data?

ii. Are these data to inform CMOCs contained within this document or other included documents?
ii. If so, which other documents?

v. How does this CMOC relate to CMOCs than have already been developed?

4. Judgements about programme theory:

i. How does this (full or partial) CMOC relate to the programme theory?
ii. Within this same document are there data that inform how the CMOC relates to the
programme theory?
iii. If not, are these data in other documents? Which ones?
iv. In light of this CMOC, and any supporting data, does the programme theory need to be changed?

5. Rigour:
i. Are the data sufficiently trustworthy and rigorous to warrant making changes to the CMOC?

ii. Are the data sufficiently trustworthy and rigorous to warrant making changes to the
programme theory?
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The process of configuring the data into a programme theory took place through the use of a Microsoft
Word version 2010 (Microsoft Corporation, Redmund, WA, USA) document with text boxes and use

of arrows. As analysis and synthesis progressed, text boxes were created that contained a context,
mechanism or outcome. These were dragged around the Word document to construct (where possible)
complete context, mechanism, outcome configurations. The locations and relationships between the text
boxes were driven by the interpretations and judgements of the reviewer of the answers obtained to the
guestions listed above. Where necessary, some text boxes were removed and others added as driven

by the data. The text boxes were also combined when it was judged to be indicated by the data. Lines
with arrows were added to show the relationships between and within context, mechanism and
outcome configurations.

As the programme theory was refined, included studies were re-read and rescrutinised to check if relevant
data had been missed out that might inform the revised programme theory (Box 2). Where necessary

(as directed by the programme theory), and within the resource constraints of the study, we reanalysed our
initial searches looking for additional studies that might contain relevant data. Realist programme theory
development and refinement occurred mainly between February and April 2014.

BOX 2 lllustrative examples of how the data to build and refine programme theory were used

Example 1

A suggestion was made during a steering group meeting that one of the possible outcomes for those
participating in TW was harm (e.g. increase in negative emotions immediately following writing) and that this
had been reported in the literature. This had not initially been included in the current version of the programme
theory. The included studies were re-read with the specific goal of looking for examples of some form of harm
(early or delayed). Six such examples were found.5707374119121 Therefore, it was considered reasonable to refine
the programme theory to include harm as a possible outcome.

Example 2

During the second programme theory development meeting, the practitioner experts told that in their TW
groups they put up very few barriers to attendance (i.e. participants could come and go as they pleased and
did not necessarily have to undertake any TW). This context was not accounted for in the current version of the
programme theory. As a response, an additional step to the programme theory was added, and sought data to
support, refute or refine this change. Supporting data were found in only two documents,'?®'?® both of which
were descriptions by practitioners of their experiences of running TW groups. The nature of these sources
raised questions about the trustworthiness of these data and hence cast doubt on the change made. However,
while on its own, the sources were of questionable trustworthiness, there was existing substantive theory that
supported the rationale behind allowing potential participants to just attend a group. This was the concept of
trialability from Diffusion of Innovations theory.” This theory suggested that when something is new and has
not been used by a person before, the persons perceptions and feelings about it is influenced by being able

to try and see it. Thus it was inferred that, for those unfamiliar with TW, its uptake might be influenced by
individuals being allowed to try and see for themselves. The existence of substantive theory added coherence to
the change we made. This change is only partially supported, however, by data from published documents and
hence is less secure than other sections of the programme theory. It would benefit from refinement from
additional data.
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Results

Overview

The characteristics of the studies included in the effectiveness review and the document flow diagram
have already been outlined (see Chapter 3 and Figure 1, respectively). Most used (some with minor
modifications) the unfacilitated EW model. In this, there appeared to be a deliberate attempt to minimise
the degree of support provided to participants. In other words, TW was something that participants were
expected to undertake on their own with minimal input from anyone else. Five of the included studies
used a different approach — facilitated TW.

The TW intervention that was used in all but the five facilitated writing studies differed significantly from
the approach used by our practitioner expert. Within both the NHS and UK voluntary sector, when TW was
being used, it was rarely, if ever, used as a stand-alone intervention (i.e. in the form of unfacilitated EW).
Rather, different types of TW was used as one of the activities within a group setting, and facilitated by

a practitioner with expertise in both TW and running groups. Such approaches were thus more akin to

the activities and processes as described (e.g. in Rickett et al.®%) than the stand-alone, minimal-support
approaches found with unfacilitated EW used in the majority of the studies included in the

systematic review.

In subsequent analyses, two different programme theories were developed to reflect this: first, to explain
how TW might work if introduced in a stand-alone context with minimal support (unfacilitated EW), and,
second, what was almost certainly an elaboration of the first programme theory to explain how it might
work when it was introduced with facilitation in a group setting (facilitated TW).

Discussions with the practitioner experts contributed to refinement of the programme theories. The initial
meeting (held before a definitive list of studies to include in the systematic review was established)
indicated that there was a great deal of uncertainty as to how TW was meant to work to achieved desired
outcomes. By the second expert meeting, it had become clear that there was a difference between current
NHS and UK voluntary sector use of TW. By this second meeting the studies that would be included in

the systematic review had been arrived at and thus a body of literature to use for programme theory
refinement was available.

Not all of the included studies were used in programme theory refinement. Six studies were PhD or MSc
theses#578791.94131 that did not appear to have led to publications in the peer-reviewed academic literature.
One study was in Korean’® and a full translation was performed. Because the practitioner experts had
highlighted the widespread use of facilitated TW, studies that had not met the inclusion criteria for the
systematic review and thus had been excluded, were screened again (by GW and OPN) and 11 relevant
documents that specifically explored facilitated TW were identified.'?721327140 The reference lists within
each included study was also searched to look for information on whether or not there were any
additional studies (of any type) of the same intervention. One such study'' was retrieved.

What happens, how and why in unfacilitated emotional writing?

Analysis and interpretation of the data indicated that there are a number of processes that need to occur
for TW to be effective, and that a TW intervention takes place within a wider context. In the following
section, descriptions, explanations and evidence for the programme theory illustrated in Figure 56 are
provided. The intermediate outcomes that may result from engaging in TW, as perceived by the
participants, range from harm through to no benefit, and possible benefit to definite benefit, as illustrated,
as intermediate outcomes 1-4, in Figure 56. The benefit perceived by a participant in a TW intervention
can be broad, and, in particular, may go beyond the predefined outcomes that are measured in an
included study. Furthermore, perceived benefits are sometimes delayed and appear to vary from person to
person. It is of interest to note that none of the included studies had attempted to ask participants why
the decided to take part in the study in the first place or what they hoped to gain from taking part.
Supporting data below illustrate that (1) participants reported a range of different benefits from
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Intermediate outcome

Context
The facilitated group (see Figure 57

for more details)
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(but may re-engage later if

allowed to)

Mechanisms:

The therapeutic writing

‘black box’
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unfacilitated EW; (2) the benefits were not necessarily what the participants might have predicted they
would have received; and (3) these benefits were not necessarily those measured in the studies by
the researchers.

... this writing helped me get over, you know, my anger .. .”°

To questioning about whether or not the study was helpful, several responses included:

Yes, [it] has made me see how well | am doing; Yes, [it] reduced some stress,; and Yes, | got to write
about what | was feeling so | got it out and feel better afterwards not right after, but after.'*

Six months after the EW [Expressive Writing] intervention, we conducted interviews with 24 (57%)
women about their experience of writing. Several women talked about the value of being able to
express feelings that they had not acknowledged to themselves or to others; women also talked about
the benefits of being able to process their experience of having breast cancer. Engaging in the EW
process impacted on some women's relationships in that the writing made them more aware of how
much support they had had. We found that some women who had initially reported finding the
writing difficult were able to reflect that there were benefits to writing which had not been
immediately apparent. Several women expressed a sense of relief on the last day of writing indicating
that something had been dealt with.
Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Reproduced with permission from Gellaitry G, Peters K,
Bloomfield D, Horne R. Narrowing the gap: the effects of an expressive writing intervention on
perceptions of actual and ideal emotional support in women who have completed treatment for early
stage breast cancer. Psychooncology 2010,19:77-84.7

Participants appreciated the opportunity to work together on something that they found challenging.
They saw the poetry writing group as not simply a support mechanism, but a serious challenge to their
intellects and creativity.®®

For the majority of the participants, disclosing their emotions resulted in perceived psychological benefits.
Some participants recognised that writing was a therapeutic process that helped to reduce the burden of
stressful events.

It was good for me to air these feelings, as they have been bottled up for a long time, | feel better
now [ have written about them [P17, Intervention]. Although | ended up with lots of what may have
seemed negative stuff on the paper it has actually left me feeling quite strong, empowered,
understanding, focused, lighter, however.
P15, Intervention. Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Reproduced with permission from
Theadom A, Smith H, Horne R, Bowskill R, Apfelbacher CJ, Frew AJ. Participant experiences of a
written emotional disclosure intervention in asthma. Stress Health 2010;26:45-50.>8

I found all the exercises to be very relaxing and helpful in clearing my mind of the day’s events.
P24, Control®

Difficult to say whether this [therapeutic writing] is helping my emotional or mental state — and what it
is doing to my asthma — if anything.
P15, Intervention®

Some women reported that the writing provided them with a forum for expressing emotions they felt
might be burdensome for family members or other confidants . .. Others indicated that writing helped
them to identify priorities or focus concerns more specifically . . . Several women commented on the
writing task itself, indicating that it was helpful or expressing surprised at the issues that came to mind
as they wrote.
Reproduced with permission from Walker BL, Nail LM, Croyle RT. Does emotional expression make a
difference in reactions to breast cancer? Oncol Nurs Forum 7999:26:1025-32.7°
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Some studies revealed perceptions of harm (such as immediate negative feelings) or possible harm from
TW 8970737419121 Analysis indicates that when a person subjectively experienced harm or felt that they had
not benefited from unfacilitated EW, they were likely to take no further part or engage inconsistently.

Contrary to the hypothesized outcome . .. the group who wrote about a self-selected trauma did not
have a statistically significant benefit from the writing experience. This was true even though the
majority of them did write about their breast cancer. This was also the group with the highest dropout
rate. Having to make a choice about what to write about seemed to increase affective distress and
alter the benefit that focusing on ones self might offer, even if choosing to write about the personal
experience of breast cancer.

Copyright © 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd. Reproduced with permission from Craft MA, Davis GC,

Paulson RM. Expressive writing in early breast cancer survivors. J Adv Nurs 2013,69:305-15.7

... 13 persons (29.5%) dropped out because they experienced the writing about their stressful events
to be too much of a burden.®

One participant indicated that the reason she dropped out of WET [Written Exposure Therapy] (after
3 sessions) was because the treatment was making her think too much about her car accident, which
she found unpleasant. The other participant reported that he dropped out of WET (after 2 sessions)
because he was feeling better.”

One experimental participant self-selected out of the study after the first writing session for iatrogenic
reasons, indicating an unwillingness to continue writing due to distress.’?’

When participants believed that they were gaining some benefit from using unfacilitated EW, they
appeared to want to continue to engage with it. Within Figure 56, this has been illustrated by including a
feedback loop to the intermediate outcome of participants in unfacilitated EW.

Some group 1 members had elected to keep on meeting reqularly after their program had ended.®®
One participant started the course 2 years after being diagnosed with endometrial cancer:

One of the reasons | wanted to do this writing, | feel like | need to draw more strength from within . ..
The oncologists are wonderful at what they do . . . it’s about killing the cancer cells and that’s really
great, but there is also a place for having those other contacts for healing the illness.
Rickett C, Greive C, Gordon J. Something to hang my life on: the health benefits of writing poetry for
people with serious illnesses. Australas Psychiatry vol. 19. pp. 265-8, Copyright © 2016 by The Royal
Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists. Reprinted by Permission of SAGE
Publications, Ltd.®°

After the course, she said:

[It was] really enriching, because I've missed working and . .. it was really nice going to do something
and exercising your brain . .. Poetry has given me an outlet to try to untangle some of the
confusion within.®®

Finally, taking part in a writing intervention may have motivated some participants to start writing on their
own. For example, one control participant said:

It kick-started me into entering some more things into my journal again, just got some feelings. But
you didn’t really ask for thoughts and feelings in the writing exercises. But it had that side benefit but |
didn’t write similar passages in my journal as I did for you.'”
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Participants in both groups commented that they particularly appreciated having dedicated time to
themselves. Completing the writing exercise necessitated them creating protected time and generated
valuable time for reflection. It was a good time to reflect on how | feel about various issues [P25,
Intervention]. Having 20 minutes a day to myself was quite a miracle and something | hope to
continue in the future.
P20, Control. Copyright © 2009 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Reproduced with permission from Theadom A,
Smith H, Horne R, Bowskill R, Apfelbacher CJ, Frew AJ. Participant experiences of a written emotional
disclosure intervention in asthma. Stress Health 2010,26:45-50.”¢

There appears to be an element here of emergence. The perception of benefit is an intermediate outcome
from participating in unfacilitated EW, but appears to also act as a context to one of the mechanisms
identified that appears to cause continuing use of unfacilitated EW.

In Figure 56, the inferred mechanisms are illustrated by shaded boxes. As alluded to above, and
unsurprisingly, continuing use of unfacilitated EW occurs when participants perceive benefit from its use.
Repeated beneficial experiences reinforce continuing use. However, perceiving benefit in TW is not the
only mechanism that appears to be in operation. In order for participants to remain engaged, they also
have to feel that it is safe to write and that they are supported. These mechanisms of feeling safe,
supported and perceptions of benefits from TW seem to be important not only in encouraging participants
to continue with TW, but also in starting to use it in the first place. Different contextual influences trigger
the feeling safe and supported mechanisms and they are discussed in more detail in the next section

(see What happens, how and why in facilitated therapeutic writing?).

From the analysis of included studies it is not immediately apparent what the mechanisms are within
unfacilitated EW, as described by Pennebaker and Chung and in the various other models used in practice
(e.g. mindfulness writing, positive writing, memory evoking, literary, reflective writing and perspective
shifting writing)."®'** In Figure 56, the TW has been termed as black box. Those studies that have used the
approach to TW described by Pennebaker and Chung, or modifications of it, invariably cite one or more
explanations proposed by Pennebaker and Chung'* for how TW was meant to work. The possible
explanations for why expressive writing might work may be found in Box 3.

Pennebaker and Chung'® state:

If you are expecting a clean and simple explanation for the effectiveness of writing, we have some very
bad news: There is no single reason that explains it. Over the last two decades, a daunting number of
explanations have been put forward and many have been found to be partially correct. Ultimately,
there is no such thing as a single cause for a complex phenomenon. The reason is twofold. First, any
causal explanation can be dissected at multiple levels of analysis ranging from social explanations to
changes in neurotransmitter levels. Second, an event that takes weeks or even months to unfold will
necessarily have multiple determinants that can inhibit or facilitate the process over time.
Oxford Handbook of Health Psychology edited by Howard S. Friedman (2011): Extract of 115 words
(p. 426) from Chapter 18: "Expressive Writing: Connections to Physical and Mental Health” by
James W. Pennebaker and Cindy K. Chung (pp. 417-437). Reproduced with permission.'*

The data reported within the included studies did not enable any coherent and plausible interpretations on
what the possible mechanisms for unfacilitated EW approaches might be. Few of the included studies
directly explored potential underlying mechanisms or provided data that would enable any inferences to be
made. The challenge here is one of the absence of data in included studies.

In summary, it is reasonable to infer that the realist programme theory for unfacilitated EW is as follows.
Participants are offered the option of undertaking unfacilitated EW. This forms the starting context.
When offered this resource, participants make a choice about whether to participate. The reasoning in
the participant in response to the resource offered is threefold: (1) an initial assessment as to whether or
not the individual felt or thought there was any value in participating (i.e. will he/she gain any benefit);
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BOX 3 Brief overview of possible explanations on why expressive writing works (from Pennebaker and Chung')

Individual and social inhibition

When people are encouraged to talk or write about a previously inhibited event, health improvements would
be seen. Once people put their experience into words, they would no longer have the need to inhibit.

Emotions and emotional expression
The emotional response from writing fosters important cognitive changes.
Habituation to emotional stimuli

The benefits of writing accrue because individuals habituate to the aversive emotions associated with the
trauma that they are made to confront by writing.

Language and emotions: towards an A-to-D theory of emotional processing

When an emotional event is represented in a language format, such as during expressive writing,
verbal/conceptual processing becomes possible.

Use of emotion words in writing

Individuals who use very few emotional words or use a very high rate of them may be repressing their
emotions of being unable to express their emotions, leading to being or remaining unwell.

Beyond emotions: the construction of a story
Being able to structure emotions into a coherent story helps in the process of addressing the problem.
The components of a story: the analysis of cognitive words

The story created by the participant helps them to come to terms, explain and understand the behavioural
and/or mental problem associated with their experiences.

Writing as a way to change perspective

The writing produced by a participant may help them stand back and look at the experience from a
different perspective.

Expressive writing and social dynamics

After writing, participants continue to think about what they have written and this may lead to further
changes, such as to their day-to-day behaviour.

The big picture: life course correction

The change in perspective from writing may lead to participants re-examining how their life is progressing and
how they may need to change.
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(2) was this a safe environment in which to write; and (3) was there any support on offer to them? These
three responses form the most prominent mechanisms and their contextual triggers are discussed below.
In unfacilitated EW, generally no attempts are made (by those offering this resource) to create a safe
writing environment. Some studies did provide support should the participant require it (because they felt
distressed) either face to face’ or by telephone.

Once a participant has decided to undertake unfacilitated EW, they are then in a position to experience for
themselves its effects, which may range from harms to benefits. No benefit or perceptions of harm appeared
to result in non-engagement or inconsistent engagement. When the individual perceives benefits, they
seemed to engage in further TW. This perceived benefit seems to accumulate with repeated engagement
and become a new contextual trigger for the mechanism related to perceptions of benefit.

A consensus emerged from the programme theory planning meetings with practitioner experts. This was
that within the NHS and voluntary sector writing groups, TW was routinely used in a group setting. The
group formed part of the intervention in addition to the TW itself and this meant that the programme
theory described above and in Figure 56 needed to be refined and elaborated on.

The practitioner experts contributed their insights into three areas that needed to be incorporated into the
initial programme theory (as described above and illustrated in Figure 56). These were (1) the functions
and purpose of the group; (2) the range of TW approaches used with participants; and (3) the range of
outcomes that might be expected by participants. These are elaborated on below, and incorporated into

a refined programme theory of facilitated TW (Figure 57). The information provided by the expert
practitioners indicated that their groups had a range of similar characteristics. They were all voluntary, and,
in addition, individuals were welcome to come and go and stay as long or as short a time as they pleased.
Participation in TW was not always a compulsory condition for attending the group. There were rules for
the group but they were designed to be as inclusive as possible, for example those that attended were
expected not to disrupt the group. The groups existed in a context of tolerance. This meant that individuals
were given permission to come and go as they please to the groups for the length of time that they chose,
to as few or many group sessions, and to engage in TW or not.

The programme theory was refined to include steps that outline the processes involved with how and why
individuals may wish to participate in facilitated TW group (left-hand side of Figure 57). In the section
below, additional data from the 11 studies on facilitated TW'21291327140 fond from additional purposive
searching is provided to support the changes made to the programme theory. These supplement the data
that were already presented to develop and refine the programme theory in Figure 56.

Individuals either would self-refer to TW groups or might be encouraged to do so by health-care
professionals or another person. The mechanism that seemed to cause attendance and re-attendance
might be termed trialability. This concept comes from work on the Diffusion of Innovations theory,"® and
suggests that any new innovation may be more likely to be adopted when the user has opportunities

to experiment with it. There are some data (from the studies included in the effectiveness review and from
further searching for the realist synthesis) to indicate that, for many potential participants, TW in groups
was not something in which they had engaged and participated in the past and so the opportunity to see
what it was all about was important.

Our workshop became a space, a sandbox, in which they could come to play.'*

Patients who are generally withdrawn and reticent have found this [newsletter] a valuable means of
communication and now are rarely short of ideas for articles.’

Data from the practitioner experts indicated that attendance in TW groups in the real world was very fluid.

Individuals would come and go to the groups, sometimes only to talk to other group members or to make
use of other services being offered (e.g. the food provided). In some groups, individuals might be absent
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REALIST SYNTHESIS

for some time, only to appear and attend more consistently later. Group attendance was thus a fluid affair,
as indicated in Figure 57, and participation was driven more by the individuals own perceptions and
feelings about what their needs were.

An important distinction has been made in the programme theory between group attendance and
participation with TW. Those who attend may not necessarily undertake any TW. There appears to be
complex interactions between contexts and mechanisms here when it comes to the intermediate outcome
of whether or not an individual participates in a TW activity.

Group attendance enables an individual to make decisions about whether to participate in TW. In effect it
exposes them to what TW is all about, and what benefits they might obtain from the TW activity itself and
being an active participant in the a group.

Data from included studies indicate that the degree of tolerance of the group, the level of support on offer
from the group, the range of therapeutic activities available, the voluntary nature of the group, interaction with
the group, listening and understanding are all context influences that may trigger perceptions of benefits of TW.

The informal and relaxed atmosphere of the group encourages patients to read their work aloud and
to welcome discussion, criticism and admiration.’”

Participants told us that they enjoyed the technical challenges of writing poetry and the opportunity to meet
as a group to share their writing and get feedback. They were particularly proud to have the anthology of
their own writing, interspersed with poems by recognized Australian poets, as a tangible outcome.®

If I could think of any ideas of how the group can be improved, well, it's to get more people. Like |
know a lot of people are very shy or afraid of coming out and forcing themselves out there, thinking
that they’re gonna be exposed, but it's really an environmentally friendly place where we have the
group. So it could be improved if more people would join and say how they really feel about living
with HIV or AIDS [aquired immunodeficiency virus].
Reprinted from Arts Psychother, vol. 39, Fair CD, Connor L, Albright J, Wise E, Jones K. “I’'m positive,
I have something to say”: assessing the impact of a creative writing group for adolescents living with
HIV. pp. 383-9. Copyright © 2012, with permission from Elsevier.”*

Perceiving that TW (or the group itself) may have benefits does not necessarily mean an individual will
participate. Attendance at a group enables individuals to make subjective and/or objective judgements on
some of the context influences mentioned above — degree of tolerance, support, nature and type of the
interaction and so on. Another two mechanisms appear to be triggered if the context is right — individuals
can not only perceive benefits from participating in TW, but will also feel that it is safe to do so and they
will be supported. These mechanisms speak to the potential emotional costs of engaging in TW:
embarrassment, ridicule, feeling exposure, upset, and so on.

Allowing persons to safely share their thoughts and feelings about themselves reassures them that it is
okay to experience the feelings they have.”

The paper became that space where the students could meet themselves and their concerns
unimpeded by the predetermined expectations of others; the classroom became a safe place to read
the stories that could not be heard elsewhere.’?

... many people were unable to write directly about significant, traumatic experiences without
re-experiencing overwhelming emotions. One woman, an experienced licensed counsellor, wrote copious
and beautiful poetry but became rigid and almost frantic when we worked with memoir. Interestingly, in
her poetry, deep issues and memories would surface. She was able as well to write a fictional, third
person story full of effective emotional content and events similar to her life. Yet to approach her past
directly frightened her. There was clearly no safe place for her to go to in her own history.

Baker S. Tell it slant: history, memory, and imagination in the healing writing workshop.

Traumatology vol. 15 pp. 15-23, 2009. Published by American Psychological Association

and reprinted with permission.’?®
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... in reading this piece to a group who had been with her the better part of 6 months, she was able
to reveal herself in a way that felt safe.’®®

The interaction with a group of HIV-positive peers provided them with a safe place to talk openly
about their experiences, which not only served to deepen their understanding of their illness, but also
resulted in increased support. A 15-year old male explained that group members knew Everybody
[in the group] was born with it [HIV], and we talked about how it was nobody’s fault.
Reprinted from Arts Psychother, vol. 39, Fair CD, Connor L, Albright J, Wise E, Jones K. “I’'m positive,
I have something to say”: assessing the impact of a creative writing group for adolescents living with
HIV. pp. 383-9. Copyright © 2012, with permission from Elsevier.">

An example of the safety of the group is seen in the following quotation from a group leader:

And so really the group became a way for them to help one another, and the older kids sort of took
over in that regard, and kind of became peer counsellors in a way and were able to help them answer
some responses to people . .. there was one girl, the oldest girl in the class, just felt like everyone
should be out and open about it and perhaps that would release the stigma. So really a means for
them to figure things out on their own and figure out how they wanted to represent themselves and
HIV or if they wanted that to be a part of who they were.

Reprinted from Arts Psychother, vol. 39, Fair CD, Connor L, Albright J, Wise E, Jones K. “I’'m positive,

| have something to say”: assessing the impact of a creative writing group for adolescents living with

HIV. pp. 383-9. Copyright © 2012, with permission from Elsevier.">*

Working in a group creates an innerfouter dynamic that can help people to make sense of illness.®®

Positive changes in the adolescent were attributed to the experience of meeting other young people living
with HIV.

One mother stated participation in the group lets them know that there are other young people out
there that are dealing with the same issues that they’re dealing with. Another mother agreed: more
than anything else, being able to be around someone as themselves and see someone just like them
and see that they’re doing things and going on with their lives and not having pity parties. | thought it
was good.
Reprinted from Arts Psychother, vol. 39, Fair CD, Connor L, Albright J, Wise E, Jones K. “I’'m positive,
| have something to say”: assessing the impact of a creative writing group for adolescents living with
HIV. pp. 383-9. Copyright © 2012, with permission from Elsevier.’*

Parents and guardians reported few concerns. Most had longstanding relationships with the social worker
who first introduced the idea of a creative writing group; their trust in her contributed to their confidence
that the group experience would be helpful.

One mother stated:

I knew she was in good hands it was going to be a good educational experience for her. | thought it
was great.”*

In contrast, there are data to indicate that some potential participants in some context may find that the
private nature of unfacilitated TW may be more suitable to their needs.

The structured, private nature of the intervention was particularly helpful to people who were unable
to express emotion or who had ambivalent attitudes about expressing emotions to others.’®
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As described above and illustrated in Figure 57, there are data to support the gradual accumulation of
perceived and real benefits of TW, of being in a group, and feelings of safety and support. To reflect this
reinforcing cycle — of engagement with TW, being in a group, accruing benefits, feeling safe and
supported — the shaded triangle and text in Figure 57 have been used. Within a group with the relevant
mix and balances of contexts, individuals move from an unsafe to a safe context at a pace that is under
their control.

As previously mentioned, the practitioner experts pointed out that within the NHS and voluntary sector a
broader range of TW techniques or activities were used (e.g. mindfulness writing, positive writing, memory
evoking, literary, reflective writing and perspective shifting writing). The practitioner experts provided
explanations on when these different techniques might be used and for what ends. An example of the
information provided can be seen in Appendix 2.

There were no data within the included studies to inform the relevance and/or importance of these
different TW techniques in the programme theory. Different TW techniques are used in the included
studies, but the paucity of the reported data does not enable any firm conclusions to be made. This is one
area of the programme theory that is thinnest and would benefit from the search for further relevant
studies and documents.

Finally, the practitioner experts reported that the benefits an individual gains from engaging in TW can
occur early and later as well as be broad and unpredictable. In the section above, data from the studies
included in the systematic review, which support their observations, have already been presented. Below
are data gleaned from studies on when TW was used in a group setting that provides further support.

My guiding principle is that the individuals healthy self will gravitate toward what it needs; that | as
the practitioner cannot know whether this is ahead of time and that my job is to listen to the
emerging self and allow it expression.'?

In summary, it is reasonable to infer that the realist programme theory when TW intervention is used as
part of a group (facilitated TW) is as follows. Within the NHS and voluntary sector, TW is usually offered
as an activity within a group context. Potential participants either self-refer or are encouraged to attend.
These groups tend to operate in a context in which actual participation in TW is voluntary and
non-participation is tolerated. Such a context enables potential participants to try out (the mechanism
here being trialability) the group — seeing for themselves how it works and what goes on. A range of
group-related contexts appear to be important in influencing potential participants to participate in a TW
technique. With repeated attendance at the group, potential participants can subjectively and objectively
assess the (contextual influences of) degree of tolerance, support and guidance (from others and the
facilitator), the range of activities on offer, voluntariness, interactivity of the group, and so on. These
appear to trigger the mechanisms of perceptions of benefits, safety and support. Potential participants feel
that it is safe to take part in TW when they perceive that they are likely to receive support from the group
if potentially troubling emotions are surfaced. If they perceive subjective benefits, continuing participation
is more likely to occur.

Once a participant has decided to undertake TW, they are then in a position to experience for themselves
its effects — from harms to benefits. No benefit or perceptions of harm will likely result in non-engagement
or inconsistent engagement. When the individual perceives benefits, he/she is likely to engage in further
TW. This perceived benefit seems to accumulate with repeated engagement and become a new contextual
trigger for the mechanism related to perceptions of benefit. The range of benefits that a participant
obtains from TW appears to be individually specific; they may be immediate or delayed to some degree
and not necessarily predictable in advance or those that are measured by the researchers in the

included studies.

Within the realist synthesis, we were unable to clarify further the mechanisms of how different TW
techniques are meant to produce desired outcomes.
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Chapter 6 Discussion

his is the first comprehensive systematic review of TW interventions for people with LTCs. There are

many various forms of TW interventions that have been suggested as potential therapies for the
treatment of mental and physical illnesses. However, in this systematic review, unfacilitated EW such as
described in 1986 by Pennebaker and Beall' was the most frequently used approach. As few as five
studies®®° reported a facilitated type of TW intervention. However, even these five studies are not that
similar to the form of TW which has been described by TW practitioners as the most frequently used
writing therapy in both NHS and voluntary sectors in the UK.

Statement of main findings

Systematic review

Five studies®®”° were identified which examined the effect of facilitated TW on four different disease
areas (two studies in PTSD,%7° and one each in dementia,®” psychiatric problems,®® and serious physical
problems — primarily cancer®). The actual TW interventions studied were extremely varied, two being
internet based. Three of the studies®®®”7° were very small, and across the studies quality was mostly
unclear. The studies measured different outcomes but all reported positive outcomes in favour of the
writing intervention, suggesting that facilitated TW may be beneficial but it requires much more
evaluation, which should be conducted rigorously.

Unfacilitated EW was evaluated in 59 studies.”""™ There was considerable heterogeneity in participants,
interventions (context, content, delivery mode), comparators (factual writing, time management, non-writing,
waiting list or SMC) and outcomes (type measured and length of follow-up). For measurement of outcomes,
172 instruments were used and more than 300 different measures were reported. All but four®?>3788” of the
studies were RCTs. Methodological quality was frequently unclear, but most studies were likely to have
introduced performance or detection biases that could have increased the likelihood of finding a positive result.

e Of the six heterogeneous studies®®>*¢7"73 in patients with HIV, five were very small***>7"3 and all
were of very unclear quality. Overall, there was no evidence of benefit in any of the outcomes
examined (disease markers and psychological instruments), nor did a meta-analysis show any evidence
of evidence of benefit on depressive symptoms.

® Eight studies®>*’* 7 examined EW in patients with breast cancer: one was very large,’”® and their
quality ranged from unclear to poor (Hughes®*). Most examined mood, depressive symptoms or QoL
but there was no convincing evidence of benefit from EW across the studies or on meta-analysis of
mood or depressive symptoms.

® Five studies®®® examined genitourinary and gynaecological cancers, and, again, quality ranged from
unclear to poor. Across the wide variety of outcomes examined there was no consistent pattern of
benefit from TW. Two other studies®® of unfacilitated EW in patients with various cancers also failed
to identify any benefit from EW.

® Three studies®®? explored substance misuse: two were very small and study quality was unclear or
poor; across a wide range of outcomes they found no evidence of benefit from EW.

® Five small studies®™ of variable quality examined EW in patients with various psychiatric conditions;
there was little consistent evidence of benefit from TW across a variety of outcomes or on
meta-analysis of the effect on anxiety or depression in the short term.

® Two very small, low-/poor-quality studies®*® looked at EW for PTSD; in the immediate or short term,
both report inconsistent beneficial results on mood or PTSD symptoms with unfacilitated EW.

Three studies'® "% of variable quality found no consistent evidence of benefit in CVD.

Four studies®®'%7'% (of mixed quality) investigated unfacilitated EW in patients with asthma but no
evidence of benefit on a variety of outcomes was seen, and meta-analysis suggested that there was no
benefit on short-term FEV;.
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Two low-quality studies®*'® of IBS reported mostly positive results.

Three low-quality studies'®""? of psoriasis found little effect from the intervention.

For inflammatory arthropathies (six studies’”''3"'"7) there was a reduction in disease severity (n =191,
SMD -0.61, 95% Cl —-0.96 to —0.26) in the short term on meta-analysis of four studies,’®” "> with
a random-effects model and with non-significant heterogeneity, ?=1%.

Four low-quality studies®*”""®'% in FM and chronic pain showed mostly positive results.

Single studies looking at EW in sickle cell disease,?” diabetes mellitus,® cystic fibrosis,® BN,*°
amyotrophic lateral sclerosis,'® migraine and tension headache,’' and chronic lung disease (COPD and
IPF)'® were nearly all of low or unclear quality and found no evidence of benefit from EW.

The meta-analyses in the breast cancer studies®>*’*"® showed no significant differences in depression
(among 562 participants), positive and negative mood at short term (among 618 participants each) for
the EW group compared with the control group. Likewise, the remaining meta-analyses on HIV
(depression at short term in 249 participants); asthma (lung function at short term in 281 participants);
mental and psychiatric disorders (anxiety at short term in 127 participants); inflammatory arthropathies
(disease activity at both immediate and short term in 146 participants); and FM and chronic pain (pain
severity at two different short term assessments in 216 participants) found no significant differences
between EW groups and control subjects.

Twenty-four studigs®©>">6758.71.83.89,90,99,101.104-108,110-113,115117.119 rangrted disease-based outcomes across
different LTCs, and only two studies'*'® found a significant beneficial effect for EW: on DBP, but not
SBP, in cardiovascular disease, and on the severity of psoriasis.

For anxiety and depression, across different LTCs, none of the meta-analyses showed significant effects.

The review of economic evidence did not identify any true economic evaluations, quantifying both the
monetary costs and health consequences of TW interventions. Only one of the studies®® included in the
systematic review attempted to quantify the cost of delivering the TW intervention itself and made an
estimate of cost savings. Some studies did report on the impact of TW on patients’ use of other health
services: there was a significant reduction in reported use of medications with TW, but no significant effect
on the use of other health services. Costs for delivering programmes of TW are likely to vary, depending
principally on the amount of paid practitioner time per participant. The estimated direct cost to the NHS
ranged from as little as £12 for unfacilitated interventions to > £2000 for a series of 16 one-to-one facilitated
TW sessions. There is insufficient evidence to estimate how much, if any, of this cost would be offset by
savings from reduced use of other NHS services. There is also insufficient evidence to estimate the overall
cost-effectiveness of TW to the NHS. Cost—consequence analysis suggested that there might possibly be a
favourable balance of participant benefits to NHS costs for selected interventions in selected LTC groups.

The realist synthesis was able to develop two programme theories that (to some extent) explained some of
the findings within the studies included in the systematic review. Uncertainty continues to exist over why
individuals with LTCs might wish to participate in TW (of any variety) and what, how, and in what way these
individuals hope to gain from TW. For unfacilitated EW, there remains uncertainty as to how and why it
generates any outcomes of interest, for whom, and in what circumstances. In facilitated TW the relative
importance of the different processes within it (i.e. what processes need to be used — how and why — to
generate desired outcomes) is unclear.

In unfacilitated EW, when participants were offered the option of undertaking EW, this formed the starting
context. When offered this resource, participants made a choice about whether or not to participate. The
participant reasoning in response to the resource offered might be threefold: (1) an initial assessment as to
whether or not the individual felt or thought there was any value in participating (i.e. will he/she gain any
benefit); (2) was this a safe environment in which to write; and (3) was there any support on offer to
them? These three responses formed the most prominent mechanisms and their contextual triggers are
discussed in more detail with reference to facilitated TW. Studies using unfacilitated EW generally did not
attempt to create a safe writing environment or provide support. Once a participant had decided to
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undertake unfacilitated EW, they were then in a position to experience for themselves its effects —
which may range from harms to benefits. No benefit or perceptions of harm appeared to result in
non-engagement or inconsistent engagement. When the individual perceived benefits, he/she seemed
to engage in further TW. This perceived benefit seemed to accumulate with repeated engagement and
became a new contextual trigger for the mechanism related to perceptions of benefit. The range of
benefits that a participant obtained from TW appeared to be individually specific; they may have been
immediate or delayed to some degree, and not necessarily predictable in advance or those that were
measured by the researchers in the included studies.

The programme theory for facilitated TW is an elaboration of that for unfacilitated EW. Within the NHS
and voluntary sector, TW is usually offered as an activity within a group context. Potential participants
either self-refer or are encouraged to attend. These groups tend to operate in a context in which actual
participation in TW is voluntary and non-participation tolerated. Such contexts enables potential
participants to try out (the mechanism here being trialability) the group — seeing for themselves how it
works and what goes on. A range of group related contexts appear to be important in influencing
potential participants to participate with a TW technique. With repeated attendance at the group,
potential participants can subjectively and objectively assess the (contextual influences of) degree of
tolerance, support and guidance (from others and the facilitator), the range of activities on offer,
voluntariness, interactivity of the group, and so on. These appear to trigger the mechanisms of perceptions
of benefits, safety and support. Potential participants feel safe to take part in TW, when they perceive that
they are likely to receive support from the group if potentially troubling emotions arise. If they perceive
subjective benefit, continuing participation is more likely to occur. The programme theory for facilitated
TW and unfacilitated EW are the same once a participant has decided to undertake TW. Within the realist
synthesis we were unable to clarify further the mechanisms of how different TW techniques are meant to
produce desired outcomes.

Strengths

Systematic review

The systematic reviews and realist synthesis were supported during all phases by the expert advice of four
TW professional practitioners. The systematic review has been undertaken following PRISMA criteria®® and
was registered with PROSPERO at the start of the project. Comprehensive database searches were adopted,
supplemented by checking citation lists, theses and grey literature and contacting experts in the field.

Selection criteria were developed to include only participants with documented diagnoses of LTCs and
the list of LTCs considered was generous, with careful consideration of whether or not specific medical
conditions could be considered long term (e.g. patients with bladder papilloma following resection).

No restrictions were applied regarding the intervention (i.e. all types of therapies falling within the TW
umbrella were considered). Included was any comparative study, not only RCTs, and careful consideration
of appropriate comparators was given; where the control intervention appeared to have an inadvertent
EW component, for example when patients with cancer were asked to write about the facts of their
treatment, these studies were not included.

The assessment was not restricted to stated primary outcomes only. Independent double data extraction
for all numerical data was used. The reporting of all results is very comprehensive and analyses were very
thorough. Study authors (32 out of 64 included studies) were contacted for missing numerical data and
14 responded. In the report results were categorised by ICD-10 code as a systematic way of dealing with
the very wide range of conditions in which TW had been investigated. Categorising by ICD-10 code is an
unusual way to present systematic review results, and can be used sensibly only when an intervention
can be applied to a wide range of conditions — in this case both psychiatric and physical conditions.
Meta-analyses were conducted both within and across conditions to fully explore any potential effects of
these interventions.
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The review of published economic evidence was nested within a thorough systematic review, following
accepted methodological guidelines. An attempt was made to estimate the costs of TW from a NHS
perspective, based on information about the range of interventions provided in the included studies
and expert advice on how TW is used in practice. The cost—consequence summaries brought together
best-available evidence of effects on outcomes of importance to patients with simple estimates of NHS
costs for three illustrative case studies.

This realist synthesis has been undertaken following (where applicable) the RAMESES (Realist and
Meta-review Evidence Synthesis: Evolving Standards) quality standards for realist syntheses.’* Two
programme theories have been developed. Document selection and appraisal applied the principles of
relevance and rigour, and data extraction has focused on extracting data that are capable of supporting
programme theory refinement. Where possible, a realist logic of analysis has been applied to the data and
the synthesis has been reported following the RAMESES publication standards for realist syntheses.'
Reporting for the realist synthesis has been distributed across different sections of this report as some of
the processes used are similar to those of the systematic review. For example, the searching process of the
systematic review was used as the starting point of the realist synthesis. This also meant that the document
flow diagram is shared across both reviews. Additional searching (of a limited nature) was undertaken and
this has not been shown in the main document flow diagram (see Figure 7). Based on the focus of the
realist synthesis (to explain the outcome patterns found in the systematic review) no scoping of the
literature was undertaken. No changes were made to the initially planned review process other than a
much more limited additional searching due to time constraints. The RAMESES publication standards have
been followed and an overview of compliance may be found in Appendix 7.

We were not able to identify a UK-based therapeutic practitioner of unfacilitated EW as an expert advisor.
We double checked only 10% of our retrieved titles and abstracts, so there is a risk that we missed relevant
studies; however, our 10% checks did show excellent agreement between reviewers. We did not exclude
studies in which the underlying condition was poorly described (e.g. patients with various cancers). The
facilitated/unfacilitated TW split was a post hoc decision based on the background literature?’ and discussion
with the TW expert practitioners collaborating in the project. We tried to be consistent with our decisions
around selection of interventions and comparators, particularly in the meta-analyses, but not all interventions
and comparators were similar, introducing some heterogeneity. For example, when a study had two
interventions — one with positive writing and one with standard unfacilitated EW — the latter group was
selected. If a study had one intervention only, it would be included in the meta-analyses even if participants
were asked to write about positive aspects of their experience, particularly on the last day of writing.

A disadvantage of using ICD-10 codes to categorise studies meant we had a large number of categories,
often with relatively few studies in them, and this, in turn, constrained the sensitivity analyses that we
could conduct within these categories.

Studies not reporting any numerical data (raw scores or proportions for any one of the outcomes) were
excluded from the systematic review. Therefore, relevant studies might have been omitted. However,
strenuous efforts were made to contact study authors regarding missing data. Authors were not contacted
about study quality or when an explanation of a given instrument was not provided.

Many of the meta-analyses had high levels of statistical heterogeneity and should be interpreted with

caution. Additionally, meta-analyses are on small numbers only. A post hoc decision was made to conduct
overall meta-analyses across all LTCs for the outcomes of depression and anxiety. This decision was made
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before knowing the individual LTC meta-analyses results and was based on the large number of studies
reporting these outcomes, and their clinical usefulness as an exploratory analysis.

Regarding the study designs, both RCTs and non-RCTs were included but no sensitivity analyses of
randomisation compared with non-randomisation design were performed. This was because there were so
few studies within each ICD-10 code that further subdivision was thought to be unhelpful. We also did not
conduct any sensitivity analyses by study quality; we described study quality comprehensively but did not
use it further in our analyses.

We made a pragmatic decision not to investigate subgroup analyses within the included studies because
almost all appeared to be post hoc analyses, and the studies were not sufficiently powered for these
analyses. Therefore, we did not look for moderators, which was in the aims and objectives in our original
proposal. Regarding interventions, self-completion books were included as a TW intervention.

Economic considerations

The lack of evidence on cost and cost-effectiveness from published comparative studies was a major
challenge. Most studies did not report impact on health-care resource use, only 12 out of 64 studies
included such information >7687>778389.30.97.98104.109119 | addition, the reporting standards for resource use
in most papers were weak. It was also difficult to estimate the cost of the interventions in some studies,
owing to a lack of detail on the level of practitioner input. The diversity of the studied populations, the
inconsistent and sparse nature of the available effectiveness evidence, and, particularly, the lack of
evidence on QoL outcomes, made de novo decision modelling an unrealistic prospect.

Realist synthesis

Although searches were exhaustive, selection criteria for the realist synthesis could have been identified
earlier in order to conduct even more iterative searches. There was only one qualitative study' identified
as being useful for the realist synthesis process. Additional searching would have been desirable as it
would have enabled more relevant data sources (especially those that contained potentially relevant
existing substantive theories) to have been identified. However, because of time constraints, only one
single round of additional searching specifically for the realist synthesis was undertaken. The absence of
these additional searches is likely to have impacted on the degree of the explanatory powers of the realist
synthesis. In addition, it was not possible to include the studies found in the updated search (to January
2015) in the realist synthesis.

The selection criteria for the realist review could have been more closely defined, or tailored earlier, in
order to capture more relevant literature. Studies investigating healthy students and non-comparative
studies were identified as a potentially useful tool for further programme theory development.

The development of the programme theory relied predominantly on the data contained within
randomised, non-randomised and case—control study data. Previous review teams have identified that the
data necessary for conducting a high-quality realist synthesis is often not found in RCTs. However, as the
included studies consisted of a broader range of study types and much larger numbers of studies than that
found in Dieleman et al.’* and Kane et al.’* it was anticipated during the project that sufficient data
would be available. To supplement the data within the studies included in the effectiveness review, two
additional searches were undertaken: one to look for studies on facilitated TW and the other for studies of
any type that reported on one or more of the included studies. Despite these two additional searches,
gaps in the data existed, which meant that it was not possible to fully elucidate and test a number of
aspects of the programme theories, such as:

® The mechanisms underlying the TW techniques encountered in this project. Additional searching for
data from different disciplines (e.g. humanities) might have been more informative. In addition, there
exists a large body of research on the use of unfacilitated EW in populations without LTCs and data
from this body of work might have been valuable in mechanism identification and elucidation.
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The role of the group in facilitated TW requires greater elucidation. The realist synthesis identified a
number of contextual influences and mechanisms, but these are unlikely to be the only relevant ones.
A large body of work exists on groups in general and on therapeutic groups specifically. Further
searching in these areas would likely have provided further relevant data. The role and competencies of
the group facilitator also needs further elucidation and additional searching for data on this topic area
would have been helpful.

The value placed by participants in TW on the presence of an audience was noted in some of the data.
This is another area with a large body of literature located within disciplines outside of health services
research that is worthy of further attention.

This is the first realist synthesis that has sought to develop a realist programme theory that attempts to
explain the outcome patterns for unfacilitated EW and facilitated TW when used for LTCs. In other words,
it is the first attempt that tries to unpack the black box of TW when used in a population with LTCs. The
programme theory provides potentially transferable knowledge about how these types of TW techniques
might fare under different contexts. However, an important caveat on this programme theory is that it
requires further development and refinement. This is because it includes only some of the relevant and
important mechanisms and related contextual triggers. The paucity of relevant data in the studies used to
develop and refine the programme theory has had an impact on both its detail and extent. In addition,
the strength of the inferences made has been affected by the rigour of the included studies. Many of the
outcomes reported within the included studies must be considered to be less trustworthy as a result of
the conduct of the studies. For example, all reported findings of benefits, harms, correlations and/or
associations were treated with caution when used in programme theory development. Findings that could
reasonably be considered to be more trustworthy were those that had not been as a result of statistical
manipulation and/or interpretation by the authors. Consideration was still given as to how such data were
generated, for example the interview method for qualitative data. The result is that many of the inferences
made in the development of the programme theory were often tentative. The implication is that further
testing and refinement of the programme theory is needed, through future secondary or primary research.

This project faced two significant methodological challenges in trying to undertake both a systematic
review and realist synthesis. The first related to the purpose of the realist synthesis and the other to human
resources required. The purpose of the realist synthesis was to explain the outcome patterns reported in
the studies included in the systematic review. Thus the realist synthesis was not able to proceed in earnest
until it had been clearly decided what the final set of included studies were for the systematic review.

This process for confirming the final set of included studies for the systematic review did not occur until
month 11/12 of the project. This meant that the realist synthesis could only begin in the last third of

the project. An additional related challenge that emerged from the focus of the realist synthesis was
around the nature of the included studies. About midway through the project, the expert advisors had
indicated that within the NHS and voluntary sector for LTCs, the main form of TW used was facilitated
TW. Only when the final set of included studies for the systematic review had been finalised and were
being analysed did it emerge that the vast majority of these related to the use of unfacilitated EW. This
unexpected finding meant that additional unanticipated work was needed in the realist synthesis, as it had
to develop one or more programme theories to make sense of both unfacilitated EW and facilitated TW.

In terms of human resource requirements, it must be kept in mind that both systematic reviews and realist
syntheses are labour intensive. Within this project the majority of the researchers time was devoted to the
systematic review. This meant that one of the two reviews had to be truncated — in this case the realist
synthesis. Once the included studies had been identified, data extraction, analysis and synthesis took place
in parallel for the systematic review and realist synthesis. As the project had only one full-time researcher
(OPN) and almost all of her time was devoted to the systematic review, less human resources allocation,
and time was available for the realist synthesis before the expected end date of the project. Within the
3-month time frame left to undertake the realist synthesis (especially in light of the additional work
needed, as explained above), it was not possible to undertake the additional searches that would be
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needed to more fully develop the programme theories for unfacilitated EW and facilitated TW. These
would have been especially important, as the studies included in the systematic review did not contain
sufficient relevant data. There was simply not the spare human resources capacity or time to do so.

The challenges mentioned above provide important lessons to review teams and funders who wish to
undertake both combined systematic reviews and realist syntheses.

(@) Sequencing If the purpose for undertaking a realist synthesis is to explain the outcome patterns of
studies included in a systematic review then additional time is likely to be needed to enable the
rigorous execution of the realist synthesis component. Identifying the included studies takes time and
the realist synthesis can pragmatically start only once it is clear what the included studies are. Its start
is thus delayed and it is likely that an additional minimum of 9 months (ideally 12-18 months) is
needed for a rigorous realist synthesis to take place. Review teams and funders need to expect that
such combined reviews are going to take longer to complete.

(b) Human resources Both systematic reviews and realist syntheses are labour intensive. Planning and
budgeting needs to reflect the need for additional researcher(s) time when a project gets to the stage
when data extraction, analysis and synthesis is taking place for both the systematic review and realist
synthesis. Otherwise, one or the other of the reviews is likely to suffer. Ideally, two different
individuals with sufficient funded time are needed with the necessary skill sets to undertake the
systematic review and realist synthesis separately.

Uncertainties

Systematic review

Most interventions evaluated were unfacilitated EW and did not mirror those currently used by professional
TW practitioners in clinical practice in the UK. The main uncertainty is the clinical effectiveness of TW as it
is practised by therapeutic practitioners, including within the NHS. It must be noted that the facilitated TW
interventions included in the systematic review do not mirror those used in current NHS practice. There is
insufficient clinically relevant evidence on facilitated TW as practised within these studies to know whether
or not it is beneficial. It is uncertain if unfacilitated EW might be harmful, particularly in psychotic patients,
but there was little evidence of harm in the studies evaluated.

Economic considerations

The economic case for the NHS to fund TW interventions for people with LTCs remains unproven.
Depending on the level of practitioner input, these interventions are likely to be relatively inexpensive, and
there is some evidence suggestive of possible cost savings related to reduced use of other health care,
although this evidence is sparse and inconsistent. The cost—consequence case studies also suggest that
there may be positive impacts on measures of health and well-being for some types of TW in some patient
groups but these are exploratory analyses. Until there is robust evidence of patient benefit, it is difficult to
conclude that TW would be a cost-effective use of NHS money.

Realist synthesis

Unfacilitated TW appears to have some effect in that the people who took part did notice some changes
to intermediate or more proximal outcomes. However, the outcome of interest was health functions of
some form, but TW does not seem to have much of an effect on this final desired outcome.

Within another realist synthesis, one could try to work out what outcomes (final desired and/or
intermediate/proximal) might be influenced by unfacilitated TW. This would be the programme theory
development aspect of a realist synthesis of unfacilitated TW. In this project we could touch on this only
because of insufficient relevant data. This further realist synthesis could try to build a more detailed realist
programme theory [i.e. one that further explains what has caused each outcome (final/intermediate) and
under what contexts], the causal force being the mechanism(s).

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals
provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science
Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.

189



We did not look at unfacilitated EW on healthy students but these studies may or may not inform what
outcomes (final/intermediate) might be possible with unfacilitated TW, under what contexts and what the
mechanisms might be. So there may be contexts within which it is reasonable to extrapolate what can be
learnt from the healthy students studies to those who are unhealthy — based on making (and if possible
testing) the assumption that the same mechanism(s) might be in operation under these different contexts.

The programme theory for unfacilitated EW and facilitated TW in LTCs highlights how complex these
interventions are. It cannot and should not be assumed that they will work as expected when applied in
differing contexts. The outcomes participants will get from TW are at present neither predictable nor
necessarily achieved. In addition, these outcomes are rarely the ones hoped for by the researchers who
have undertaken the primary studies included in the effectiveness reviews and realist synthesis. A number
of contexts appear to influence whether or not individuals will choose to participate and continue with
TW. In the real-world setting of clinical practice (such as in the NHS and voluntary sectors), due
consideration needs to be given to ensuring that these contexts exist (or can be made to) if there is to be
any hope that meaningful and continued participation in TW is to take place. Of note is that many of
these contextual influences are beyond the TW technique itself and sit in the wider world that surrounds
the individual and the TW technique. Despite the development of the programme theory, at present there
is too much uncertainty surrounding too many aspects of it to enable a firm recommendation to be made
about the benefits for the large-scale introduction of unfacilitated EW or facilitated TW into routine
clinical practice.
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Chapter 7 Conclusions

he systematic reviews and realist synthesis together with the economic considerations provided further
and robust assessment of TW interventions across a broader range of chronic conditions than previously
published research.

The clinical utility of TW interventions must be questioned, particularly the unfacilitated type of EW
interventions frequently evaluated in different chronic conditions over almost two decades with no clear
benefit on physiological, physical, psychological or QoL outcomes. In the UK, professional TW practitioners
use other types of TW interventions, usually facilitated and with a variety of types of writing; however,
such interventions have not yet been formally trialled. In addition, there is little information on any adverse
effects of the evaluated TW and EW interventions, although increased negative mood immediately after
the unfacilitated EW exercise was reported in nearly all of the included studies that looked at this, and may
be worse among people with higher levels of baseline distress.

Further research

Realist synthesis

From the programme theory developed in the realist synthesis, it can be seen that further research might
fruitfully be conducted in a number of areas. The primary research to date where TW (facilitated or not) is
used to treat patients with LTCs appears to be highly under-theorised. Little is known about a number of
aspects of these interventions. Although it is possible that a further dedicated realist synthesis might be
able to make more sense of these intervention types, it is likely that greater mileage would be gained by
first conducting additional primary research, particularly in patients with LTCs. This is especially the case if
there is any intention to use unfacilitated EW for patients with LTCs. The existing studies demonstrate that
greater attention is needed on theorising why it might be that such an intervention type would even work
in the first place. In other words, in summary, better theorised TW interventions are first needed prior to
undertaking any further realist synthesis. To provide guidance the following three questions are probably
the most pressing areas to address with suitably designed primary research. This is because the answers to
the following questions are most likely to provide data that are relevant for further programme

theory refinement:

Why do people with LTCs want, or not want, to participate in TW (of any type or form)?
What do people with LTCs hope to get out of participating in TW (of any type or form)? How
and why?
® Which has a bigger influence on outcomes in facilitated TW, the group, the facilitator or the writing
technique? How and why?
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CONCLUSIONS

Unfacilitated emotional writing

® There are large numbers of RCTs of unfacilitated TW in a variety of LTCs. The results suggest that there

is no consistent and predictable benefit with this type of intervention. However, there may be some
conditions where further robustly designed research with adequate sample sizes, comparing TW

to usual care, might be useful, in particular, in people with substance misuse (because they may have
experienced considerable trauma), and in PTSD (because there is weak evidence of possible benefit
from the studies included in this review), or other areas in which people may have experienced
traumatic events and have difficulty expressing themselves. If further research in unfacilitated writing is
to be conducted, an explicit choice of patients and outcomes should be declared and CONSORT
(Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials) guidelines should be followed.™® In view of the generally
poor quality of the evidence to date, attention to statistical power and the maintenance of study
quality are essential. Capturing any adverse events is important. Programme theory presented here
might be a useful starting point to help researchers conceptualise unfacilitated EW. For example, if
researchers are to investigate patients with COPD there needs to be a coherent and plausible reason as
to why they think that FEV, might be affected by TW. It would be very useful if standard outcomes for
the different conditions were measured [COMET (Core Outcome Measures in Effectiveness Trials)]™®' to
facilitate comparison with other interventions and length of follow-up should be considered.

From the current research base, there are few data on patients understanding of, or expectations from,
unfacilitated EW. Most of the trials appear to be explanatory and, in many cases, the researchers were
at pains to withhold all information from participants about the possible nature of the intervention
before they were randomised. If further research on unfacilitated EW in a health context is conducted,
we recommend including qualitative studies to explore patients’ understanding of, and experience of
undergoing, EW interventions.

Facilitated therapeutic writing

® An audit of the types of TW currently being used in the NHS in both primary and secondary care would

be very useful.

Further, robust research into the facilitated TW interventions that are used in clinical practice and the
voluntary sector is recommended. Developmental work on the role of the facilitator, TW and group
dynamics would be required. Some TW disciplines are very well developed but have not yet been
formally evaluated in clinical settings.'® Programme theory presented here might be a useful starting
point to help researchers conceptualise facilitated TW. Development work and feasibility or pilot studies
should probably be conducted prior to full evaluation. Cluster RCTs and studies of other appropriate
designs could be conducted on these interventions, evaluating patients with chronic physical or mental
ill health. The comparators could be standard practice without TW or other comparable therapeutic
interventions, such as relaxation CDs or reading bibliotherapy. Outcomes would be the standard clinical
outcomes for the patient’s medical condition, and patient satisfaction, HRQoL and costs. The sample
sizes would need to be large enough to find a potentially modest effect.
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Victoria Field’s perspective

A practitioner’s perspective: some snapshots

Types of writing

| concur with the list that Carol Ross provided — these are tried-and-tested writing suggestions that have
therapeutic potential.

Rather than techniques being necessarily applicable to certain diagnoses, my own model is more to do
with the level of wellness of the person or the group. The techniques are adapted according to the
following continuums:

1. Containing factors

These keep the process safe and accessible.

(@) Length of time For someone in distress, writing for a minute might be sufficient.

(b) Length of writing Sometimes, for someone withdrawn, one word might be the starting point.

(©)  Amount of direction/structure Structured suggestions can help with inchoate material.

2. Complexity

Tolerance of complexity is a marker of mental health and | would use TW techniques that encourage

nuanced responses with a more well population or with a group that has been meeting for a while.
This determines the kinds of writing suggestions | make, such as:

(@) metaphor — narrative

(b) direct — elaborated

(c) first-person — second-person — third-person writing
(d) single perspective — multiple perspective.

3. Focus

(a) Self— others — wider world These dimensions are all important to understanding experience — as a
practitioner, | make judgements about when it is appropriate to encourage writing in a different direction.

(b) Pain/distress — positive aspects of life — as above There is evidence that it is important to acknowledge
a sense of victimhood before beginning to write a new story.

() Past— present — future Again all are important but for example, the very elderly often appreciate
writing that stays in the moment, especially nature writing.

Settings
My experience with TW includes the following health-care settings in which patients had LTCs, and we
worked in groups unless otherwise stated:

stroke rehabilitation unit — some group work and one-to-one at the bedside

Arts for Older People — in care homes

Age Concern day centre

day treatment centre for people with severe and enduring mental illness

primary care — a health centre attached to a GP practice

one-to-one with a dementia patient in her home (referred by an occupational therapist) and,
subsequently, on a psychogeriatric inpatient ward.

ok WwhN =
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I have also worked in the following community settings in which participants have often had mental health
issues, some severe and enduring, and other LTCs, but these were not the primary reason for attending.
For example, the library promotional literature said service users welcome but people were not required to
self-identify.

St Petroc’s Centre, offering services for street homeless people
open-access sessions in public libraries

Adult education Writing for Self-Discovery courses

Truro Cathedral (was writer-in-residence in 2006).

HwnN =

| also supervised a number of pilot projects in TW by other practitioners, which included the following
client groups as part of an Arts Council England-funded Arts in Health project:

prisoners at risk of self-harm

children in hospital long term

long-term unemployed

patients at a GP surgery with mild depression
women at a clinic for pelvic pain.

s wnN =

The model for my intervention is a psychosocial rather than medical one. However, the outcomes can be
measured in medical terms.

There follows a couple of examples that might exemplify some of approaches, justifications and outcomes:

On the stroke unit, | was part of a multi-art form team offering afternoon sessions for a year as a way
of preventing boredom and depression, which, in turn, had an impact on motivation to get well,
which, in turn, impacts on length of stay. Elevated mood was seen as a way of making it more likely
patients would do the physiotherapy prescribed, for example.

The different art forms worked best with different patients but one characteristic of the writing was that it
enabled catharsis and safe expression of emotions, such as despair and hopelessness, which were not
permitted with medical staff or family: permission to be oneself is a characteristic of TW.

The average length of time on the unit was 96 days; to justify the intervention financially, this would need
to reduce by 4.4 days per patient. The full report is available from: www.artsforhealthcornwall.org.uk/
wp-content/uploads/2010/10/Arts-for-Stroke-Rehabilitation-Evaluation.pdf

On the Arts for Older People project in care homes (also an Arts for Health Cornwall and Isles of Scilly
initiative), the improvements were mostly social and psychological — | feel all twinkly (care home
resident) — but there are benefits from just moving residents into a group setting that indirectly led to
more interaction and motivation to be more mobile, which, in turn, might help with constipation and
the other common problems of being sedentary (summarised as poetry makes you poo).

The work can also change perceptions and lead to better care. One participant, relatively young, a retired
headmaster, who had had a stroke and was severely depressed, was wheeled in to weekly care home
sessions and never spoke nor made eye contact until the sixth session when he contributed one word and
then smiled; subsequently, speech therapy was accessed and he made considerable progress.

Victoria Field, 9 May 2013

NIHR Journals Library


http://www.artsforhealthcornwall.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/10/Arts-for-Stroke-Rehabilitation-Evaluation.pdf
http://www.artsforhealthcornwall.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/10/Arts-for-Stroke-Rehabilitation-Evaluation.pdf

DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

Appendix 2 Realist synthesis: expert practitioners’

feedback

TABLE 76 Carol Ross: views on how TW was meant to work, for whom and why

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

Note on duration of writing: In my sessions in MH units, the writing done in the exercises listed below lasts from 2-minute
bursts to 15 minutes. Most often writing is 5-10 minutes in duration and 25-30 minutes in total for a 1-hour session

(very brief writing is the subject of this research article: Burton and King

Writing about positive experiences,
or positive aspects of situations

Why: People with MH problems can
become totally focused on their
problems and lose interest in their
normal life. | have been influenced by
the research of Laura King and
collaborators (e.g. Burton and King,
Mackenzie et al.")

153,154

Mindful writing about the world -
notice something in the world and
write to describe it in detail

Why: Mindfulness is recognised to be
useful in MH conditions and has been
incorporated into therapies such

as Dialectical Behaviour Therapy
(McKay et al.,"® chapter 3)

Mindful expressive writing — how |
feel right now

In a ward situation | would say scan
body from toes to top of head writing
about how each part of the body feel,
and then move on to write about
thoughts and feelings right now

Why: Mindfulness is recognised to be
useful in MH conditions and has been
incorporated into therapies such

as Dialectical Behaviour Therapy
(McKay et al.,"® chapter 3). See also
Poon and Danoff-Burg'’

Creating a fictional character and
writing about them. | start with a
variety of prompts such as photographs
of (unknown) people, pieces of fabric, a
character questionnaire

Why: To raise awareness of others’ lives
and shift focus away from self. No
reference — | developed this one based
on my own observations of MH
inpatients

152)

Flexible enough to be used in PICU and
adult and older people’s MH units.

The technique is good for most MH
problems, but | do not use, or else use
with caution, when people are severely
depressed because they can turn even
positive writing around to be negative

Very helpful in all of the MH units in
which | work, and something |
recommend as daily practice. | use an
adapted form frequently in PICU —
writing to describe large landscape
photographs. Especially useful when
someone is experiencing symptoms of
mania, psychosis, anxiety, agitation,
stress

Not something | use in PICU or, so far,
with older people but | do use it in the
general adult MH unit with people who
are well enough to manage to do it.
When these individuals are sufficiently
recovered, | recommend this, along
with mindful writing about the world,
as daily practice to people with MH
issues. Many people who find
meditation difficult are able to do
mindful writing instead

I find this useful in all of the MH units
in which | work. Especially useful where
someone is completely wrapped up in
themselves and their own problems.

| have found this useful in individuals
with MH problems from severe
depression to personality disorder to
paranoid schizophrenia

Increased positivity and motivation
Lifted mood

Rediscovery of remembered
interests and pleasures

Focus on exceptions to their
problem-saturated life

Hope

Calming

Increased mental focus

Increased interest in the real world
Grounding

External perspective

Respite/distraction

Calming

Shift of focus from past/present
worries to the here and now

Insight

Clarification of thoughts and
feelings

With regular practice can look
back at how things have changed

Perspective shift away from self
and own problems

External focus

Could help with emotional
connections and relationships

Respite/distraction

continued
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TABLE 76 Carol Ross: views on how TW was meant to work, for whom and why (continued)

Neutral writing exercises that | expect
will elicit memories in many individuals,
e.g. older people writing about objects
they would have used in the past

Why: This is a low pressure way of
eliciting memories — rather than show
an object and asking people to write
about a memory evoked by the object,

| ask individuals to write about the
object and what it makes them think of

Second- and third-person writing
and unsent letters

This type of writing is very varied,

e.g. someone could write a letter from
a future version of him/her, who is well,
to a person who helped and inspired
them in their recovery, or someone
could write a third-person account of a
conversation from the other person’s
point of view

Why: To change perspective in some
way, e.g. externalising a problem.
Example reference: East et a/.'*®

Visualisation writing, e.g. imagining
oneself into a landscape or building or

on a journey

| prompt the writing with a photograph
or a short piece of writing about

their favourite way of travelling, or
(occasionally) with a guided
visualisation

Why: Stimulating the imagination, a
positive flight of fancy, a visit to a world
outside the ward environment

Writing in response to a fairly random
prompt such as single words, symbols,
shapes, colours

Often the writing is freewriting (writing
fast without stopping to think or
correct anything)

Why: Very flexible, minimal structure,
freeing up the writing and allowing the
individual to write whatever comes into
their mind

Suitable in all MH units as above but
particularly helpful with older people
and people with Alzheimer’s disease if
they are able to do it

Very useful in MH settings. | do not use
often in PICU because the inpatients
tend to be too unwell to do this sort of
writing. | have found this type of
writing helpful with people with
different problems from personality
disorder to bereavement. Some voice-
hearing patients find it helpful to write
letters to their voice, for example

| often use variations on this idea with
working age MH inpatients, and have
had some success even with someone
who was severely depressed

| use this in the adult MH unit mainly,
but also with some patients in PICU.
This type of writing, e.g. using symbols
and metaphor, can be especially useful
with people who have schizophrenia.
However, | would not use where
individuals are clearly manic, psychotic
or voice hearing at the time of the
session

Stimulation of memory
Enjoyment

Comfort

Social benefits — past experiences
the individual remembers can
then form topics of conversation
with family/visitors/other patients

and so help with emotional
connections and relationships

Insight

Externalisation of problem
Closure

Catharsis

Acceptance

Empathy

Hope

Perspective shift

Could help with emotional
connections and relationships

Stimulating interest in the world
Motivation

Respite/distraction

It's difficult to predict what the
effects will be with this sort of
exercise but it can bring out
unexpected/subconscious
thoughts and can spark an
interest in doing more writing —
which can be helpful

Could help with freeing up
mental blocks
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TABLE 76 Carol Ross: views on how TW was meant to work, for whom and why (continued)

Poetry therapy — writing in response
to selected published poems

Why: They can reflect common
experiences, clear or metaphorical. Also
thought provoking and stimulates
group discussion

Re-writing a memory - not to change
or block it but to express the memory
with a shift of perspective, e.g.
re-writing a memory to show how the
individuals strengths helped them get
through it

Why: To shift perspective about a
traumatic or difficult memory so that it
can become less dominant

Structured journal techniques, e.g.
write one word every hour, for a whole
day, which sums up how you feel right
then, or write a daily journal containing
only positives

Creative writing in a group, e.g.
collaborative poems, each writing the
story depicted by a picture

Why: To give participants a
thought-provoking, surprising,
enjoyable group experience

Suitable for anyone in a MH unit who is
capable of doing the exercise

| believe this could be very useful in
conditions such as PTSD and for
survivors of abuse (as many MH
patients are). This kind of idea,
although not written, is at the heart of
narrative therapy. | have suggested
this kind of writing to one or two
individuals as something they might try
for themselves, but have not as yet
used it in a group setting

Suitable for anyone, | would think, as
long as the techniques are tailored for
the individual. Unstructured journals
can also be very helpful too — pouring
out one’s thoughts and feelings to an
impartial observer. | would worry about
people, who are of completely negative
thinking, writing an unstructured
journal, however, because writing
down negative thoughts repeatedly is
likely to reinforce them

This is a bit different. This kind of
exercise works best with a group in
which all participants are well enough,
and thinking clearly enough, to manage
it. Of all the exercises, this one is as
much about group members sharing
and relating to each other as about
what is actually written in the exercise

Recognition that others have
similar problems

Stimulating interest in the world
apart from self and problems

Self-expression
Insight

Hope
Positivity

Externalising and reducing the
emphasis on problems

Seeing the past from a more
helpful perspective

Seeing the future in a more
hopeful light

Depends on technique used:
self-expression, positive thinking,
motivation, insight, catharsis,
clarification of thoughts and
feelings, coming to terms with
things

Lifted mood

Increased self-esteem and
confidence

Group bonding
External focus

Could help with emotional
connections and relationships

Respite/distraction

continued
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TABLE 76 Carol Ross: views on how TW was meant to work, for whom and why (continued)

Benefit finding about an illness or
problem, for example what are you
able to do, or do more of, since having
the illness that you couldn’t do
previously

Why: Change perception of illness to
help with acceptance. Example
references: King and Milner;'*®
Danoff-Burg and Mosher'®®

Head chatter — writing everything that
comes into your head for a timed
period, say 5 minutes

Why: To clear the mind, for example
before going to bed or before doing a
writing session

Expressive writing about illness/
problem/trauma — write your deepest
thoughts about ... along the lines of
Pennebaker and Beal'

Why: Expressing one’s deepest
thoughts and feelings in writing can be
easier than speaking them aloud

Not something | use with MH inpatients
but | can see it could be helpful with
some long-term physical conditions

| believe this to be a good daily journal
practice for many people, e.g. doing
this late evening every day could help
with sleep. However, | never use this in
MH units because it is too unstructured,
which means it is difficult for most
inpatients to do and could well give
opportunity for a voice or negative
thoughts to dominate the writing

Not something | use in inpatient MH
units but | can see that it could be
helpful, e.g. in long-term physical
conditions and with undisclosed
trauma. In inpatient MH units, | believe
this kind of writing should be either at
the individual’s instigation or that of
his/her clinical psychologist/psychiatrist
and under that clinician’s guidance.
Some individuals write in this way
during sessions or in between group
sessions, but not at my direction. Some
individuals ask me to pass this type of
writing to their named nurse, or to
shred it, which | do

Increased positivity and motivation
Improved acceptance of illness
Decreased focus on illness

Insight

Clearing the mind of a confused
jumble of thoughts

Calming
Increased mental focus
Can bring out unexpected/

subconscious thoughts and help
with freeing up mental blocks

Insight
Catharsis

Getting to the point of being able
to talk to therapist

Improved self-expression

Clarification of thoughts and
feelings

Coming to terms with illness/
problem

Acceptance

MH, mental health; PICU, paediatric intensive care unit.
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TABLE 77 Victoria Field: views on how TW was meant to work, for whom and why

General population with mild
anxiety and/or depression:
Can be due to ongoing

mental health problems, life
circumstances, such as
bereavement, divorce, or caring
responsibilities, or LTCs or
adjustment to disability or just
being at that difficult stage
between birth and death

Reflective writing — a whole variety
of writing prompts (including lists, free
writing, acrostics, dialogues, mind
maps, responding to images, music,
environment, realia, fictionalising) —
this writing may be kept private or
shared

e Using the reflective writing as a
means of processing, e.g. using
deeper prompts, questioning
the material that arises,
proprioreceptive writing. This
stage is important to prevent
someone writing themselves into
a dark place and where the
interactive aspect of the process
is crucial

® Using published poems as stimuli
for writing

e Doing all of the above in a group

Connection with self and inner processes

Catharsis

Emotional expression

Ability to observe self from outside
Reality orientation

Encouraging mindfulness
Encouraging clearer articulation

Reducing black-and-white thinking

® Introducing possibilities

® Establishing mastery over both writing
and self

® Promoting resilience

Promoting a sense of agency

Isoprinciple, i.e. other people have similar
feelings, which offers solace

® Pleasure in responding to an artistic
artefact

e Containment of complex feelings

e Tolerance of ambiguity

® Developing AND-AND thinking —
especially useful with LTCs

e Exercise of imagination

®  Ability to reflect on experience rather
than remain within it

®  Ability to transform experience into art

Sense of connection — with self, great
literature, the human condition

Sense of community endeavour
Being heard, given equal status

Pleasure and surprise
Sense of common humanity AND
individuality

Validation of emotions — happy and sad
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Appendix 3 Original systematic review searches

TABLE 78 Databases and time span of the searches

Database
AMED

ASSIA

CAB Abstracts

The Campbell Collaboration Library of
Systematic Reviews

CENTRAL
CDSR

CINAHL

DARE
EMBASE

ERIC

HTA Database

Linguistic and Language Behaviour
Abstracts (LLBA)

MEDLINE
NHS EED
PEDro

Periodicals Index Online (PIO)
PILOTS

PsycINFO

SSCl

SCl

Zetoc

Time span of the search (mapping search)

From 1985 to March 2013

1987-week 12 2013

From 1973 to week 11 2013

From 2005 to Issue #4, Volume 9 2013

From 1992 to Issue 1 of 12, January 2013
From 1992 to Issue 2 of 12, February 2013
1981-week 12 March 2013

From 1994 to Issue 1 of 4, January 2013
From 1974 to 11 March 2013

1966-18 March 2013

Issue 1 of 4, January 2013

1973-18 March 2013

From 1946 to 11 March 2013
From 1995 to February 2013
1929-4 March 2013

1665-95

1871-18 March 2013

From 1806 to March week 2 2013
1970-15 March 2013

1970-15 March 2013

1993-18 March 2013

Provider (platform)
Ovid

ProQuest

Ovid

The Campbell Library

The Cochrane Library
The Cochrane Library
EBSCOhost

The Cochrane Library
Ovid

ProQuest

The Cochrane Library

ProQuest

Ovid
The Cochrane Library

Centre for Evidence-Based
Physiotherapy/University of
Sydney

ProQuest

ProQuest

Ovid

Web of Knowledge
Web of Knowledge

Mimas

CAB Abstracts: the monitoring and search service for global research publications; NHS EED, NHS Economic

Evaluation Database.

Zetoc: the monitoring and search service for global research publications.
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Search strategy

TABLE 79 MEDLINE (via Ovid) searches

o U M w

14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

chronic*.mp

((persistent or (long* adj term) or ongoing or degenerative) adj3 (disease* or disab* or ill* or condition* or (health
adj condition*) or (medical adj condition*) or impairment)).tw.

LONG TERM CARE/
(long* adj term adj care).tw.
exp CARDIOVASCULAR DISEASE/

((heart adj disease*) or (heart adj failure) or (myocardial adj ischemia) or (angina adj pectoris) or (coronary adj
disease*) or (coronary adj artery adj disease*) or (myocardial adj infarction) or hypertension or (high adj blood adj
pressure)).tw.

exp LUNG DISEASES OBSTRUCTIVE/

((obstructive adj lung adj disease*) or (obstructive adj pulmonary adj disease*) or copd or asthma or bronchitis).tw.
exp EMPHYSEMA/

exp PULMONARY EMPHYSEMA/

emphysema.tw.

exp CEREBROVASCULAR DISORDERS/

((cerebrovascular adj disease*) or (cerebrovascular adj disorder*) or (brain adj ischemia) or (cerebral adj infarction)
or (carotid adj artery ad] disease*) or stroke or epilep*).tw.

exp NEURODEGENERATIVE DISEASES/

(neurodegenerative or (Huntington* adj disease) or (Parkinson* adj disease) or (amyotrophic adj lateral adj
sclerosis) or (motor adj neuron* adj disease)).tw.

exp MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS/

(multiple adj sclerosis).tw.

exp INFLAMMATORY BOWEL DISEASES/

IRRITABLE BOWEL SYNDROME/

((inflammatory adj bowel) or (irritable adj bowel)).tw.
Kidney disease/

((renal adj failure*) or (renal adj insufficienc*) or (kidney adj failure*) or (kidney adj insuffcienc*)).tw.
DIABETES MELLITUS/

(diabetes or diabetic*).tw.

exp ARTHRITIS/

exp RHEUMATIC DISEASE/

(arthritis or osteoarthritis or rheumati* or fibromyalgia).tw.
exp low back pain/

exp backache/

NECK PAIN/

((back adj pain) or (neck adj pain)).tw.

exp OSTEOPOROSIS/

osteoporosis.tw.
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TABLE 79 MEDLINE (via Ovid) searches (continued)

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

44

45

46
47

48

49

50
51
52
53
54

exp THYROID DISEASE/

exp NEOPLASMS/

(cancer* or oncolog* or neoplasm* or carcinom™* or tumo?r* or malignan*).tw.
exp HIV INFECTIONS/

((hiv adj infect*) or (hiv adj disease*)).tw.

ENDOMETRIOSIS/

endometriosis.tw.

exp MENTAL DISORDERS/

DEPRESSION/

((mental* adj ill*) or (mental adj disorder*) or (mental adj disease*) or (mental adj distress*) or (mental adj disab*)
or (mental adj problem*) or (mental adj health*) or (mental adj patient*) or (mental adj treatment) or (psychiatr*
adj ill*) or (psychiatr* adj disorder*) or (psychiatr* adj disease*) or (psychiatr* adj distress*) or (psychiatr* adj
disab*) or (psychiatr* adj problem*) or (psychiatr* adj health*) or (psychiatr* adj patient*) or (psychiatr* adj]
treatment) or (psychological* adj ill*) or (psychological*ADJ and disorder*) or (psychological* adj disease*) or
(psychological* adj distress*) or (psychological* adj disab*) or (psychological* adj problem*) or (psychological* adj
health*) or (psychological* adj patient*) or (psychological* adj treatment)).tw.

((personality adj disorder*) or (mood adj disorder*) or (dysthymic adj disorder*) or (cognit* adj disorder*) or
(anxiety adj disorder*) or (stress adj disorder*) or (eating adj disorder*) or (adjustment adj disorder*) or (reactive
adj disorder*) or (somatoform adj disorder*) or (conversion adj disorder*) or (behavio* adj disorder*) or (percept*
adj disorder*) or (psycho* adj disorder*) or (impulse adj control adj disorder*) or (development* adj disorder*)).tw.

(psychostts or psychotic* or paranoi* or schizo* or neuros#s or neurotic* or delusion* or depression or depressive
or bipolar or mania or manic or obsessi* or compulsi* or panic or phobic or phobia or anorexia or bulimia or
neurastheni* or dissociative or affective or borderline or narcissis* or suicid* or (self adj injur*) or (self adj harm) or
dementia or Alzheimer*).tw.

or/1-45

((writ* adj therap*) or (therapeutic* adj writ*) or (writ* adj cure*) or (writ* adj heal*) or (self adj management adj
writ*) or (self adj help adj writ*) or (self adj conceal* adj writ*) or (self adj disclosure adj writ*) or (creative adj
writ*) or (expressi* adj writ*) or (emoti* adj writ*) or (EMO ad] writ*) or (sensitiv* adj writ*) or (sensor* adj writ*)
or (reactive adj writ*) or (reflective adj writ*) or (descriptive adj writ*) or (biography* adj writ*) or (workshop adj
writ*) or (epistolar* adj writ*) or (fiction* adj writ*) or (paradigm adj writ*) or (group adj writ*) or (letter* adj
writ*) or (Pennebaker adj writ*) or (reminiscence adj review*) or (story adj writ*) or (stories adj writ*) or blog* or
forum* or (memoir* adj writ*) or (journal* adj writ*) or (narrative* adj writ*) or (hand adj writ*) or (poe* adj
writ*) or (health adj status adj writ*) or “program* writ*").tw.

((emoti* adj disclosure adj tip*) or (emoti* adj disclosure adj key*) or (emotional adj disclosure adj writ*) or
(emotio* adj disclosure) or catharsis).tw.

((express* or creativ* or emoti* or sensitiv* or reflect* or therap* or disclos* or conceal* or manag* or
pennebaker or cathar* or “writing paradigm”) adj2 (writ* or “hand writ*" or blog or epistol* or letter* or story or
stories or memoir* or narrat* or diary or diaries or poem or poet* or reminisc* or “life review"” or “life writing” or
journaling or “Journal Writing” or (“health status” adj2 writ*) or “program* writ*")).tw.

46 and 49

47 and 48
Writing/

46 and 52

50 0or 51 or 52
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TABLE 80 EMBASE (via Ovid) searches

o v b~ W

14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

chronic*.mp.

((persistent or (long* adj term) or ongoing or degenerative) adj3 (disease* or disab* or ill* or condition* or (health
adj condition*) or (medical adj condition*) or impairment)).tw.

LONG TERM CARE/
(long* adj term adj care).tw.
exp CARDIOVASCULAR DISEASE/

((heart adj disease*) or (heart adj failure) or (myocardial adj ischemia) or (angina adj pectoris) or (coronary adj
disease*) or (coronary adj artery adj disease*) or (myocardial adj infarction) or hypertension or (high adj blood adj
pressure)).tw.

exp LUNG DISEASES OBSTRUCTIVE/

((obstructive adj lung adj disease*) or (obstructive adj pulmonary adj disease*) or copd or asthma or bronchitis).tw.
exp EMPHYSEMA/

exp PULMONARY EMPHYSEMA/

emphysema.tw.

exp CEREBROVASCULAR DISORDERS/

((cerebrovascular adj disease*) or (cerebrovascular adj disorder*) or (brain adj ischemia) or (cerebral adj infarction)
or (carotid adj artery ad] disease*) or stroke or epilep*).tw.

exp NEURODEGENERATIVE DISEASES/

(neurodegenerative or (Huntington* adj disease) or (Parkinson* adj disease) or (amyotrophic adj lateral adj
sclerosis) or (motor adj neuron* adj disease)).tw.

exp MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS/

(multiple adj sclerosis).tw.

exp INFLAMMATORY BOWEL DISEASES/

IRRITABLE BOWEL SYNDROME/

((inflammatory adj bowel) or (irritable adj bowel)).tw.
Kidney disease/

((renal adj failure*) or (renal adj insufficienc*) or (kidney adj failure*) or (kidney adj insuffcienc®)).tw.
DIABETES MELLITUS/

(diabetes or diabetic*).tw.

exp ARTHRITIS/

exp RHEUMATIC DISEASE/

(arthritis or osteoarthritis or rheumati* or fibromyalgia).tw.
exp low back pain/

exp backache/

NECK PAIN/

((back adj pain) or (neck adj pain)).tw.

exp OSTEOPOROSIS/

osteoporosis.tw.

exp THYROID DISEASE/
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TABLE 80 EMBASE (via Ovid) searches (continued)

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

44

45

46
47

48

49

50
51
52
53
53

exp NEOPLASMS/

(cancer* or oncolog* or neoplasm* or carcinom™* or tumo?r* or malignan*).tw.
exp HIV INFECTIONS/

((hiv adj infect*) or (hiv adj disease*)).tw.

ENDOMETRIOSIS/

endometriosis.tw.

exp MENTAL DISORDERS/

DEPRESSION/

((mental* adj ill*) or (mental adj disorder*) or (mental adj disease*) or (mental adj distress*) or (mental adj disab*)
or (mental adj problem*) or (mental adj health*) or (mental adj patient*) or (mental adj treatment) or (psychiatr*
adj ill*) or (psychiatr* adj disorder*) or (psychiatr* adj disease*) or (psychiatr* adj distress*) or (psychiatr* adj
disab*) or (psychiatr* adj problem*) or (psychiatr* adj health*) or (psychiatr* adj patient*) or (psychiatr* adj]
treatment) or (psychological* adj ill*) or (psychological*ADJ and disorder*) or (psychological* adj disease*) or
(psychological* adj distress*) or (psychological* adj disab*) or (psychological* adj problem*) or (psychological* adj
health*) or (psychological* adj patient*) or (psychological* adj treatment)).tw.

((personality adj disorder*) or (mood adj disorder*) or (dysthymic adj disorder*) or (cognit* adj disorder*) or
(anxiety adj disorder*) or (stress adj disorder*) or (eating adj disorder*) or (adjustment adj disorder*) or (reactive
adj disorder*) or (somatoform adj disorder*) or (conversion adj disorder*) or (behavio* adj disorder*) or (percept*
adj disorder*) or (psycho* adj disorder*) or (impulse adj control adj disorder*) or (development* adj disorder*)).tw.

(psychostts or psychotic* or paranoi* or schizo* or neuros#s or neurotic* or delusion* or depression or depressive
or bipolar or mania or manic or obsessi* or compulsi* or panic or phobic or phobia or anorexia or bulimia or
neurastheni* or dissociative or affective or borderline or narcissis* or suicid* or (self adj injur*) or (self adj harm) or
dementia or Alzheimer*).tw.

or/1-45

((writ* adj therap*) or (therapeutic* adj writ*) or (writ* adj cure*) or (writ* adj heal*) or (self adj management adj
writ*) or (self adj help adj writ*) or (self adj conceal* adj writ*) or (self adj disclosure adj writ*) or (creative adj
writ*) or (expressi* adj writ*) or (emoti* adj writ*) or (EMO ad] writ*) or (sensitiv* adj writ*) or (sensor* adj writ*)
or (reactive adj writ*) or (reflective adj writ*) or (descriptive adj writ*) or (biography* adj writ*) or (workshop adj
writ*) or (epistolar* adj writ*) or (fiction* adj writ*) or (paradigm adj writ*) or (group adj writ*) or (letter* adj
writ*) or (Pennebaker adj writ*) or (reminiscence adj review*) or (story adj writ*) or (stories adj writ*) or blog* or
forum* or (memoir* adj writ*) or (journal* adj writ*) or (narrative* adj writ*) or (hand adj writ*) or (poe* adj
writ*) or (health adj status adj writ*) or “program* writ*").tw.

((emoti* adj disclosure adj tip*) or (emoti* adj disclosure adj key*) or (emotional adj disclosure adj writ*) or
(emotio™* adj disclosure) or catharsis).tw.

((express* or creativ* or emoti* or sensitiv* or reflect* or therap* or disclos* or conceal* or manag* or
pennebaker or cathar* or “writing paradigm”) adj2 (writ* or “hand writ*" or blog or epistol* or letter* or story or
stories or memoir* or narrat* or diary or diaries or poem or poet* or reminisc* or “life review"” or “life writing” or
journaling or “Journal Writing” or (“health status” adj2 writ*) or “program* writ*")).tw.

46 and 49

47 and 48
Writing/

46 and 52

50 or 51 or 53
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TABLE 81 The Cochrane Library: CENTRAL, DARE and NHS EED searches

o U~ W

~

14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

chronic*

((persistent or “long* term” or ongoing or degenerative) near/2 (disease* or disab* or ill* or condition* or “health
condition*" or “medical condition*" or impairment))

MeSH descriptor: [Long-Term Care] explode all trees
long* term care
MeSH descriptor: [Cardiovascular Diseases] explode all trees

“heart disease*” or “heart failure” or “myocardial ischemia” or “angina pectoris” or “coronary disease*"” or
“coronary artery disease*” or “myocardial infarction*” or hypertension or “high blood pressure”

MeSH descriptor: [Lung Diseases, Obstructive] explode all trees

“obstructive lung disease*” or “obstructive pulmonary disease*” or copd or asthma or bronchitis
MeSH descriptor: [Emphysema] explode all trees

MeSH descriptor: [Pulmonary Emphysema] explode all trees

emphysema

MeSH descriptor: [Cerebrovascular Disorders] explode all trees

“cerebrovascular disease*” or “cerebrovascular disorder*” or “brain ischemia” or “cerebral infarction” or stroke
or epilep*

MeSH descriptor: [Neurodegenerative Diseases] explode all trees

neurodegenerative or “Huntington* disease” or “Parkinson* disease” or “amyotrophic lateral sclerosis” or “motor
neuron* disease”

MeSH descriptor: [Multiple Sclerosis] explode all trees

Multiple Sclerosis

MeSH descriptor: [Irritable Bowel Syndrome] explode all trees
MeSH descriptor: [Inflammatory Bowel Diseases] explode all trees
inflammatory bowel or “irritable bowel”

MeSH descriptor: [Kidney Diseases] explode all trees

MeSH descriptor: [Renal Insufficiency] explode all trees

“renal failure*” or “renal insufficienc*” or “kidney failure*” or “kidney insufficienc*”
MeSH descriptor: [Diabetes Mellitus] explode all trees

diabetes or diabetic*

MeSH descriptor: [Arthritis] explode all trees

MeSH descriptor: [Arthritis, Rheumatoid] explode all trees
arthritis or osteoarthritis or rheumati* or fibromyalgia

MeSH descriptor: [Back Pain] explode all trees

MeSH descriptor: [Neck Pain] explode all trees

“back pain” or “neck pain”

MeSH descriptor: [Osteoporosis] explode all trees

Osteoporosis
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TABLE 81 The Cochrane Library: CENTRAL, DARE and NHS EED searches (continued)

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

44

45

46

47

48
49
50

MeSH descriptor: [Thyroid Diseases] explode all trees

MeSH descriptor: [Neoplasms] explode all trees

cancer* or oncolog* or neoplasm* or carcinom* or tumo?r* or malignan*
MeSH descriptor: [HIV] explode all trees

“hiv infect*” or “hiv disease*"”

MeSH descriptor: [Endometriosis] explode all trees

endometriosis

MeSH descriptor: [Mental Disorders] explode all trees

MeSH descriptor: [Depression] explode all trees

“mental* ill*" or “mental disorder*” or “mental disease*"” or “mental distress*” or “mental disab*"” or “mental
problem*” or “mental health*” or “mental patient*” or “mental treatment” or “psych* ill*” or “psych*
disorder*” or “psych* disease*” or “psych* distress*” or “psych* disab*"” or “psych* problem*” or “psych*
health*” or “psych* patient*" or “psych* treatment”

“personality disorder*” or “mood disorder*" or “dysthymic disorder*” or “cognit* disorder*” or “anxiety
disorder*"” or “stress disorder*” or “eating disorder*” or “Nustment disorder*" or “reactive disorder*" or
“somatoform disorder*” or “conversion disorder*” or “behavio* disorder*" or “percept* disorder*” or “psycho*
disorder*” or “impulse control disorder*” or “development* disorder*"

psychos?s or psychotic* or paranoi* or schizo* or neuros?s or neurotic* or delusion* or depression or depressive
or bipolar or mania or manic or obsessi* or compulsi* or panic or phobic or phobia or anorexia or bulimia or
neurastheni* or dissociative or affective or borderline or narcissis* or suicid* or “self injur*” or “self harm” or
dementia or Alzheimer*

#1 or#2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9 or #10 or #11 or #12 or #13 or #14 or #15 or #16 or #17 or
#18 or #19 or #20 or #21 or #22 or #23 or #24 or #25 or #26 or #27 or #28 or #29 or #30 or #31 or #32 or #33
or #34 or #35 or #36 or #37 or #38 or #39 or #40 or #41 or #42 or #43 or #44 or #45

((express* or creativ* or emoti* or sensitiv* or reflect* or therap* or disclos* or conceal* or manag* or
pennebaker or cathar* or “writing paradigm”) near/2 (writ* or “hand writ*” or blog or epistol* or letter* or story
or stories or memoir* or narrat* or diary or diaries or poem or poet* or reminisc* or “life review" or “life writing”
or journaling or “Journal Writing” or (“health status” adj2 writ*) or “program* writ*"))

MeSH descriptor: [Writing] this term only
#47 or #48
#46 and #49
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TABLE 82 PsycINFO (via Ovid) searches

o U~ W

14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

chronic*.mp.

((persistent or (long* adj term) or ongoing or degenerative) adj3 (disease* or disab* or ill* or condition* or (health
adj condition*) or (medical adj condition*) or impairment)).tw.

LONG TERM CARE/
(long* adj term adj care).tw.
exp cardiovascular disorders/

((heart adj disease*) or (heart adj failure) or (myocardial adj ischemia) or (angina adj pectoris) or (coronary adj
disease*) or (coronary adj artery adj disease*) or (myocardial adj infarction) or hypertension or (high adj blood adj
pressure)).tw.

exp lung disorders/

((obstructive adj lung adj disease*) or (obstructive adj pulmonary adj disease*) or copd or asthma or bronchitis).tw.
exp EMPHYSEMA/

exp PULMONARY EMPHYSEMA/

emphysema.tw.

exp CEREBROVASCULAR DISORDERS/

((cerebrovascular adj disease*) or (cerebrovascular adj disorder*) or (brain adj ischemia) or (cerebral adj infarction)
or (carotid adj artery ad] disease*) or stroke or epilep*).tw.

exp NEURODEGENERATIVE DISEASES/

(neurodegenerative or (Huntington* adj disease) or (Parkinson* adj disease) or (amyotrophic adj lateral adj
sclerosis) or (motor adj neuron* adj disease)).tw.

exp MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS/

(multiple adj sclerosis).tw.

exp colon disorders/

IRRITABLE BOWEL SYNDROME/

((inflammatory adj bowel) or (irritable adj bowel)).tw.
Kidney disease/

((renal adj failure*) or (renal adj insufficienc*) or (kidney adj failure*) or (kidney adj insuffcienc®)).tw.
DIABETES MELLITUS/

(diabetes or diabetic*).tw.

exp ARTHRITIS/

exp rheumatoid arthritis/

exp joint disorders/

(arthritis or osteoarthritis or rheumati* or fibromyalgia).tw.
exp back pain/

chronic pain/

((back adj pain) or (neck adj pain)).tw.

exp OSTEOPOROSIS/

osteoporosis.tw.
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TABLE 82 PsycINFO (via Ovid) searches (continued)

34
35
36
38
39
40
41
42
43

44

45

46
47

48

49

50
51
52
53
54
55

exp thyroid disorders/

exp NEOPLASMS/

(cancer* or oncolog* or neoplasm* or carcinom™* or tumo?r* or malignan*).tw.
((hiv adj infect*) or (hiv adj disease*)).tw.

gynecological disorders/

endometriosis.tw.

exp MENTAL DISORDERS/

DEPRESSION/

((mental* adj ill*) or (mental adj disorder*) or (mental adj disease*) or (mental adj distress*) or (mental adj disab*)
or (mental adj problem*) or (mental adj health*) or (mental adj patient*) or (mental adj treatment) or (psychiatr*
adj ill*) or (psychiatr* adj disorder*) or (psychiatr* adj disease*) or (psychiatr* adj distress*) or (psychiatr* adj
disab*) or (psychiatr* adj problem*) or (psychiatr* adj health*) or (psychiatr* adj patient*) or (psychiatr* adj]
treatment) or (psychological* adj ill*) or (psychological*ADJ and disorder*) or (psychological* adj disease*) or
(psychological* adj distress*) or (psychological* adj disab*) or (psychological* adj problem*) or (psychological* adj
health*) or (psychological* adj patient*) or (psychological* adj treatment)).tw.

((personality adj disorder*) or (mood adj disorder*) or (dysthymic adj disorder*) or (cognit* adj disorder*) or
(anxiety adj disorder*) or (stress adj disorder*) or (eating adj disorder*) or (adjustment adj disorder*) or (reactive
adj disorder*) or (somatoform adj disorder*) or (conversion adj disorder*) or (behavio* adj disorder*) or (percept*
adj disorder*) or (psycho* adj disorder*) or (impulse adj control adj disorder*) or (development* adj disorder*)).tw.

(psychostts or psychotic* or paranoi* or schizo* or neuros#s or neurotic* or delusion* or depression or depressive
or bipolar or mania or manic or obsessi* or compulsi* or panic or phobic or phobia or anorexia or bulimia or
neurastheni* or dissociative or affective or borderline or narcissis* or suicid* or (self adj injur*) or (self adj harm) or
dementia or Alzheimer*).tw.

or/1-45

((writ* adj therap*) or (therapeutic* adj writ*) or (writ* adj cure*) or (writ* adj heal*) or (self adj management adj
writ*) or (self adj help adj writ*) or (self adj conceal* adj writ*) or (self adj disclosure adj writ*) or (creative adj
writ*) or (expressi* adj writ*) or (emoti* adj writ*) or (EMO ad] writ*) or (sensitiv* adj writ*) or (sensor* adj writ*)
or (reactive adj writ*) or (reflective adj writ*) or (descriptive adj writ*) or (biography* adj writ*) or (workshop adj
writ*) or (epistolar* adj writ*) or (fiction* adj writ*) or (paradigm adj writ*) or (group adj writ*) or (letter* adj
writ*) or (Pennebaker adj writ*) or (reminiscence adj review*) or (story adj writ*) or (stories adj writ*) or blog* or
forum* or (memoir* adj writ*) or (journal* adj writ*) or (narrative* adj writ*) or (hand adj writ*) or (poe* adj
writ*) or (health adj status adj writ*) or “program* writ*").tw.

((emoti* adj disclosure adj tip*) or (emoti* adj disclosure adj key*) or (emotional adj disclosure adj writ*) or
(emotio* adj disclosure) or catharsis).tw.

((express* or creativ* or emoti* or sensitiv* or reflect* or therap* or disclos* or conceal* or manag* or
pennebaker or cathar* or “writing paradigm”) adj2 (writ* or “hand writ*” or blog or epistol* or letter* or story or
stories or memoir* or narrat* or diary or diaries or poem or poet* or reminisc* or “life review"” or “life writing” or
journaling or “Journal Writing” or (“health status” adj2 writ*) or “program* writ*")).tw.

46 AND 49

47 AND 48

exp Creative Writing/
exp Journal Writing/
46 and (52 OR 53)
50 0or 51 or 54
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APPENDIX 3

TABLE 83 Allied and Complementary Medicine Database (via Ovid) searches

o U~ W

14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

chronic*.mp.

((persistent or (long* adj term) or ongoing or degenerative) adj3 (disease* or disab* or ill* or condition* or (health
adj condition*) or (medical adj condition*) or impairment)).tw.

LONG TERM CARE/
(long* adj term adj care).tw.
exp CARDIOVASCULAR DISEASE/

((heart adj disease*) or (heart adj failure) or (myocardial adj ischemia) or (angina adj pectoris) or (coronary adj
disease*) or (coronary adj artery adj disease*) or (myocardial adj infarction) or hypertension or (high adj blood adj
pressure)).tw.

exp LUNG DISEASES OBSTRUCTIVE/

((obstructive adj lung adj disease*) or (obstructive adj pulmonary adj disease*) or copd or asthma or bronchitis).tw.
exp EMPHYSEMA/

exp PULMONARY EMPHYSEMA/

emphysema.tw.

exp CEREBROVASCULAR DISORDERS/

((cerebrovascular adj disease*) or (cerebrovascular adj disorder*) or (brain adj ischemia) or (cerebral adj infarction)
or (carotid adj artery ad] disease*) or stroke or epilep*).tw.

exp nervous system disease/

(neurodegenerative or (Huntington* adj disease) or (Parkinson* adj disease) or (amyotrophic adj lateral adj
sclerosis) or (motor adj neuron* adj disease)).tw.

exp MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS/

(multiple adj sclerosis).tw.

exp INFLAMMATORY BOWEL DISEASE/

IRRITABLE BOWEL SYNDROME/

((inflammatory adj bowel) or (irritable adj bowel)).tw.
Kidney disease/

((renal adj failure*) or (renal adj insufficienc*) or (kidney adj failure*) or (kidney adj insuffcienc®)).tw.
DIABETES MELLITUS/

(diabetes or diabetic*).tw.

exp ARTHRITIS/

exp RHEUMATIC DISEASE/

(arthritis or osteoarthritis or rheumati* or fibromyalgia).tw.
exp low back pain/

exp backache/

NECK PAIN/

((back adj pain) or (neck adj pain)).tw.

exp OSTEOPOROSIS/

osteoporosis.tw.

exp THYROID DISEASE/
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TABLE 83 Allied and Complementary Medicine Database (via Ovid) searches (continued)

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

44

45

46
47

48

49

50
51
52
53
54

exp NEOPLASMS/

(cancer* or oncolog* or neoplasm* or carcinom™* or tumo?r* or malignan*).tw.
exp HIV INFECTIONS/

((hiv adj infect*) or (hiv adj disease*)).tw.

ENDOMETRIOSIS/

endometriosis.tw.

exp MENTAL DISORDERS/

DEPRESSION/

((mental* adj ill*) or (mental adj disorder*) or (mental adj disease*) or (mental adj distress*) or (mental adj disab*)
or (mental adj problem*) or (mental adj health*) or (mental adj patient*) or (mental adj treatment) or (psychiatr*
adj ill*) or (psychiatr* adj disorder*) or (psychiatr* adj disease*) or (psychiatr* adj distress*) or (psychiatr* adj
disab*) or (psychiatr* adj problem*) or (psychiatr* adj health*) or (psychiatr* adj patient*) or (psychiatr* adj]
treatment) or (psychological* adj ill*) or (psychological*ADJ and disorder*) or (psychological* adj disease*) or
(psychological* adj distress*) or (psychological* adj disab*) or (psychological* adj problem*) or (psychological* adj
health*) or (psychological* adj patient*) or (psychological* adj treatment)).tw.

((personality adj disorder*) or (mood adj disorder*) or (dysthymic adj disorder*) or (cognit* adj disorder*) or
(anxiety adj disorder*) or (stress adj disorder*) or (eating adj disorder*) or (adjustment adj disorder*) or (reactive
adj disorder*) or (somatoform adj disorder*) or (conversion adj disorder*) or (behavio* adj disorder*) or (percept*
adj disorder*) or (psycho* adj disorder*) or (impulse adj control adj disorder*) or (development* adj disorder*)).tw.

(psychostts or psychotic* or paranoi* or schizo* or neuros#s or neurotic* or delusion* or depression or depressive
or bipolar or mania or manic or obsessi* or compulsi* or panic or phobic or phobia or anorexia or bulimia or
neurastheni* or dissociative or affective or borderline or narcissis* or suicid* or (self adj injur*) or (self adj harm) or
dementia or Alzheimer*).tw.

or/1-45

((writ* adj therap*) or (therapeutic* adj writ*) or (writ* adj cure*) or (writ* adj heal*) or (self adj management adj
writ*) or (self adj help adj writ*) or (self adj conceal* adj writ*) or (self adj disclosure adj writ*) or (creative adj
writ*) or (expressi* adj writ*) or (emoti* adj writ*) or (EMO ad] writ*) or (sensitiv* adj writ*) or (sensor* adj writ*)
or (reactive adj writ*) or (reflective adj writ*) or (descriptive adj writ*) or (biography* adj writ*) or (workshop adj
writ*) or (epistolar* adj writ*) or (fiction* adj writ*) or (paradigm adj writ*) or (group adj writ*) or (letter* adj
writ*) or (Pennebaker adj writ*) or (reminiscence adj review*) or (story adj writ*) or (stories adj writ*) or blog* or
forum* or (memoir* adj writ*) or (journal* adj writ*) or (narrative* adj writ*) or (hand adj writ*) or (poe* adj
writ*) or (health adj status adj writ*) or “program* writ*").tw.

((emoti* adj disclosure adj tip*) or (emoti* adj disclosure adj key*) or (emotional adj disclosure adj writ*) or
(emotio™* adj disclosure) or catharsis).tw.

((express* or creativ* or emoti* or sensitiv* or reflect* or therap* or disclos* or conceal* or manag* or
pennebaker or cathar* or “writing paradigm”) adj2 (writ* or “hand writ*" or blog or epistol* or letter* or story or
stories or memoir* or narrat* or diary or diaries or poem or poet* or reminisc* or “life review"” or “life writing” or
journaling or “Journal Writing” or (“health status” adj2 writ*) or “program* writ*")).tw.

46 and 49

47 and 48
Writing/

46 and 52

50 or 51 or 52
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APPENDIX 3

TABLE 84 Published International Literature on Traumatic Stress (via ProQuest) searches

((chronic*) OR (persistent) OR (long* term) OR (ongoing) OR (degenerative))

(catharsis AND (writ* OR typ* OR key*)) OR ((emoti* disclos* typ*) OR (emoti* disclos* key*) OR (emotion*
disclos* writ*))

((writ* therap*) OR (therapeutic* writ*) OR (“writ* cure*”) OR (“writ* heal*"”) OR (“self management writ*") OR
("self help writ*") OR (“self conceal* writ*") OR (“self disclosure writ*"”) OR ("creative writ*") OR ("“expressi*
writ*”) OR (“emoti* writ*”) OR (“Emotion* writ*") OR (“sensitiv* writ*") OR (“sensor* writ*") OR (“reactive
writ*”) OR (“reflective writ*"”) OR (“descriptive writ*”) OR (“biography* writ*”) OR (“workshop writ*") OR
("epistolar* writ*") OR (“fiction* writ*") OR (“paradigm writ*”) OR (“group writ*") OR (“letter* writ*”) OR
(Pennebaker writ*) OR (“reminiscence review*") OR (writ* reminisc*) (“story writ*”) OR (“writ* stories”) OR
(blog*) OR (forum*) OR (memoir* writ*) OR (“journal* writ*") OR (“narrative* writ*") OR (“writ* narrative*") OR
("hand writ*") OR (poe* writ*) OR (”health status writ*") OR (“program* writ*") OR (writ* diar*))

1 and (2 or 3)

TABLE 85 Education Resource Information Centre (via ProQuest) searches

((chronic*) OR (persistent) OR (long* term) OR (degenerative)) AND ((disease*) OR (disab*) OR (ill*) OR (condition*)
OR (“health condition*") OR (“medical condition*”) OR (impairment))

(catharsis AND (writ* OR typ* OR key*)) OR ((emoti* disclos* typ*) OR (emoti* disclos* key*) OR (emotion*
disclos* writ*))

(("writ* therap*"”) OR (“therapeutic* writ*") OR (“writ* cure*"”) OR (“writ* heal*") OR (“self management
writ*") OR (“self help writ*") OR (“self conceal* writ*") OR (“self disclosure writ*") OR (“creative writ*") OR
("expressi* writ*"”) OR (“emoti* writ*”) OR (“Emotion* writ*") OR (“sensitiv* writ*”) OR (“sensor* writ*"”) OR
(“reactive writ*") OR (“reflective writ*") OR (“descriptive writ*”) OR (“biography* writ*") OR (“workshop writ*")
OR (“epistolar* writ*”) OR (“fiction* writ*”) OR (“paradigm writ*”) OR (“group writ*") OR (“letter* writ*"”) OR
(Pennebaker writ*) OR (“reminiscence review*"”) OR (writ* reminisc*) (“story writ*") OR (“writ* stories”) OR
(blog*) OR (forum*) OR (memoir* writ*) OR (“journal* writ*") OR (“narrative* writ*") OR (“writ* narrative*”) OR
("hand writ*") OR (poe* writ*) OR (“health status writ*”) OR (“program™* writ*") OR (writ* diar*))

1 AND (2 OR 3)

TABLE 86 Linguistic and Language Behaviour Abstracts (via ProQuest) searches

((chronic*) OR (persistent) OR (long* term) OR (degenerative)) AND ((disease*) OR (disab*) OR (ill*) OR (condition*)
OR ("health condition*") OR (“medical condition*"))

(catharsis AND (writ* OR typ* OR key*)) OR ((emoti* disclos* typ*) OR (emoti* disclos* key*) OR (emotion*
disclos* writ*))

("writ* therap*") OR (“therapeutic* writ*") OR (“writ* cure*”) OR (“writ* heal*") OR ("“self management writ*")
OR (“self help writ*") OR (“self conceal* writ*"”) OR (“self disclosure writ*") OR (“creative writ*") OR ("“expressi*
writ*”) OR (“emoti* writ*") OR (“Emotion™ writ*"”) OR (“sensitiv* writ*") OR (“sensor* writ*") OR (“reactive
writ*”) OR (“reflective writ*") OR (“descriptive writ*") OR (“biography* writ*") OR (“workshop writ*”) OR
(“epistolar* writ*") OR (“fiction* writ*”) OR (“paradigm writ*") OR (“group writ*") OR (“letter* writ*") OR
(Pennebaker writ*) OR (“reminiscence review*") OR (writ* reminisc*) (“story writ*") OR (“writ* stories”) OR
(blog*) OR (forum*) OR (memoir* writ*) OR (“journal* writ*") OR (“narrative* writ*") OR (“writ* narrative*”) OR
("hand writ*") OR (poe* writ*) OR (”health status writ*") OR (“program* writ*")

1 AND (2 OR 3)
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TABLE 87 The British Library’s Electronic Table of Contents (via Mimas) searches

Search term

|

1 therap* writ*

written emotional disclosure
expressive writing
pennebaker writing

writing emotion

o U~ wWN

1 OR 2 OR 3 OR 4 OR 5 [NB: have to be collated separately, this function cannot be performed by Zetoc]

TABLE 88 The Campbell Collaboration Library of Systematic Reviews (The Campbell Collaboration) searches

Search term

|

1 Therapeutic writing
2 Written emotional disclosure
3 Expressive writing

TABLE 89 CAB Abstracts, Periodicals Index Online, ASSIA, PEDro and CINAHL searches

|

Search term

1 (writing or written or blog or story) and (disease or disorder) and (chronic or long-term)
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Appendix 4 Data extraction form and quality
assessment methods used

Systematic review data extraction forms

Baseline data

TABLE 90 Data extraction form template: study overview

# (reference number in the citation manager)

Publication details

Study overview

Study moderators and/or
mediators

Author(s)

Year

Title

Journal

Volume

Issue

Pages

Format of publication

Study name

Study objectives

Study overall conclusions

DID TW WORK?

Why does it work? Why not? Who do they think it works for?

Country/region of the study

Time span of the study

Number of sites

Funding Description of funding (public/private, etc.)
Funded? Yes/No

Moderator(s) effect? Including: effect moderators (patients’ characteristics) interacting with
the intervention to change outcome — baseline variables that affect outcome but not interact
with intervention

Mediator(s) effect? Including: change-in-process factors impacting outcome with or without
interaction with intervention
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APPENDIX 4

TABLE 91 Data extraction form template: intervention and participant’s characteristics

Study intervention: exposure and
comparator

Participant(s) type

Participants selection criteria

Participants baseline characteristics

Intervention type(s)
Definition
Site of the intervention(s)
Intervention(s) exposure episode and duration
Length of the intervention(s)
Comparator type
Comparator definition
Time of assessment
Concomitant therapies
Intervention fidelity
Intervention credibility or subjective essay evaluation or manipulation checks
Target population LTC category
LTC type and diagnostic criteria
LTC category
ITT (and PP) sample size
ITT sample size by groups (treatment arms)
Main inclusion criteria
Main exclusion criteria
Baseline characteristics Age
Gender
Ethnicity
Disease status and severity
Comorbidities

Other characteristics

PP, per protocol.

NIHR Journals Library www. journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

TABLE 92 Data extraction form template: primary studies’ participation and types of outcomes evaluated

Study flow diagram

Recruitment method(s)

Type(s) of outcome(s)
reported (by responding
Yes/No)

Study participation [based on Sohanpal
et al., www.systematicreviewsjournal.
com/content/1/1/66 (accessed June 2014)]

Outcomes assessed

Physical health

Non-physical health

HRQoL
Costs/resource use
Safety

Compliance

Other

# participants ELIGIBLE to the study (and # of
non-participants)

# participants RECRUITED (# of study participants
willing to take part)

# study participants NON-ATTENDERS (recruited not
willing to attend intervention)

# study ATTENDERS (attending at least one session
of the intervention)

# study attenders DROPPING OUT (after one session
or more)

# programme COMPLETERS (# participants
completing all sessions of the intervention)

Study DROP-OUTSs (# non-attenders or programme
dropouts or programme completers that drop out
also from the study)

Physiological
Haematological/immunological/hormonal
Disability/handicap

Pain

Psychological

Social health

Mental status

Behavioural

Performance
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APPENDIX 4

Results section

TABLE 93 Data extraction form template: outcomes reported

Physiological outcomes

Haematological/immunological
outcomes

Physical disability/handicap

assessment

Pain measurement

Psychological assessment

Description

Results

Description

Results

Description

Results

Description

Results

Description

Results

Selected end point(s)

Definition(s) and type of outcome

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on
patient-reported outcomes

Selected end point(s)

Definition(s)

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on
patient-reported outcomes

Selected end point(s)

Definition(s)

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of the intervention

Selected end point(s)

Definition(s)

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on
patient-reported outcomes

Selected end point(s)

Definition(s)

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on
patient-reported outcomes
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TABLE 93 Data extraction form template: outcomes reported (continued)

Social health assessment

Mental status assessment

Behavioural assessment

Performance assessment

General health status and quality

of life

Assessment of adverse events
due to intervention (and not
related to concomitant therapy)

Description

Results

Description

Results

Description

Results

Description

Results

Description

Results

Description and
identification of AEs

Results

Selected end point(s)

Definition(s)

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on
patient-reported outcomes

Selected end point(s)

Definition(s)

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on
patient-reported outcomes

Selected end point(s)

Definition(s)

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on
patient-reported outcomes

Selected end point(s)

Definition(s)

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on
patient-reported outcomes

Instrument(s) type

Definition

Time of assessment(s) and overall outcome follow-up
Type of analysis

Values

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on
patient-reported outcomes

Selected end point(s)
Definition(s)/reported categories of AEs
Time of assessment(s)

Type of analysis

continued
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APPENDIX 4

TABLE 93 Data extraction form template: outcomes reported (continued)

Assessment of compliance Description Selected end point(s)

(adherence) _
Definition(s)

Time of assessment

Results
Costs and levels of resource use Resource use Type
(related to specific intervention) )
Analysis
Levels of resource used
Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on resource used
Perspective
Currency Currency

Price year
If inflated, inflator

Time period to which costs relate

Unit cost

Total costs
Specific findings helping Theories or mechanisms postulated by study’s authors to explain the success of the
programme theory intervention

Process factors identified by study authors helping the successful theory

Theories or mechanisms postulated by study’s authors to explain the failure(s) of the
intervention

Process factors identified by study authors helping the failure of the theory
How study contributes to realist review

Summary of the impact of intervention(s) on patient-reported outcomes

Additional comments to the study (does the study support previous research?)

Correspondence required with authors for missing data?

References not captured by the review (cross-referencing)

Notes

AE, adverse event.
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Realist synthesis data extraction forms

TABLE 94 Tabular summary for data collection in realist synthesis

First author, date Data to support programme theory Primary study author’s explanation for
included in the systematic review how TW works

TABLE 95 Questions formulated for practitioner experts during programme theory development

Intervention process/aspects of the

Recruitment/suitability intervention Outcomes impact

Who is it suitable for and why? What do you do and why? What do you hope to achieve and why?

Quality assessment tools

Clinical trials: Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions

TABLE 96 Data extraction form template: quality of the methods used in clinical trials

Study design Trial design

Study quality checklist (based on Randomisation Sequence generation (selection bias)
the checklist in the Cochrane ) ) )
Handbook) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
Blinding Outcome
Performance

ITT analysis? (Yes/No)

Description of outcomes differences between groups (selective reporting)
Description of withdrawals (attrition bias)

Pre-specified criteria for eligibility of patients

Similarity of groups at baseline regarding prognostic factors

Statement supporting the quality of the methods used
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APPENDIX 4

Observational studies: Newcastle-Ottawa checklist

TABLE 97 Data extraction form template: quality of the methods used in observational studies

Study quality Case—control studies

checklist

Cohort (and cross-sectional)
studies

Selection

Comparability

Exposure

Selection

Comparability

Outcome

Is the case definition adequate?
Representativeness of the cases
Selection of controls
Definition of controls

Comparability of cases and controls on the basis
of the design or analysis

Factor(s)
Ascertainment of exposure

Same method of ascertainment for cases and
controls

Non-response rate

Representativeness of the exposed cohort
Selection of the non-exposed cohort
Ascertainment of exposure

Demonstration that outcome of interest was not
present at start of study

Comparability of exposed and unexposed (design
or analysis)

Factor(s)
Assessment of outcome

Was follow-up long enough for outcome to
occur

Adequacy of follow-up
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Appendix 5 Characteristics of included studies

Study design

TABLE 98 Study design of included studies

First author, year Study design n of intervention groups n of control groups
Abel 2004*° USA RCT 1 1
Arden-Close 2013% UK RCT 1 1
Averill 2013'® USA RCT 1 1
Bartasiuniene 2011'% Lithuania RCT 1 2
Bernard 2006% UK RCT 1 1
Broderick 2004'" USA RCT 2 1
Broderick 2005'"® USA RCT 1 1
Canna 2006%* USA RCT 2 2
Cepeda 2008% Colombia RCT 1 2
Craft 20137 USA RCT 2 2
Dennick 2014°% UK RCT 1 1
D'Souza 2008 USA RCT 1 1
Gellaitry 20107 UK RCT 1 1
Gidron 1996% Israel RCT 1 1
Gillis 2006'"® USA RCT 1 1
Golkaramnay 2007% Germany Controlled cohort 1 1
Graf 2008% USA RCT 1 1
Graham 2008 USA RCT 1 1
Grasing 2010%° USA RCT 1 1
Halpert 2010 USA Controlled cohort 1 1
Hamilton-West 2007 UK RCT 1 1
Harris 2005'% USA RCT 2 1
Henry 2010 USA Case—control 1 1
Hevey 2012'% Ireland RCT 1 1
Hong 2011% Korea RCT 1 1
Hughes 2007** USA RCT 1 1
Ironson 2013”' USA RCT 1 1
Jensen-Johansen 20137 Denmark RCT 1 1
Kraaij 2010 Netherlands RCT 1 1
Krpan 2013% USA RCT 1 1
Lange 2003% Netherlands RCT 1 1
Lumley 2011'" USA RCT 2 1
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TABLE 98 Study design of included studies (continued)

First author, year Country Study design n of intervention groups n of control groups
Lumley 2014'® USA RCT 2 2
Mann 20017 USA RCT 1 1
McElligott 2006% USA Non-RCT 1 1
Meshberg-Cohen 2010°' USA RCT 1 1
Milbury 2014* USA RCT 1 1
Mosher 2012” USA RCT 1 1
Paradisi 2010'"° Italy RCT 2 1
Park 20127® Korea Controlled cohort 1 1
Pauley 2011% USA RCT 2 1
Petrie 2004 New Zealand RCT 1 1
Richards 2000 USA RCT 1 2
Rickett 2011 Australia RCT 1 1
Rini 2014°% USA RCT 3 1
Robinson 2008% UK RCT 1 1
Rosenberg 2002% USA RCT 1 1
Sharifabad 2010' USA RCT 1 1
Sloan 20127° USA RCT 1 1
Smyth 1999'” USA RCT 1 1
Smyth 2008 USA RCT 1 1
Stark 2010”7 USA RCT 3 1
Tabolli 2012™" [taly RCT 1 1
Taylor 2003 USA RCT 1 1
Theadom 2010%® UK RCT 1 1
Van Dam 2013% Netherlands RCT 1 1
Vedhara 2007 New Zealand RCT 1 1
Wagner 2010" USA RCT 1 1
Walker 19997 USA RCT 2 1
Wallander 2011'% USA RCT 1 1
Warner 2006'% USA RCT 1 1
Wetherell 2005 UK RCT 1 1
Willmott 2011 UK RCT 1 1
Zakowski 2004 USA RCT 1 1
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TABLE 99 Long-term conditions, ICD-10 codes and diagnostic criteria used at study entry in included studies

Abel 2004

Arden-Close
2013%

Averill 2013

Bartasiuniene
2011
Bernard 2006%

Broderick 2004
Broderick 2005''®
Canna 2006*

Cepeda 2008%

Craft 20137

Dennick 2014%
D’Souza 2008
Gellaitry 20107
Gidron 1996

Gillis 2006'"°

Golkaramnay
2007°®
Graf 2008%

Graham 2008

Grasing 2010%°

HIV

Ovarian cancer

ALS

CvD

PTSD

RA
FM

Axis | anxiety or
mood disorder

Cancer

Breast cancer

Type 2 diabetes
mellitus

Tension/migraine
headaches

Breast cancer

PTSD
FM

Mental disorders

Psychiatric disorder

Chronic pain

Cocaine dependence

B24

C56

G12

151

F43

MO06
M79
FA1

80

C50

ET1

G43/G44

C50

F43

M79
F41-F60

F99

Unclassifiable

F14

Taking ART for their diagnosis, able to report their
last VL of <80 000-100,000 copies/ml, free of
major psychiatric problems (self-report)

Disease stage from | to IV, with CA125 level
checked by oncologist and categorised above or
below 35 U/ml for the prognosis of the cancer and
within 5 years of treatment

Definite or probable ALS using El Escorial criteria
at least 6 months prior to study entry (World
Federation of Neurology Research Group on
Neuromuscular Diseases, 1994); FVC in the 50th
percentile or higher

First episode of psychosis conforming to broad
ICD-10 criteria (F20, F22, F23, F25)

Formal diagnosis of RA
Formal diagnosis of FM by a physician

Individuals with axis | anxiety or mood disorder
primary diagnosis

Any type of cancer and reporting average pain
intensity levels of at least 5/10 on a 0-10 scale;
scored >50% in the Karnofsky scale

Invasive or non-invasive early stage breast cancer,
definitive treatment (surgery, chemotherapy and/or
radiation therapy) completed, time from diagnosis
<2 years

International Headache Society criteria for either
tension or migraine headaches

Patients with early-stage breast cancer, attending
the last radiotherapy appointment at the outpatient
clinic and without a defined psychiatric disorder

PTSD assessed with the Mississippi Scale for PTSD
Rehabilitation hospital patients with CVD

Inpatient from hospital with mental health
conditions according to the ICD-10 criteria

Participants from an university-based outpatients’
psychiatric clinic and student counselling centre

Patients had experience for at least 6 months and
were recruited during routine visits to a university
hospital-affiliated outpatient pain centre

Meeting DSM-IV criteria for cocaine dependence at
the time of admission
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TABLE 99 Long-term conditions, ICD-10 codes and diagnostic criteria used at study entry in
included studies (continued)

Halpert 2010*

Hamilton-West
2007

Harris 2005'%

Henry 2010
Hevey 2012'%

Hong 2011%

Hughes 2007

Ironson 2013

Jensen-Johansen
20137¢

Kraaij 2010>

Krpan 2013%
Lange 2003%

Lumley 2011'"

Lumley 2014

Mann 20017

McElligott 2006

IBS
AS

Asthma

Breast cancer

Ml

Dementia

(Alzheimer's disease/

vascular dementia/
Parkinson'’s disease)

Breast cancer

HIV (plus PTSD)

Breast cancer

HIV

Depression

PTSD

RA

RA

HIV

Sickle cell disease

K58
M45

J45

C50

121

FO3 (FOO/FO1/F02)

C50

B24 (plus F43)

C50

B24

F41
F43

MO06

MO06

B24

D57

Fulfilled the Rome Il Criteria for IBS

Inflammation of the joints in the pelvis; low back
pain and stiffness for > 3 months, which improves
with exercise but is not relieved by rest; limited
movement of the lower back and restricted chest
expansion

Asthma was confirmed by a history of asthma
diagnosed by a physician and either evidence of
reduced expiratory volume and reversibility obtained
through medical records or evidence of reduced
expiratory volume evaluated by study staff

Female breast cancer survivors attending radiation
oncology clinics

Patients with confirmed MI, who received treatment
at a large teaching hospital

Elderly people housed in a nursing home and
already medically diagnosed with dementia, and
scoring <19 on the MMSE-K

Stage |, Il or lll breast cancer women receiving
curative radiation therapy for breast cancer

HIV-positive, falling into a CD4 range of 100-600.
Included were also those with one Category C
symptom (AIDS defining) but without C symptoms
1 year prior to study entry. The stress of HIV was
considered sufficient to enter the study and no
other trauma was required

Female Danish residents, able to read and write
Danish, aged 18-70 years, and treated surgically
within 3 weeks of their diagnosis (mastectomy or
lumpectomy) for invasive breast cancer, stages |
and Il

HIV-diagnosed patients. No restricted criteria
regarding the VL or the CD4+ count

According to SCID

Participants had to score below the cut-off scores of
the Depression subscale of the SCL-90 in the Dutch
norm, the SDQ-5, and the Dutch Screening Device
for Psychotic Disorder of the Dutch norm group

Patients with RA who met American College of
Rheumatology criteria for non-juvenile RA. Patients
had to report experience pain or disability due to
their RA in the preceding week

RA patients meeting American College of
Rheumatology criteria for non-juvenile RA. Patients
had to report experience pain or disability due to
their RA in the preceding week

Women being treated for HIV or diagnosed with
AIDS

Medically diagnosed with sickle cell disease
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TABLE 99 Long-term conditions, ICD-10 codes and diagnostic criteria used at study entry in
included studies (continued)

Meshberg-Cohen
2010

Milbury 2014%'

Mosher 201277
Paradisi 2010'"°
Park 201278

Pauley 2011%

Petrie 2004°°

Richards 2000%’

Rickett 2011%

Rini 2014%

Robinson 2008%

Rosenberg 2002%

Sharifabad
2010'®

Sloan 20127°

Smyth 1999'”

Smyth 2008™'

Stark 20107

Sub

RCC

Breast cancer
Psoriasis

Breast cancer

Testicular cancer

HIV

Mental disorder

Cancer

Following stem cell
transplant

BN

Prostate cancer

COPD plus IPF

PTSD

Asthma/RA

PTSD

FM plus facial pain

F19

Co4

C50
L40
C50

Cce2

B24

FA1-F60

80

C80

F50

Co61

J44 plus 184

F43

J45/M06

F43

M79

The Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV-TR —
Alcohol and Substance Use Disorders Module (SCID)
was used as the diagnostic interview assessing SUD
diagnosis, including alcohol and other drugs

Newly diagnosed with stage I-IV RCC and with a
Zubrod performance status of <2

Distressed women with stage IV breast cancer
Plaque-type psoriasis involving > 10% of body area

Stage Il and Ill, breast cancer survivors, women. No
restriction to staging, surgery or drugs intake

Testicular cancer survivors, men. No restriction to
staging, surgery or drugs intake

Documented HIV infection and not had their
classified oral drug regimen changed in the previous
12 months

Diagnosed with at least one mental disorder,
as classified with the DSM-III-R

All diagnosed with cancer except for one participant
with a history of severe CVD, and one with an
autoimmune disorder

Diagnosis was made using information from the
QEDD using DSM-IV (American Psychiatric
Association, 1994) for definitions of disorders.
Included were those with a diagnosis of BN (purging
or non-purging)

Histological diagnosis of adenocarcinoma of the
prostate being followed with serial PSAs. Previously
local treatment (prostatectomy or radiation) within
the last 4 years

Medically diagnosed with COPD or IPF

Participants met DSM-IV PTSD Criterion A for a
traumatic stressor (American Psychiatric Association,
1994)

RA diagnosis was confirmed by board-certified
rheumatologists and all patients met American
College of Rheumatology criteria

Asthma was diagnosed by a history of asthma,
confirmed by a physician; patients were also
required to provide a documented reduction in
expiratory function (either in physician records or
when evaluated by study staff)

Based on PTSD diagnosis verification defined by the
DSM-IV

Diagnosis made by the referring physician

continued
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TABLE 99 Long-term conditions, ICD-10 codes and diagnostic criteria used at study entry in
included studies (continued)

First author,

year ICD-10 code LTC: inclusion criteria/diagnostic tool(s)

Tabolli 2012™" Psoriasis L40 Diagnosis by an experienced staff dermatologist,
according to established internationally accepted
criteria, with > 10% of body surface affected

Taylor 2003% Cystic fibrosis E84 Medically diagnosed with cystic fibrosis

Theadom 2010°®  Asthma 45 Diagnosed with asthma and requiring regular
inhaled medication (British Thoracic Society step 2
or higher; British Thoracic Society and Scottish
Intercollegiate Guidelines Network, 2005)

Van Dam 2013% SUD F14 Diagnosed with SUD

Vedhara 2007 Psoriasis L40 A clinically verified diagnosis of psoriasis for at least
6 months

Wagner 2010” HIV B24 Diagnosed with HIV only

Walker 19997 Breast cancer C50 Women completing radiation therapy for breast

cancer stage | or Il with a Karnofsky performance
status of >70%

Wallander 2011 GI RAP R10 Patients with GI RAP, who met Apley’s (1975)
criteria for functional RAP as determined by a
paediatric Gl specialist

Warner 2006'%® Asthma 145 Participants classified with mild, persistent asthma
(i.e. asthma symptom activity at least 2 days per
week and nocturnal symptoms at least twice

monthly)
Wetherell 2005'7  RA MO06 Diagnosed with RA
Willmott 2011'% MI 121 Participants were the first patients with Ml who
were receiving treatment at two acute hospital
clinics
Zakowski 2004 Prostate plus C61 (prostate) plus Participants with a first-time diagnosis of prostate or
gynaecological cancer ~ C55 (uterus), C56 gynaecological cancer within the last 5 years

(ovary), C53 (cervix)

AIDS, acquired immunodeficiency virus; MMSE-K, Mini Mental State Examination Korean Version; PSA, prostate-specific
antigen; SCL-90, Symptom Checklist-90; SDQ-5, somatoform dissociation questionnaire-5.
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Included studies categorised by International Classification of

Diseases, Tenth Edition code by the reviewers

TABLE 100 Included studies by ICD-10 code

First author, year
Abel 2004*°

Kraaij 2010

Mann 20017

Petrie 2004°°
Wagner 2010”7
Ironson 2013"'
Craft 20137
Gellaitry 20107
Henry 2010%
Hughes 2007**
Jensen-Johansen 20137
Mosher 20127

Park 201278

Walker 19997
Arden-Close 2013%
Rosenberg 2002%
Zakowski 2004%

Pauley 2011%
Milbury 2014°"
Cepeda 2008%
Rickett 2011°¢
Rini 2014%
McElligott 2006%”
Taylor 2003%
Hong 2011%

Grasing 2010%°
Meshberg-Cohen 2010’
Van Dam 2013
Bernard 2006%

Canna 2006™

Golkaramnay 2007
Richards 2000%
Graf 2008%

LTC

HIV

HIV

HIV

HIV

HIV

HIV (plus PTSD)

Breast cancer

Breast cancer

Breast cancer

Breast cancer

Breast cancer

Breast cancer

Breast cancer

Breast cancer

Gynaecological and genitourinary cancer
Gynaecological and genitourinary cancer

Gynaecological and genitourinary cancer

Gynaecological and genitourinary cancer
Gynaecological and genitourinary cancer
Cancer from various sources

Cancer from various sources

Cancer from various sources

Sickle cell disease

Cystic fibrosis

Dementia (Alzheimer’s disease/vascular
dementia/Parkinson’s disease)

Cocaine dependence
SUD

SuD

First episode psychosis

Mental disorder (Axis | anxiety or mood
disorder)

Mental disorder
Mental disorder

Mental disorder (psychiatric disorder)

ICD-10 code
B24
B24
B24
B24
B24
B24
C50
C50
C50
C50
C50
C50
C50
C50
C57 (ovarian)
C61(prostate)

C61 (prostate) plus C55 (uterus),

C56 (ovary), C53 (cervix)
C62 (testicular)

c64

c80

C80

C80

D57

E84

FO3 (FOO/FO1/F02)

F14
F19
F19
F41-F60
F41-F60

F41-F60
F41-F60
F41-F60 (F99)
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TABLE 100 Included studies by ICD-10 code (continued)

First author, year
Krpan 2013%
Gidron 1996%
Lange 2003%
Sloan 20127
Smyth 2008
Robinson 2008
Averill 2013
D’Souza 2008’
Hevey 2012'%
Willmott 2011'%

Bartasiuniene 2011'%

Sharifabad 2010'*
Harris 2005'%
Theadom 2010%®
Warner 2006'%
*Smyth 1999'7
Halpert 2010*
Wallander 2011'%
Paradisi 2010'"°
Tabolli 2012™"
Vedhara 2007'"
Broderick 2004'"
Lumley 2011'"
Lumley 2014
Wetherell 2005"

Hamilton-West 2007

Broderick 2005'"®
Gillis 2006
Stark 2010”7
Graham 2008’

LTC
Depression
PTSD

PTSD

PTSD

PTSD

BN

ALS
Tension/migraine headaches
M

Ml

CVvD

COPD plus IPF
Asthma
Asthma
Asthma
Asthma/RA
IBS

IBS (GI RAP)
Psoriasis
Psoriasis
Psoriasis
RA

RA

RA

RA

AS

FM

FM

FM

Chronic pain

ICD-10 code
F41

F43

F43

F43

F43

F50

G12
G43/G44
121

121

151

J44 plus J84
145

J45

J45
J45/M06
K58

K58 (R10)
L40

L40

L40

M06
MO06
MO06
MO06
M45
M79
M79
M79
M79

a Smyth et al.'” has been reported twice under J45 and M06/M45 ICD-10 categories.

Note that this table includes the studies classified as assessing an unfacilitated TW intervention.
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Interventions assessed

Interventions assessed

TABLE 101 Intervention groups as described in included studies

First author,
year

Experimental condition

Intervention group 1

Intervention group 2

Control condition

Control

Control group 1 group 2

Abel 2004 EW disclosure (unfacilitated Daily activities writing
type of TW)

Arden-Close Written emotional disclosure Details of previous day

2013% (unfacilitated type of TW) writing

Averill 2013'®

Written or oral expressive
disclosure (unfacilitated type
of TW) plus completion of
study measures

Attentional control writing
(completion of study
measures)

Bartasiuniene Expressive writing Daily events writing Non-writing
2011'® (unfacilitated type of TW) group (wrote
nothing)

Bernard 2006 Written emotional disclosure Non-EW (activities that day,

(unfacilitated type of TW) the room they were in, and

plans for the next week)

Broderick 2004 Standard expressive writing Enhanced meaning Day-to-day activities in Educational

(unfacilitated type of TW) writing relation to the time attention

Broderick 2005''®

Written emotional expression
with cognitive reappraisal

invested control group

Day-to-day activities in
relation to the time

Non-writing
(usual care)

invested
Canna 2006™ Expressive writing plus CBT CBT Inexpressive writing plus Waiting list
CBT

Cepeda 2008% Narrative emotional disclosure Questionnaire writing Usual care
Craft 20137 Breast-cancer trauma writing  Self-selected trauma Breast cancer factual Non-writing

(unfacilitated type of TW) writing (unfacilitated writing (unfacilitated type

type of TW) of TW)

Dennick 2014% Written emotional disclosure Previous day’s activities
D'Souza 2008™"  Written emotional disclosure Time-management control

(unfacilitated type of TW) writing
Gellaitry 20107 Expressive writing Routine care

(unfacilitated type of TW)
Gidron 1996% Written disclosure Casual daily agenda writing

(unfacilitated type of TW) plus plus oral disclosure of daily

oral disclosure of most severe activity

event
Gillis 2006'"® Written emotional disclosure Time-management writing

(unfacilitated type of TW)
Golkaramnay Group therapy through No intervention
2007% internet chat
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TABLE 101 Intervention groups as described in included studies (continued)

Experimental condition Control condition

Control
group 2

First author,
year Intervention group 1

Graf 2008%

Intervention group 2 Control group 1

Plans for the rest of the
day writing

Written emotional disclosure
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Graham 2008 Written anger expression
through letter-writing format
(Rusing and Nolen-Hoeksema

type of TW)

Goals writing through
letter-writing format

Grasing 2010% Written emotional expression

(Pennebaker type of TW)

Time-management writing

Halpert 2010* Expressive writing

(unfacilitated type of TW)

Non-writing

Hamilton-West
2007

EW exercise (unfacilitated
type of TW not approved by
ethics committee — adapted
version used)

Time-management exercise

Harris 2005'% Stressful experiences writing Positive writing Neutral topic writing

Henry 2010 Positive expressive writing Usual care
(single episode unfacilitated

type of TW)

Hevey 2012'% Expressive writing (single Daily activities writing in
episode unfacilitated type of the year prior to heart

T™W) attack

Hong 2011%
Hughes 2007°*

Ironson 20137

Songwriting
Expressive writing

Augmented trauma writing

Waiting list
Usual care

Daily event writing

(unfacilitated type of TW) plus
processing probes

Jensen-Johansen  Expressive writing
20137 (unfacilitated type of TW)

Kraaij 2010%

Daily activities writing

Structured writing Cognitive—behavioural
intervention (through website)  self-help programme

Waiting list

Krpan 2013% Expressive writing (deepest How they organised their

thoughts and feelings) day

Lange 2003% Interapy Waiting list

Lumley 2011'" Written or oral emotional Positive writing (or Neutral topic writing (or

disclosure talking) talking)

Lumley 2014 Expressive writing, coping Neutral writing, coping
skills training skills training

Mann 200172 Positive future writing Non-writing

McElligott 2006%”  Expressive writing Details of previous day
(unfacilitated type of TW) writing

Meshberg-Cohen  Expressive writing
20107 (unfacilitated type of TW)

Neutral topic writing
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TABLE 101 Intervention groups as described in included studies (continued)

First author,
year

Milbury 2014%!
Mosher 20127
Paradisi 2010'"°

Park 20127®

Pauley 2011%

Petrie 2004
Richards 2000%
Rickett 2011°¢
Rini 2014°%

Robinson 2008%°

Rosenberg 2002%
Sharifabad
2010'"

Sloan 20127
Smyth 19997

Smyth 2008

Stark 20107

Tabolli 2012™"

Taylor 2003%

Theadom 2010%®

Van Dam 2013%

Experimental condition

Intervention group 1

Expressive writing
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Expressive writing

Written emotional disclosure
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Expressive writing programme
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Negative expressive writing
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Written emotional expression
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Trauma writing (unfacilitated
type of TW)

Poetry writing programme/
workshop

Expressive writing

eBT

Expressive writing
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Written emotional disclosure
(unfacilitated type of TW)

WET

Disclosure exercise
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Expressive writing
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Trauma writing (unfacilitated
type of TW) plus Change
Theory (King type of TW)

Writing exercise (unfacilitated
type of TW)

Written self-disclosure
intervention (unfacilitated
type of TW)

Written emotional disclosure
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Expressive writing
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Intervention group 2 Control group 1

Positive future writing
(unfacilitated type of

positive TW)

Positive expressive

writing (unfacilitated

type of TW)

Peer helping,
expressive helping

Unsupported SDW

(unfacilitated type of

TW)

Control condition

Control
group 2

Neutral topic writing

Neutral topic writing

Non-emotional disclosure

No intervention

Innocuous writing

Time-management writing
Trivial writing Usual routine
Waiting list

Neutral writing

Waiting list

Non-disclosure

Neutral topic writing

Waiting list

Neutral topic writing

Daily plans writing

Time management (factual
writing)

Non-writing

SMC

Details of previous day
writing

Treatment as usual

continued
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TABLE 101 Intervention groups as described in included studies (continued)

Experimental condition Control condition

First author, Control

year Intervention group 1 Intervention group 2 Control group 1 group 2

Vedhara 2007 Written emotional disclosure Details of previous day
(unfacilitated type of TW) writing

Wagner 20107 Expressive writing Trivial writing
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Walker 19997 Single-episode written Three-episode written  Attentional control
emotional expression emotional expression  (standard care)
(unfacilitated type of TW) (unfacilitated type

of TW)

Wallander WSD (unfacilitated type of SMC

2011'% ™W)

Warner 2006'®  Written emotional disclosure Time management
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Wetherell 005" Emotional disclosure (writing Time-management writing
or talking) (unfacilitated type
of TW)

Willmott 2011'  Written emotional expression — Details of previous day’s
positive and negative prior to heart attack
(unfacilitated type of TW)

Zakowski 2004%  Written emotional disclosure Details of daily activity
(unfacilitated type of TW) writing

WSD, written self-disclosure.
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APPENDIX 5

Interventions as evaluated by the reviewers

TABLE 103 Facilitated and non-facilitated intervention names in included studies

272

First author, year

Experimental condition

Intervention
group 1

Intervention
group 2

Control condition

Control group 1

Control
group 2

Facilitated
intervention?
Yes/No

Abel 2004 Unfacilitated EW Factual writing No
Arden-Close 2013% Unfacilitated EW Time-management No
writing
Averill 2013'® Unfacilitated EW Non-writing No
Bartasiuniene 2011'%?  Unfacilitated EW Factual writing Non-writing ~ No
Bernard 2006% Unfacilitated EW Factual and time- No
management writing
Broderick 2004'" Unfacilitated EW  Unfacilitated Time-management Attention No
EW writing control®
Broderick 2005'"® Unfacilitated EW Time-management SMC No
writing
Canna 2006> Unfacilitated EW Factual writing ?
Cepeda 2008% Unfacilitated EW Attention control® SMC No
Craft 20137 Unfacilitated EW Unfacilitated Factual writing Non-writing ~ No
EW
Dennick 2014% Unfacilitated EW Factual writing No
D'Souza 2008'"" Unfacilitated EW Time-management No
writing
Gellaitry 20107 Unfacilitated EW SMC No
Gidron 1996% Unfacilitated EW Factual writing No
Gillis 2006'"® Unfacilitated EW Time-management No
writing
Golkaramnay 2007%®  Internet chat No intervention Yes
room
Graf 2008% Unfacilitated EW Time-management No
writing
Graham 2008’ Questionnaire Factual goal writing No
plus unfacilitated
EW
Grasing 2010% Unfacilitated EW Time-management No
writing
Halpert 2010* Unfacilitated EW Non-writing No
Hamilton-West Unfacilitated EW Time-management No
2007 writing
Harris 2005'% Unfacilitated EW  Positive writing ~ Factual writing No
Henry 2010 Positive writing SMC No
Hevey 2012'% Unfacilitated EW Factual writing No
Hong 2011% Songwriting Waiting list Yes
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TABLE 103 Facilitated and non-facilitated intervention names in included studies (continued)

First author, year

Experimental condition

Intervention
group 1

Intervention

group 2

Control condition

Control

Control group 1 group 2

HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

Facilitated
intervention?
Yes/No

Hughes 2007**
Ironson 2013"’

Jensen-Johansen
20137

Kraaij 2010
Krpan 2013%

Lange 2003%

1115

Lumley 201
Lumley 2014'®

Mann 20017
McElligott 2006%

Meshberg-Cohen
20107

Milbury 2014°"
Mosher 201277
Paradisi 2010'"°
Park 20127
Pauley 2011%
Petrie 2004

Richards 2000”

Rickett 2011°

Rini 2014°%
Robinson 2008
Rosenberg 2002%
Sharifabad 2010'
Sloan 20127

Smyth 1999'%7
Smyth 2008"'

Stark 2010°7

Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW

Website
structured writing

Unfacilitated EW

Website Interapy
Unfacilitated EW

Unfacilitated EW

Positive writing
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW

Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW

Unfacilitated EW

Poetry writing

Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW

Written exposure
therapy

Unfacilitated EW

Unfacilitated EW

Unfacilitated EW
(mixed writing)

Positive writing

Positive writing

Positive writing

SMC
Factual writing

Time-management
writing

Waiting list

Time management
writing

Waiting list

Time-management
writing

Time-management
writing

Non-writing
Factual writing

Factual writing

Factual writing
Factual writing
Non-EW

No intervention
Factual writing

Time-management
writing

Time-management SMC

writing

Waiting list
Factual writing
Waiting list
Non-writing
Factual writing
Waiting list
Timg-management
writing

Time-management
writing

Non-writing

No
No
No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No
No
No

No
No
No
No
No
No

No

Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes

No

No

continued
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TABLE 103 Facilitated and non-facilitated intervention names in included studies (continued)

First author, year
Tabolli 2012™"
Taylor 2003%
Theadom 2010%®

Van Dam 2013%
Vedhara 2007'"
Wagner 2010"

Walker 19997
Wallander 2011'%
Warner 2006'%

Wetherell 2005

Willmott 2011
Zakowski 2004

Experimental condition

Intervention
group 1

Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW

Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW

Unfacilitated EW

Unfacilitated EW
Unfacilitated EW

Intervention

group 2

Positive writing

Control condition

Control
Control group 1 group 2
Non-writing
SMC

Factual writing
Treatment as usual
Factual writing

Factual and time-
management writing

SMC
SMC

Time-management
writing

Time-management
writing

Factual writing

Factual writing

Facilitated
intervention?
Yes/No

No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No

No

No
No

Unfacilitated EW, unfacilitated type of TW or an adaptation of it.

a This attention control group has not been considered for analysis in current systematic review given it was considered to
have an active component and therefore not suitable for comparison. It would have been taken into account in the
situation where the two other intervention groups had undertaken the same educational activity on top of the

writing exercise.
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions

6MWD

ABP

ABS

Abdominal pain
frequency

ACT

Changes in 6 Minutes’ Walk
Distance (6MWD) over the study
period

The Asthma Bother Profile (ABP)

is a 23-item self-administered
questionnaire (Hyland et al.'®)
designed to measure level of
distress caused by asthma. It covers
two domains: distress and asthma
management measured with a
unidimensional scale

The Affects Balance Scale (ABS;
Bradburn'®) is a self-reported
measure, which rates the degree to
which participants experienced 20
positive and 20 negative emotions
during the past week through two
subscales: Positive Affect Scale
(PAS) and Negative Affect Scale
(NAS). It is a 10-item outcome
measure: it contains five statements
reflecting positive feelings and five
statements reflecting negative
feelings

Stomach pain frequency was rated
when it was sufficiently bad not to
pursue with normal activity

The Asthma Control Test (ACT), a
five-question survey (with 4-week
recall) on symptoms and

daily functioning, which is
self-administered by the patient
to measure asthma control in
individuals of > 12 years. The
survey measures the elements of
asthma control as defined by the
National Heart, Lung, and Blood
Institute: frequency of shortness
of breath and general asthma
symptoms, use of rescue
medications, the effect of asthma
on daily functioning, and overall
self-assessment of asthma control.
ACT is clinically validated by
specialist assessment and
spirometry (www.thoracic.org/
assemblies/srn/questionaires/
act.php)

Values are given in metres

6-point Likert scale with 0
(no) and 5 (yes); with use

of 0-5 scale. All scores are
added up with a maximum of
75 and minimum of 0

An affect balance score is
calculated based on the
difference between the
number of yes responses to
positive-feeling questions
minus the number of yes
responses to negative-feeling
questions

From0to 5

With 0 (not at all), 1 (once),

2 (once a week), 3 (about two
or three times a week),

4 (about every other day),

5 (every day)

5-point scale for symptoms
and activities from 1 (all the
time) to 5 (not at all); for
asthma control rating from 1
(not controlled at all) to 5
(completely controlled). The
scores range from 5 (poor
control of asthma) to 25
(complete control of asthma)

The longer the distance in the
6MWD, the higher the
performance

Higher scores indicate higher
distress caused by asthma

The greater the score
difference, the higher the
affect unbalance

Higher scores indicate more
frequency of abdominal pain

Higher scores reflecting
greater asthma control.
An ACT score of > 19
indicates well-controlled
asthma

continued
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

Adherence

ADSEI

AEE

AIMS2

AIMS2: lack of
social support
subscale

Self-reported adherence in the study
by Mann” was measured using the

general measure of adherence from
the RAND Medical Outcomes Study.
It consists of five items

An adult version (Ryden'®) of the
Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory
(SEI; Coopersmith'®): test-retest
reliability and social desirability

The Coopersmith Self-Esteem
Inventory (SEI): 58 short statements
that are answered by checking the
box like me or unlike me. These
items consist of 50 self-esteem
items and eight items that compose
a lie scale, anxiety, depression,
behavioural problems and physical
well-being

The Ambivalence Emotional
Expression (AEE; King and Emmons
Questionnaire is a 28-item
questionnaire used to assess the
extent to which participants feel
uncomfortable or regret expressing
their emotions (e.g. I'd like to talk
about my problems with others but at
times | just cannot, | feel guilty after |
have expressed anger to someone)

1 66)

The Arthritis Impact Measurement
Scale-2 (AIMS2) is a 28-item scale
that surveys the effects of arthritis
on multiple domains of functioning
during the previous month. It uses
six subscales: mobility level (e.g.
you were in bed or chair for most
of the day), walking and bending
(e.g. you had trouble either
bending, lifting, or stooping), hand
and finger function, arm function,
self-care tasks, and household
tasks. In the study by Lumley

et al."” they analyse two scales:
(1) physical dysfunction, which
assesses dysfunction in mobility,
walking/bending, hand and finger
function, arm functioning, ability to
perform household tasks, and self-
care; and (2) affective disturbance,
which assesses both anxious and
depressive symptoms

The 4-item subscale from the
AIMS2 assesses one's perceptions
that family and friends are available
if needed, are sensitive to needs,
interested in helping, and
understand the effects of the FM.
[tems were rated regarding how
frequently support is available

6-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (none of the time) to 6
(all of the time)

The test has a built-in lie scale
that helps to determine if the
participant is trying too hard
to appear to have high
self-esteem

The test predicts more benefit
from disclosure

5-point scale with respect to
the frequency (number of
days in a week) that a
particular behaviour or
symptom was experienced
from 1 (all days) to 5 (no
days). Ratings are averaged

From 1 (all days) to 5
(no days) and averaged

NA

The higher the number of
like me, the greater the
participant’s self-reports are
markedly influenced by the
social desirability factor

NA

Higher scores indicate greater
dysfunction

Higher values indicate less
social support
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

AIMS2: pain
subscale

AIMS2 for
physical
dysfunction

ARS-20

ASS

BA use

BAI

BAS-G

The 5-item pain subscale from the
AIMS2, a widely-used instrument
that measures health status in
rheumatic diseases during the past
month. ltems were worded for FM
rather than arthritis (e.g. you had
severe pain from your FM)

The AIMS2 was used and assessed
28 items from six subscales:
mobility level (you were in bed or
chair for most of the day), walking
and bending (you had trouble
either bending, lifting, or stooping),
hand and finger function, arm
function, self-care tasks and
household tasks

The Assertiveness/Responsiveness
scale (ARS-20; Richmond and
McCroskey'®’) is a 20-item scale
consisting of two subscales, one for
each trait, with 10 items each

The Asthma Sum Scale (ASS) is a
9-item scale used to report both
asthma and nasal or allergy
symptoms during the past 2 weeks

Beta-agonist use, measured as
puffs per day

The Beck Anxiety Inventory

(BAI; Beck and Steer'®) is a

21-item self-report measure that
uses a 4-point Likert scale with
ratings from not at all to severely to
measure physical and cognitive
symptoms of anxiety

The Bath Ankylosing Spondylitis
Disease Global Score (BAS-G;

Jones et al."®) requires patients to
respond to two questions regarding
the effect of their disease on their
health: over the past week, and
over the past 6 months. Responses
to these scales are indicated by
marking a line on a 100-mm VAS

5-point scale from 1
(all days) to 5 (no days),
reverse scored and averaged

5-point scale from 1
(all days) to 5 (no days) and
scored

Both scales ask respondents
to rate how much they
identify with a list of
representative behaviours.
Behaviours for the
Assertiveness scale include
items like defend own beliefs
and have strong personality,
whereas items from the
Responsiveness scale include
items such as sympathetic and
sensitive to the needs of
others

5-point scale from 0 (none) to
4 (severe)

Numbers of puffs per day
were summed up

Each BAl item is rated on a
4-point scale: 0 (not at all) to
3 (severely, | could barely
stand it)

Scale 0-10 VAS, best 10

Total score range from
0to 10

Higher values indicate more
pain

Higher scores indicate greater
physical dysfunction

Higher scores indicate greater
levels

Higher scores indicate greater
symptoms

Higher number of puffs
indicated greater symptoms

Higher total scores indicate
more severe anxiety
symptoms

Higher scores indicate greater
effect of AS on the patient’s
life

continued
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

BASDAI

BASFI

BDI

BDI-II

BDI-SF

BFI

The Bath Ankylosing Spondylitis
Disease Activity Index (BASDAI)
comprises six questions relating to
individual domains of fatigue,
spinal pain, joint pain and
symptoms, together with
perception of pain relating to bony
areas of the body and to morning
stiffness

BASFI comprises 10 questions
regarding function in AS and ability
to meet the physical demands of
everyday life. Responses to these
scales are indicated by marking a
line on a 100-mm VAS

The Bath Ankylosing Spondylitis
Disease Functional Index (BASFI;
Calin et al."). Responses to these
scales are indicated by marking a
line on a 100-mm VAS

The Beck Depression Inventory (BDI;
Beck et al."”"). The full BDI has

21 items, which stress cognitive
symptoms of depression, each with
four Guttman-type responses
choices in the form of statements,
ranked in order of severity. In

some categories, two alternative
statements are assigned the same
score

The revised Beck Depression
Inventory (BDI-Il; Beck et al.'’?)

is a 21-item self-report measure
incorporating cognitive, affective
and somatic aspects of depressed
mood. In this revised version, there
is one alternative score for each
level (so no statement is assigned
the same weight)

The short 13-item version of Beck
Depression Inventory (BDI-SF; Beck
et al.'” and Furlanetto et al.'™)
measures depressive symptoms
during the last 7 days

The Brief Fatigue Inventory (BFI;
Mendoza et al.'®) is a 10-item
guestionnaire asking participants to
rate the severity of their fatigue
and the degree to which it
interferes with their lives. BFI has
been specifically developed for
cancer patient populations

Scale 0-10 VAS, best 10

Total score ranges from
0to 10

Scale 0-10 VAS, best 10

Total score range from
0to 10

Scale 0-3, reflecting severity

Total scores range from
0to 63

Four alternatives for the 21
items ranging from 0 (low) to
3 (high). Total scores range
from 0 to 63

NA

Response to the first question,
‘Are you usually tired?” is
either yes or no. The
remaining nine items are
measured on a 11-point
Likert scale ranging from O
(no fatigue) to 10 (worst that
you can even imagine).
Individual scores are added up
in a total score

Higher scores indicate higher
levels of disease activity

Higher scores indicate to
greater limitation of function

Higher total scores indicate
more severe depressive
symptoms

Higher total scores indicate
more severe depressive
symptoms

Higher total scores indicate
more severe depressive
symptoms

Higher scores indicate worse
fatigue, and a score of >3
indicates clinically significant
fatigue
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

BITE

BMI

BPI

Brief COPE

Brief POMS

The Bulimia Investigatory Test
Edinburgh (BITE; Henderson and
Freeman'’®). This 33-item scale
provides a rating of symptoms of
BN and BED, and has a symptom
and severity subscale. BITE was
used to measure symptoms over
the past month, as a response to
treatment. The symptom scale
comprised 27 items and the
severity scale comprised three items

In the study by Taylor et al.,®
the body mass index (BMI) was
recorded as kg body weight
(kg)height (m?)

The Brief Pain Inventory (BPI), short
form, is a 11-item self-report rating
scale using simple numeric rating
scales to assess the severity of pain
(four questions) and impact of
pain (seven questions)

The Brief COPE is a 28-item
measure of 14 coping responses
(Carver'’). The responses can be
categorised as adaptive coping
(e.g. active coping, planning,
use of emotional support) and
maladaptive coping (e.g. denial,
self-blame and behavioural
disengagement)

The Brief Profile of Mood States
(Brief POMS) provides a summary
measure of distress or mood. The
original 65-item POMS has been
widely used with cancer patients

® ltems 1, 13, 21, 23 and
31 in the symptom scale
scored one point for a no
response and the
remaining 25 items
scored one point for a yes
response. The maximum
possible score is 30

® |tems 6, 7 and 27
constitute the severity
scale. The total score is
the sum of the numbers
corresponding to the
circled responses

Scorers on this scale can be
subdivided into three main
groups: high scorers with a
score of >20, medium scorers
with a score of 10-19,

and low scorers with a

score of <10

NA

From 0 to 10

5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (I haven't been doing
this at all) to 5 (I have been
doing this a lot)

[tems are calculated into 14
separate indices

5-point Likert scale ranging
from 0 (not at all); 1 (a little);
2 (moderately); 3 (quite a bit);
4 (extremely)

A symptom score of > 20

indicates a highly

disordered eating pattern

and the presence of

binge eating

® A symptom score in the
medium range (10-19)
suggests an unusual
eating pattern but not
meeting criteria for a
diagnosis of bulimia

® A symptom score in the
15-19 range may well
reflect a subclinical group
of binge-eaters, either in
the initial stages of the
disorder or a recovered
bulimic

® A symptom score in the
low range (0-10) falls
within normal limits

® A severity score of >5 is
clinically significant

® A severity score of > 10

indicates high degree

of severity

A reduction in the BMI
indicated disease progression
and/or exacerbation

Higher scores indicate greater
pain

Higher scores indicate greater
active coping

Higher scores indicate higher
distress
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

BSCS The Brief Substance Craving Scale 5-point Likert scale ranging Higher scores indicate higher
(BSCS) is a 12-item self-report from 0 (not at all) to 4 craving
instrument assessing intensity, (extremely). The total score
frequency and length of craving ranges from 0 to 12

over a 24-hour period for
substances of abuse. Each of the
three items is related to the
intensity, frequency and length of
craving during the prior 24 hours.
In Grasing et al.,” the reductions in
craving intensity were measured
and those are calculated by
subtracting baseline measures
recorded during screening from
results obtained at the initial
outpatient visit

BSI The Brief Symptom Inventory Likert-type scale ranging from  Higher scores indicate higher
(BSI; Derogatis and Melisaratos'’®) 0 (not at all) to 4 (extremely) symptoms
is @ 53-item scale, a shortened
version of the SCL-90 (Symptom
Checklist-90) that assesses nine
symptoms of distress and provides
three global distress indices. The
BSI measures symptoms associated
with distress on nine symptom
dimensions (including somatisation,
obsessive—compulsive, interpersonal
sensitivity, depression, anxiety,
hostility, phobic anxiety, paranoid
ideation and psychoticism).
Participants report the extent to
which they experienced each of the
symptoms in the past week
including today. The scale also
includes a global index of distress,
the Global Severity Index (GSI) used
in both studies by Zakowski et al.
published in 2004 and 2011

C-QoL Cancer Quality of Life (C-QoL; 5-point scale (0 =not at all, Higher scores indicate greater
Lee') is a cancer-specific type of 1 =a little yes, 2 =moderate, QoL
QoL measurement tool developed 3=quite a lot and 4 =very
in Korea to better reflect the much so)
cultural characteristics of the
country. The C-QolL was used in Range from 0 to 84
Park and Yi”® and consists of
21 items with specific questions:
physical conditions (n=6),
emotional states (n=6), social role
(n=3), social status (n=3) and
coping ability (n=4)
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

CAPS The Clinician-Administered PTSD
Scale (CAPS; Weathers et al.”®)
used to assess PTSD symptom
severity. CAPS rates the frequency
and intensity of each symptom
along 5-point ordinal scales, the
impact of symptoms on the
patient’s social and occupational
functioning, the overall severity of
the symptom complex, and the
global validity of ratings obtained.
There is a total score for the CAPS
PTSD ratings (frequency and
intensity). The CAPS yields both
dichotomous (i.e. present or
absent) and continuous (i.e.
severity) scores for each symptom
and for the disorder as a whole

CBCL The Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL)
and by youth on the Youth
Self-Report of the CBCL
(Achenbach®") consists of 113
questions used to detect emotional
and behavioural problems in
children and adolescents

CD4+ count CD4+ lymphocyte count was
determined by flow cytometry. A
square root transformation was
used on the CD4+ counts to give
an approximately normal
distribution. Data were analysed as
a multivariate hierarchical model
using the hierarchical linear
modelling programme HLM 5.04. In
Ironson et al.,”" flow cytometry was
performed in one laboratory to
enumerate CD3+/CD4+
lymphocytes with fluorochrome
conjugated monoclonal antibodies
in a four-colour system

CDI The Children Depression Inventory
(CDI) contains 27 items that
represent a range of depressive
symptoms including disturbed
mood, hedonic capacity, vegetative
functions, self-evaluation and
interpersonal problems. The child is
asked to choose the item that best
describes him or her for the past
2 weeks. The five factors for the CDI
are negative mood, interpersonal
problems, ineffectiveness, anhedonia
and negative self-esteem

5-point scale ranging from
0to 136

3-point Likert scale ranging
from 0 (absent), 1 (occurs
sometimes), 2 (occurs often)

Threshold used in the study
was not reported but used as
a predictor of disease
progression

Each item consists of three
statements that are keyed
0,1o0r2

Higher scores indicate greater
severity of PTSD symptoms

Higher scores indicate more
emotional and behavioural
problems

Higher count in CD4+ cells
when associated with
improved immune status and
better health

Higher scores indicating
increased severity
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

CES-D The Centre for Epidemiological 4-point Likert-type scale from Higher scores indicates the
Studies Depression Scale (CES-D; 0 (rarely or none of the time) greatest frequency of
Radloff'®?) is a 20-item scale; to 3 (most or all of the time) depressed mood over the
participants rated the intensity and past week

frequency of depressive symptoms
they had experienced in the past
week. The CES-D has been used to
measure clinical and subclinical
levels of depression in medical
populations and effectively
identifies depression among
patients with chronic pain
(Geisser et al.'®). It includes

four factors: dysphoria, positive
affect, a somatic factor, and an
interpersonal factor. In Henry

et al.,*® four subscales were
calculated from the CES-D:
depressed mood (seven items,
a=0.83-0.92), (lack of) positive
affect (four items, «a=0.71-0.9),
somatisation or retarded activity
(seven items, o =0.5-0.9), and
(lack of) interpersonal relations

(two items)
CG-FBD The functional bowel disease- Scale 0-7, worse cognition 7 Higher scores indicate worse
related cognition consisted of adaptive cognition

CG-FBD Q16 My bowel symptoms
make me feel out of control and
CG-FBD Q31 Nothing seems to
help my bowel symptoms

CLINHAQ Three items from the Clinical On a 100-point VAS Higher scales indicate greater
Health Assessment Questionnaire symptoms
(CLINHAQ; Wolfe'®) were used in
Broderick et al."® to assess Gl,
headache and fatigue symptoms.
The CLINHAQ contains self-reports
for the Health Assessment
Questionnaire (HAQ; Fries'®?)
disability index, Arthritis Impact
Measurement Scale (AIMS) anxiety
and depression index (Hawley and
Wolfe'®), VAS pain, VAS global
severity, VAS Gl symptoms, VAS
sleep problems, VAS fatigue,
satisfaction with health, and patient
estimate of health status. In 1996,
the helplessness subscale of the
RAI was added to the CLINHAQ
(deVellis et al."®). The variables
contained in this questionnaire
consider factors that are thought to
be of major importance in FM
(Burckhardt et al."®)
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Cortisol

CRP

CRQ

CS use

CSAQ

csl

Cortisol reactivity was assessed in
Smyth et al.° by asking participants
to collect saliva by placing a sterile
cotton wad in their mouth for a
few minutes and then sealing the
cotton in a salivette, a test tube-like
container (Sartstedt, Rommelsdorf,
Germany). Samples were kept
frozen until shipped for assay at a
clinical laboratory

The C-reactive protein (CRP), which
is another serum measure of
inflammation, was measured in
Wetherell et al.""” CRP is an acute
phase protein, levels of which
fluctuate over a shorter time period
than ESR (Kushner'®®). CRP
therefore provides an objective
marker of disease activity in
addition to the components of the
DAS

The Chronic Respiratory Disease
Questionnaire (CRQ) is an
interviewer-administered
questionnaire measuring both
physical and emotional aspects of
chronic respiratory disease. It has
20 questions in four categories:
dyspnoea, fatigue, emotional
function and mastery

Corticosteroid use, measured as
puffs per day

The Cognitive-Somatic Anxiety
Questionnaire (CSAQ; Schwartz'®)
a trait anxiety inventory, is a
14-item self-report inventory that is
divided into two 7-item scales
(cognitive and somatic) that appear
to reflect cognitive or somatic
anxiety. Participants are asked to
rate the degree to which they are
generally or typically experiencing
symptoms of anxiety by circling a
number from 1 through to 5

The Children’s Somatisation
Inventory (CSI) includes 36
symptoms from the criteria for
Somatisation Disorder and the
Somatisation factor of the Hopkins
Symptom Checklist. Ratings are
obtained on the severity with which
the youth have experienced each
symptom (e.g. headaches, pains in
the heart, muscle aches) in the past
2 weeks

Cortisol levels were assessed
in response to imagery-based
trauma re-exposure

CRP is a measure of
inflammation and provide
markers for clinical status in
rheumatic disease. CRP is
sensitive and is only raised
during periods of acute
inflammation

7-point scale, with 7
indicating no health
impairment. A change of 0.5
for each is considered the
minimal clinically significant
change

CS use is an indicator of
disease status

5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very
much so). The sums of the
circled rating are separately
computed for the cognitive
and somatic items, and
constituted the main
dependent measures

5-point scale from 0 (not at
all) to 4 (a whole lot). A total
score was calculated in the
standard fashion to measure
severity of general
somatisation symptoms

Lower levels indicate greater
health improvement

Higher CRP levels indicate
greater transitory acute
inflammation

Higher scores indicate better
HRQoL

The higher the use of CS,
the worst the disease course

Higher total scores indicate
higher symptoms

Higher scores indicate higher
severity of symptoms
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

CT3

DAS

DASS

Davidson PTSD
scale

DBP

DIS

Catastrophising (maladaptive
coping)

The Disease Activity Score (DAS)
involves measurement of four
variables: counts of the number of
swollen and tender joints (assessed
by physical examination); a patient
self-report measure (All things
considered, how are you feeling?),
measured using a 100-mm VAS;
and a serum measure of
inflammation, i.e. ESR. ESR is

an indirect measure of acute
phase reactions and provides a
standardised and validated clinical
index for assessing disease activity
in RA (Fuchs™"). A total score can
be computed or individual
components of the DAS can be
used

The Depression Anxiety Stress
Scales (DASS) is a 42-item
self-report measure used to
assess depression, anxiety and
stress in clinical samples over the
previous week

The Davidson PTSD scale (PTSDTOT;
Davidson et al.,"* Zlotnick et al."®)
is a 17-item, interview-administered
measure based on the PTSD
symptom clusters defined by
DSM-IV. Respondents are asked to
rate each of the 17 items referring
to a particular traumatic event, or
series of events, according to level
of distress based on their ratings

of symptoms that have occurred
during the past week. Both
frequency and severity are rated for
each item. If the respondent has
experienced multiple traumatic
episodes, multiple copies of the
scale may be administered

Diastolic blood pressure (DBP),
measured in mmHg

The Perception of Disclosure Scale
(DIS) measures the perception of
the extent to which participants
had already expressed their deepest
thoughts and feelings about their
cancer experience through writing
or discussion with others

Scale 0-36; worse
catastrophising, 36

The DAS ranges from 2 to 10

4-point Likert scale from 0
(did not apply to me at all) to
3 (applied to me very much,
or most of the time)

From 0 to 4 for both
frequency and severity during
the past week

ltems are summed for a total
score, and subscales measure
re-experiencing, avoidance
and arousal

BP is indicative of chronic
complications post MI, such
as cardiac arrhythmias and
left ventricular failure

Scale ranges from 0 (not all)
to 10 (complete disclosure)

Higher scores indicate worse
catastrophising

Scores of < 2.6 indicate
disease remission and scores
of > 5.1 indicate high disease
activity

Higher scores indicate greater
symptoms

Higher scores indicate greater
symptoms

Higher DBP indicated greater
post-MI complications

Higher scores indicate more
complete disclosure
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Disease Activity
Rating Scale

DLQl

DS-14

DT

Emotional
approach coping

EQ-5D

The Disease Activity Rating Scale is

a scale used by physicians to

indicate the current status of the
patient’s RA. Factors that physicians
would take into account in making

this rating include number of
tender and swollen joints, and

degree of inflammation and pain

The Dermatology Life Quality Index

(DLQ!; Finlay and Khan'® is
used widely in patients with
dermatological conditions,
including psoriasis. It examines
respondents views on the

functional consequences of their
skin condition on their lives in the

previous week. It correlates well

with clinical measures of disease

severity and boasts of good

reliability statistics. It measures how

much the skin problem has

affected your life. It is designed for
young people aged > 16 years and

for adults

The DS-14 is a 14-item measure of
negative affectivity (seven items) and

social inhibition (seven items)
(Denollet')

The DS-14 has good psychometric
properties and is widely used with
cardiac populations (e.g. Denollet

et al.'®)

The Distress Thermometer (DT;
Roth et al."’) assessed general
distress

In Averill et al.,"® the emotional

approach coping (Stanton et al."%)
was measured to assess emotional
processing (four items: e.g. | take

time to figure out what | am really

feeling; «=0.76) and emotional

expression (four items; e.g. | feel

free to express my emotions;
a=0.89). Because the two
subscales were correlated only

0.61, they were used separately in

analysis

QoL measured by utility and VAS. A
measure of perceived health status

5-point rating scale ranging
from 0 (asymptomatic) to
4 (very severe)

A 1-point change is
considered clinically significant

4-point Likert scale ranging
from very much to not at all

The scoring is:

Very much scored 3

A lot scored 2

A little scored 1

Not at all scored 0O

Not relevant scored 0
Question 7, prevented
work or studying scored 3

The DLQI is calculated by
summing the score of each
question, resulting in a
maximum of 30 and a
minimum of 0

5-point Likert scale from
Oto4

11-point Likert scale from 0
(no distress) to 10 (extreme
distress)

8-item scale

Utility: 0-1, where 0 is death
and 1 is perfect perceived
health

VAS: 0-100, where 0 is death
and 100 is perfect perceived
health

Higher scores indicate greater
disease activity

The higher the score, the
more QoL is impaired

A score of > 10 on both the
negative affectivity and social
inhibition scales indicates
Type D personality

Higher scores indicate greater
distress

Lower emotional approach
copying are related to lower
psychological well-being

Higher scores indicate better
health
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

ESR The erythrocyte sedimentation rate
(ESR)

In Graham et al.,*' the degree of
express anger was uniquely
accounted for intervention effects
and meaning making mediated
effects on depressed mood

Expressed anger

The Functional Assessment of
Chronic lliness Therapy Fatigue
subscale version 4 (FACIT-F;
Yellen') assessed fatigue during
the past 7 days. It measures
physical well-being, social/family
well-being, emotional well-being,
functional well-being and
additional concerns

FACIT-F

FACIT-Sp The meaning/peace subscale of the
Functional Assessment of Chronic
lliness Therapy-Spiritual Well-Being

scale (FACIT-Sp; Peterman et al.*®)

A 12-item self-report measure
comprises two subscales: one
measuring a sense of meaning and
peace and the other assessing the
role of faith in illness

A total score for spiritual well-being

is produced. In Mosher et al.,”” the
FACIT-Sp is used to measure
existential well-being by assessing
participant’s degree of purpose in
life and inner peace

FACT-General
Therapy (FACT; Basen-Engquist
et al®®") questionnaire is a 34-item
general cancer QoL measure for
evaluating patients receiving cancer
treatment. It covers five general
cancer-related domains (physical
well-being, social family well-being,
relationship with health-care
provider, emotional well-being, and
functional well-being) and one
disease/site-specific domain

The Functional Assessment of Cancer

ESR is an indicator of
inflammation and disease
activity

From 0 (none) to 4 (very much)

A code of 4 was given when
the letter included an explicit
statement indicating that the
participant was, for instance,
very angry or furious or if the
participant had used many
examples that sounded
frustrating and/or used
underlining, exclamation
points, or other techniques for
emphasis

A code 0 was given when the
participant neither identified at
all with an anger-related
emotion (including frustration)
nor gave any examples that
seemed frustrating

All items are measured on a
5-point Likert scale ranging
from 0 (not at all) to 4

(very much)

Scale ranging from 0 to 48
Two subscales:
® Meaning/peace

(items 1-8)
® Faith (items 9-12)

5-point scale from 0
(not at all) to 4 (very much)

Values of > 20 mm/hour
indicate elevated inflammation
and disease activity

Higher scores indicate higher
expression of anger

Higher scores indicate greater
fatigue

Higher scores signifying

greater spiritual well-being

Higher scores indicate better
QoL
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FACT-B

FDI

FEV,

FIQ

FLZ

The Functional Assessment of
Cancer Therapy-Breast Cancer
Version (FACT-B) is a 37-item
self-report instrument, with known
validity and reliability, containing
27 general items (from the FACT-
General) plus 10 breast cancer-
specific items (Brady et al.**)

Subscales include physical well-
being (seven items), social/family
well-being (seven items),

emotional well-being (six items) and
functional well-being (seven items)

The 10 additional items address
physical and psychological concerns
related to breast cancer

Respondents are asked to rate how
true each statement had been for
them over the past 7 days

The Functional Disability Inventory
(FDI; Walker and Greene®®) is a
15-item assessing difficulty
performing various routine
behaviours during the last few
weeks

The forced expiratory volume in
1 second (FEV,)

The Fibromyalgia Impact
Questionnaire (FIQ) evaluates the
global health status using a 10-item
survey assessing those components
of health that are most affected by
FM (physical functioning, work
status, depression, anxiety, sleep,
pain, stiffness, fatigue and
well-being) during the prior week

FIQ is an adaptation of the HAQ
and the AIMS

In Broderick et al.,'"® items
assessing physical functioning and
stiffness were used

The Fragebogen zur Erfassung des
Lebenszufriendenheit (FLZ) is a Life
Satisfaction Scale used to measure
life satisfaction

The FLZ uses eight items assessing
patient’s satisfaction with different
areas of their life (e.g. social
contacts, partnership, financial
situation)

5-point Likert-type scale from
0 (not at all) to 4 (very much).
All 37 items can be combined
for a total QoL score, and
subscale scores may be
computed as well

ltems range from 0 (no
trouble) to 4 (impossible) and
totalled

FEV, is one of the primary
indicators of health status and
disease progression for cystic
fibrosis or patients with
asthma, for instance

Scores range from 0 to 100

7-point Likert scale from 1
(very satisfied) to 7 (very
unsatisfied)

The sum score indicates
overall life satisfaction

Higher scores indicate higher
QoL

Higher scores indicate greater
disability

A decrease in FEV, indicates
disease exacerbation and/or
reduction of lung functioning

Higher scores indicate poorer
health or functioning

Higher scores indicate less life
satisfaction
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

FSS

FvC

GBB

GDS

GHQ-12

GSI

The 9-item Fatigue Severity Scale
(FSS) assesses the frequency and
severity of fatigues interference
with physical functioning

The forced vital capacity (FVC)

The Giessener Beschwerdebogen
(GBB) is a 24-item scale assessing
various symptomatic complaints

The sum score measures subjective
physical well-being

The Geriatric Depression Scale
(GDS; Yesavage et al.**)is a
30-item scale that is more
appropriate for use with people
with ALS than other depression
instruments that include somatic
symptoms regularly experienced in
ALS

The General Health Questionnaire
(GHQ-12; Goldberg et al.**) was
used as an indicator of overall
mental health in hundreds of
studies that assessed both clinical
and non-clinical populations

Items from the GHQ-12 included:
Have you recently been able to
concentrate on what you are
doing? Have you been able to face
up to your normal problems?

Owing to the various thresholds of
the GHQ-12, the mean GHQ score
for a population of respondents
was suggested as a rough indicator
for the best cut-off point (Goldberg
et al.*®). Therefore, based on the
mean GHQ score for this sample,
the cut-off point is used to
determine the respondent’s level of
psychological well-being

The Global Severity Index (GSI) is a
widely used index of stress and is
highly correlated with the BSI
subscales. Individuals report the
extent to which they experienced
each of the symptoms in the past
week including today

[tems were rated on a 1-7
scale and averaged

FVC is one of the primary
indicators of health status and
disease progression for cystic
fibrosis or patients with
asthma, for instance

5-point Likert scale ranging
from 0 (not applicable) to
4 (strongly)

The total score ranges from
0to12

e Ascore of >5 points is
suggestive of depression

e A score of > 10 points is
almost always indicative
of depression

e A score of >5 points
should warrant a
follow-up comprehensive
assessment

4-point Likert scale
The scores are summed up by

adding all the items on the
scale ranging from O to 12

5-point Likert scale

Ranges from 0 (not at all) to 4
(extremely)

Higher scores indicate greater
fatigue

A decrease in FVC indicates
disease exacerbation and/or
reduction of lung functioning

Higher scores indicate greater
symptoms, decreased
subjective physical health

Higher scores indicate higher
symptoms of depression

NA

Higher scores indicate greater
severity
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

HADS

HADS-A

HADS-D

HAM-D

Headache
frequency

HIV symptom
checklist

HIV VL

The Hospital Anxiety and
Depression Scale (HADS; Zigmond
and Snaith?®’), which contains 14
items (seven anxiety items and
seven depression items)

This scale requires participants to
indicate how they have been
feeling during the past week.

In Wallander et al.,"® participants
with a HADS total score of 15 were
classified as being clinically
distressed

The anxiety subscale of the Hospital
Anxiety and Depression Scale
(HADS-A; Zigmond and Snaith®”)

The depression subscale of the
Hospital Anxiety and Depression
Scale (HADS-A; Zigmond and
Snaith®”)

The Hamilton Depression Scale
(HAM-D; Hamilton®®) is a
17-item, interview-based measure,
considered the gold standard for
assessing severity of depression

Number of days in the last month
with a headache

In Ironson et al.,”" experimenters
assessed symptoms relevant to HIV
(based on the Centre for Disease
Control and Prevention criteria for
Category B symptoms) by interview
using a HIV symptom checklist

Symptoms were assessed for the
previous month at baseline and the
1-month visit, and for the previous
6 months, at the 6- and 12-month
visits; thus, symptoms were
assessed during the complete
follow-up period

HIV VL was determined using a
quantitative reverse-transcriptase
PCR assay (Amplicor HIV-1 Monitor,
Roche Diagnostic Systems), which
measures down to 400 copies of
HIV RNA in plasma

4-point scale ranging from 0
(not at all) to 3 (most of the
time)

Total score ranges from
0to 21

A score of 0-7 is considered
to be normal

Scores of > 20 indicate
moderate, severe or very
severe anxiety

A score of 0-7 is considered
to be normal

Scores of > 20 indicate
moderate, severe or very
severe depression

A score of 0-7 is considered
to be normal

Scores of > 20 indicate
moderate, severe, or very
severe depression

NA

Examples of symptoms are
herpes zoster (shingles), oral
thrush, cervical dysplasia,
pelvic inflammatory disease,
low platelet count (50,000),
peripheral neuropathy,

chronic unexplained fever and
chronic unexplained diarrhoea

Threshold not reported

Higher scores indicate higher
anxiety/depression

Higher scores on each
individual scale or the entire
scale indicate greater anxiety
or mood disorder

Higher scores on each
individual scale or the entire
scale indicate greater
depression or mood disorder

Higher scores indicate more
depression or mood disorder

The higher the frequency the
worst the health status

More symptoms indicate a
worse health

A reduction in VL indicates
better health

continued
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

HIV-0S

IBS-QoL

IBSSS

IES

IES-R

The HIV-Specific Optimism Scale
(HIV-0S) is a self-report measure of
optimistic beliefs related to HIV
issues

Seven items were adapted from the
LOT (Scheier and Carver®®)
specifically for Wagner et a
Sample HIV-OS items include ‘Il am
not counting on things going my
way in the course of my HIV
infection” and "Although the future
course of my HIV infection is
uncertain, | expect the best’

/'73

The Irritable Bowel Syndrome QoL

The irritable bowel severity (IBS)
scale/scoring system (IBSSS;
Francis et al.*'°) is a 9-item survey
designed to enable clinicians to
record and monitor the severity of
IBS

Participants have to answer the
guestions based on how they feel
currently (i.e. over the last 10 days
or so)

A total IBS severity score is given

The Impact of Event Scale

(IES; Horowitz et al.*'") assesses
frequency of intrusive thoughts and
avoidance over the past week
including today. Participants are
asked to specifically refer to their
cancer experience when answering
the questions

The Impact of Event Scale-Revised
(IES-R; Weiss and Marmar?'?), which
contains 22 items that measure
avoidance, intrusive re-experiences
and arousal associated with a
traumatic event

The 8-item Insight Scale

(IS; Birchwood et al.?'®), which
measures three dimensions of
insight: perceived need for
treatment, awareness of illness
and relabelling of symptoms as
pathological

The Kessler Psychological Distress
Scale (K-10) detects non-specific
emotional distress and has been
used in a number of population
health surveys in Australia. It
contains 10 statements covering
the preceding 4 weeks

6-point Likert scale ranging
from strongly disagree to
strongly agree

Scale 0-100, best=100

®  Mild severity: 75-175

® Moderate severity:
175-300

® Severe severity: > 300

The maximum score is 500

Responses for each item are
0 (not at all); 1 (rarely);
3 (sometimes); 5 (often)

Possible score ranges from 0
to 40

5-point scale ranging from
0 (not at all) to 4 (extremely)

Response to each item
reported as agree, disagree or
unsure

5-point Likert scale from
1 (none of the time) to 5
(all the time)

Possible scores range from
10 (no distress) to 50
(maximal distress)

Higher scores indicate higher
levels of optimism related to
HIV issues

Higher scores indicate better
QoL

Higher scores indicate
increase in IBS severity

Higher scores indicate the
greater extent to which
participants have experienced
each item, in the preceding
7 days

Higher scores indicate greater
extent to which participants
have experienced each item in
the preceding 7 days in
relation to their psychotic
experiences and treatment

NA

Higher scores indicate higher
distress
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

LIFE

LIwC

The Longitudinal Interval Follow-Up ~ NA
Evaluation (LIFE; Keller et al.™) is a
semistructured interview for

assessing the longitudinal course of
psychiatric disorders

It consists of a semistructured
interview, an Instruction booklet, a
coding sheet, and a set of training
materials. An interviewer uses the
LIFE to collect detailed psychosocial,
psychopathological, and treatment
information for a 6-month
follow-up interval

The weekly psychopathology
measures (psychiatric status ratings)
are ordinal symptom-based scales
with categories defined to match
the levels of symptoms used in the
Research Diagnostic Criteria

The ratings provide a separate,
concurrent record of the course of
each disorder initially diagnosed in
patients or developing during the
follow-up

Any DSM-IIl or Research Diagnostic
Criteria disorder can be rated with
the LIFE, and any length or number
of follow-up intervals can be
accommodated. The psychosocial
and treatment information is
recorded so that these data can be
linked temporally to the psychiatric
status ratings

The Linguistic Inquiry and Word NA
Count (LIWCQ) is a text analysis

software program designed

by Pennebaker et al."

LIWC calculates the degree to
which people use different
categories of words across a wide
array of texts, including e-mails,
speeches, poems, or transcribed
daily speech. With a click of a
button, you can determine the
degree any text uses positive or
negative emotions, self-references,
causal words, and 70 other
language dimensions
(www.liwc.net/)

NA

NA
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

LOT

Mac New
HRQOL

Marks

McGill Pain Q-SF

The Life Orientation Test (LOT)
assesses generalised positive
outcome experiences measures
optimism on eight items to indicate
the extent to which they agree with
each statement

The Mac New Health Related
Quality Of Life (Mac New HRQOL)
scale is a 27-item measure of
physical, emotional and social QoL
(Valenti et al.*")

In addition to separate physical,
emotional and social QoL subscales,
an overall index of QoL is provided.
It has been extensively used in
cardiac populations, and based on
data from over 1000 cardiac
patients

The Marks Asthma Quality of Life
Questionnaire (Marks; Marks

et al?") is a self-administered
questionnaire intended for use with
adults

Respondents are asked to describe

how troubling particular items have
been over the past 4 weeks. Covers
both physical and emotional impact

Should not be confused with the
Asthma Quality of Life Questionnaire
(AQLQ; Juniper et al.*"®)

The McGill Pain Questionnaire-
Short Form (McGill Pain Q-SF;
Melzack?'®) assesses these two
dimensions of pain, as currently
experienced by the patient. It
contains 11 items assessing several
domains of pain experience:
intensity, sensory and affective

5-point Likert scales ranging
from 1 (strongly agree) to
5 (strongly disagree)

The items are summed to
create a score ranging from
8to 40

7-point Likert scale. A change
of 0.5 units reflects a minimal
clinically important difference
(Dixon et al.?'®)

Scaling of items from 1 to 5

Scale from 0 (none) to
3 (severe) scale

Ratings were averaged

Higher numbers indicate more
optimism

Higher scores indicate better
health

NA

Higher scores indicate greater
severity
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

McGill QOL

MDASI

MIDAS

In Averill et al.,"® psychological and
existential QoL were measured with
the McGill QOL questionnaire to
assess the subjective QoL of
patients with terminal illness.
Psychological QoL reflects the
extent to which patients have
experienced symptoms of
depression, anxiety, sadness and
hopelessness. There were six
measures of psychological well-
being that were highly correlated
with each other: positive affect,
negative affect, depression,
psychological Qol, existential QoL
and spirituality

Existential QoL reflects patients’
ratings of the worth and meaning
of their life, their progress towards
their goals, their control over their
life and the value of each day

The MD Anderson Symptom
Inventory (MDASI; Cleeland

et al?®) is used to assess multiple
symptoms experienced by cancer
patients and the interference with
daily living caused by these
symptoms. Participants rate the
severity of 13 core symptoms (in
the last 24 hours) common across
all cancer diagnoses and treatments
and the extent to which these
symptoms interfere with daily
activities

In Park and Yi’® a Korean version
(Yun et al.?") was adapted

The Migraine Disability Assessment
Scale (MIDAS) is a 5-item inventory
that assesses the number of days in
the past month when the
respondents functioning was
reduced or impaired because of
headaches (behavioural disability
from headaches) including days of
work (including housework), school
or other activities missed, as well as
the number of days for which
productivity was reduced by half

A total of five items are calculated
and analysed

11-point Likert scale ranging
from 0 to 10

Scores are summed up into a
total score

From O (symptom has not
been present) to 10 (the
symptom was as bad as you
can imagine it could be)

The number of days is added
up, totalling a final number of
days from questions 1-5

MIDAS scores thresholds are
as follows:

® 0-5: no disability

e 6-10: mild disability

e 11-20: moderate
disability

® >21: severe disability

Lower scores indicate better
health

Higher scores indicate greater
severity and interference

Higher scores indicate greater
migraine disability
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

Mississippi Scale
for PTSD

MMSE-Korean

Modified MRC
dyspnoea scale

The Mississippi Scale for combat-
related PTSD (Hebrew version) is a
35-item self-reported questionnaire
describing participant’s feeling on
each of the items

ltems 2, 6, 11, 17, 19, 22, 24, 27,
30 and 34 are scored in reverse
order

The cut-off score for PTSD is set at
107, a score that correctly classifies
90% of all subjects as PTSD or
non-PTSD

Means for the three validation
groups are as follows: PTSD 130
(SD = 18); psychiatric 86 (SD = 26);
well adjusted 76 (SD = 18)

The Mini Mental State Examination
(MMSE) is often taken to rate
cognitive functioning difficulties in
a relatively short time: in the
present study, the Korean version
of MMSE, named MMSE-K, was
used in the included study by
Hong and Choi®’

The MMSE-K has 30 questions for
rating and each question is counted
as one point. The full score of
MMSE-K is 30 points. It consists of
seven subitems. The standard
MMSE-K was slightly modified,
combining time orientation and
space orientation into orientation
to which 10 points were allocated,
and also unifying memory
registration and memory recall to
memory to which six points were
allocated

Diagnostic criteria of dementia in
terms of the MMSE-K score are
given as follows: a total score of
> 23 points is classified as normal,
20-23 points as doubted as
dementia and <20 points as
dementia

The Modified Medical Research
Council dyspnoea scale (MMRC)
is an instrument to document
subjective feeling of shortness
of breath

Each item receives a score of
1-5

Add all items to obtain the
total score

The score of each item is
allocated as follows:

(1) 5 points for time
orientation, (2) 5 points for
space orientation, (3) 3 points
for memory registration,

(4) 3 points for memory recall,
(5) 5 points for attention and
calculation, (6) 7 points for
language, and (7) 2 points
for comprehension and
judgement

From O (shortness of breath
only with strenuous activity)
to 4 (shortness of breath with

minimal activity, even dressing

or undressing)

A total score of > 107
indicates a diagnosis of PTSD

A total score of <20 indicates
dementia

Higher scores indicate higher
subjective feeling of shortness
of breath
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

MOS-HIV

MPI

The Medical Outcomes Study HIV
Health Survey, a brief,
multidimensional and
comprehensive measure of HRQoL
used extensively in HIV/AIDS
research (MOS-HIV; Wu et al.??)

[t measured the physical
functioning, pain, and mental
health using three subscales:

The 6-item physical functioning
subscale is a

self-report measure of how
long one’s health has been
limited in vigorous physical
activities (such as lifting),
moderate physical activities
(such as carrying groceries) and
other activities of daily living
The pain subscale consists of
two items: amount of bodily
pain and the extent to which
pain interfered with normal
work activities

The mental health subscale
consists of five items: nervous,
calm and peaceful,
downhearted and blue, happy,
and down in the dumps

The Multidimensional Pain
Inventory (MPI; Kerns?®) is a
48-item self-reported guestionnaire,
divided in three sections

In the first section, the participant
responds about their pain, and how
it affects their lives

In the second section, the
participant responds about how
his/her spouse or significant others
respond to them in that particular
way when they are in pain

In the third section, the participant
responds to how often they do
different daily tasks (such as
washing dishes, going to the
cinema, take a trip, or engage in
sexual activities)

Participants can also list any other
pain-related problem

® 3-point scale: limited for
more than 3 months;
limited for the last
3 months and not at
all limited

*  Amount of bodily pain
from none to severe, and
the extent to which pain
interfered with normal
work activities from not
at all to extremely

e Mental health subscale
ranges from 1 (all of the
time) to 6 (none of
the time)

Section 1: 7-point Likert scale
ranging from 0 (not at all) to
6 (extremely)

Section 2: range from never
to often

Section 3: range from never
to often

The scoring procedure
produces a mean score for
each scale

® Higher scores indicate
better physical functioning

® The higher the scores on
the pain subscale, the
lower the pain

® Higher mental health
subscale scores indicate
better mental health

Higher scores indicate greater
pain

continued
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

Definitions given in the primary
Acronym studies

MSPSS The Multidimensional Scale of
Perceived Social Support (MSPSS;
Zimet et al.?*%) is a 12-item self-
report measure used to measure
perceived social support

NMCUES The National Medical Care
Utilisation Expenditure Survey
(NMCUES; National Centre for
Health Statistics®®®)

It assesses multiple forms
of health-care utilisation
and behaviours over a
period (3 months in
Rosenberg et al.%)

Questions addressed health-care
utilisation patterns, current use of
medicines and health-related
behaviours (e.g. smoking,
substance use)

0Q-45.2 The Outcome Questionnaire
(0Q-45.2; Lambert et al.?*)
is a 45-item self-report measure
intended for weekly assessment of
client progress through the course
of psychotherapy

The 0OQ-45.2 produces a total score
and three subscale scores (symptom
distress, interpersonal relations and
social role)

PAID Problem Areas In Diabetes scale
(PAID; Polonsky et al.””’), otherwise
not described

Scale and scoring

7-point Likert scale from
1 (very strongly disagree) to
7 (very strongly agree)

NA

The total score is calculated
by summing the patient’s
ratings across all 45 items
(range 0-180)

NA

Meaning

Higher scores indicate higher
perceived social support

NA

Higher scores indicate greater
clinical improvement

NA
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

Pain behaviour In both included studies by
Lumley et al."" and Macklem,""

a structured observation system?®?®
which was designed for RA
patients, assessed overt pain

behaviour

At each evaluation, patients were
videotaped in the examination
room for 10 minutes by a camera

in the doorway while they engaged

in four standardised manoeuvres
(walking, sitting, standing and
reclining), which were presented in
a random order. The research
assistant operated the camera and
refrained from interacting with the

patient other than to give directions

for the next behaviour

Raters were trained to code these
videotapes by the developer of
the system (Francis J Keefe) and
achieved high inter-rater reliability
during training. Next, these raters,
blind to experimental condition,
reviewed study videotapes for the
presence of seven pain behaviours:
guarding, bracing, grimacing,
sighing, rigidity, passive rubbing
and active rubbing

The 10-minute tapes were divided
into 20 30-second epochs; the
presence or absence of each pain
behaviour during each epoch was
recorded, and a total score of all
behaviours across all epochs was
calculated

Pain intensity In the included study by Cepeda
et al.,*¥ patients rated their average
pain intensity using a verbal

numerical rating scale

In the included study by
Macklem, " pain intensity was
measured using a 100-mm VAS

NA NA

Verbal numerical rating scale
from 0 (no pain) to 10
(the worst pain imaginable)

Higher scores indicate more
pain intensity

100-mm VAS ranges from
0 (no pain) to 100 (pain as
bad it can be)

continued
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

PANAS-X(a) The Positive and Negative Affect 5-point scale ranging from Higher scores indicate greater
Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al.*®) 1 (very slightly or not at all) to  mood change
which contains 16 items (eight 5 (extremely)
positive items and eight negative
items)

In Wagner et al.” the same scale is
reported as PANAS and defined as
a 20-item scale with the same
5-point response options. Words
that describe feelings and
emotions, such as interested,
distressed, and proud load on
either the positive or negative
affect factor (10 items each). In this
study, participants were asked to
rate their feelings during the past
week, including today

PANAS-X(b) The Positive and Negative Affect 5-point scale ranging from Higher scores indicate greater
Schedule-Expanded Form 1 (very slightly or not at all) to  mood change
(PANAS-X, Watson and Clark®°) 5 (extremely)

was applied to assess emotional
states of patients: 60-item scale,
which was created to assess not
only general dimensions of
emotional experience, but specific
emotional states too

It included the original PANAS
assessing short-term mood
fluctuations, with consistent
psychometric results in varying
populations and over various time
frames: this measure consists of
two 10-item scales for positive and
negative affect

In addition to the two original
higher order scales, the PANAS-X
measures 11 specific affects:
joviality, self-assurance,
attentiveness, fear, sadness, guilt,
hostility, shyness, fatigue, serenity,

surprise

PANAS-X(c) The Positive and Negative Affect 6-point scale from O (very Higher scores indicate greater
Schedule for Children [PANAS-X(c); slightly or not at all) to mood change
Laurent et al.'] is a 30-item scale, 5 (extremely)

through which items are rated for
affect during the past few weeks
and averaged separately for positive
affect (PA) and negative affect (NA)
measures
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

PANAS-X(d) The Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule-Abbreviated version of
the expanded version [PANAS-X(d),
Watson and Clark?*?] was

used in the included study by

D'Souza et al."®

The four negative moods were
highly correlated (e.g. alpha for
session 1 was 0.75 for tension and
0.73 for migraine samples), so the
four ratings were averaged into
one negative mood score and
analysed it separately from
calmness

PANAS-X NA The 10-item negative affect

subscale subscale from the 60-item
PANAS-X rated the frequency
that they experienced each item
during the prior 2 weeks

PASI The Psoriasis Area and Severity
Index (PASI; Feldman et al.?*®)
is an internationally accepted,
clinician-rated, psoriasis-specific
score, based on the body
surface area involved and on
semi-quantitative estimation of
erythema, infiltration and scaling; it
is by far the most common tool in
clinical studies and in daily practice.
The head, trunk, and upper and
lower extremities are assessed

PDS The Posttraumatic Stress Diagnostic
Scale (PDS; Foa et al.?%), a 49-item
self-reported measure, aids in PTSD
diagnosis and symptom severity,
with items that parallel DSM-IV
criteria

A diagnosis of PTSD is made only
when DSM-IV criteria A-F are met

The PDS includes a symptom
severity score. Respondents rate
17 items representing the cardinal
symptoms of PTSD experienced

in the past 30 days. Finally,
respondents rate the level of
impairment caused by their
symptoms across nine areas of life
functioning

Items rated from 1 (not at all) Higher scores indicate greater
to 7 (a great deal) for four mood change

negative moods (anger, guilt,

sadness, fear) and for

calmness

Higher scores indicate greater
mood change

5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (not at all) to 5
(extremely)

Higher scores indicate greater
psoriasis severity

Scores range from 0 (no
psoriasis) to 72 (extremely
severe psoriasis)

Higher scores indicate higher
PTSD symptoms

4-point scale

Scores range from 0 to 51,
and this is obtained by adding
up the individuals responses
of selected items

The cut-off points for
symptom severity rating are:

0: no rating
1-10: mild
11-20: moderate
21-35: moderate
to severe

® > 36:severe
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

PedsQL

PSA spec —
CD4+/8+

PHQ

Physician’s
global rating of
disease activity

The Paediatric Quality of Life
(PedsQL) is a 23-item well-validated
scale with excellent internal
consistency — how much of a
problem various physical activities,
feelings, social situations, and
school activities have been in the
past month

QoL domains were restricted to
(a) physical (eight items) and
(b) psychosocial (15 items)

Peripheral blood T-cell proliferation
to specified antigens

This technique was assessed by the
cell census proliferation assay
method. It involves the use of a
fluorescent membrane dye that
partitions between daughter cells at
division, in conjunction with flow
cytometry to measure the
proliferation of cells

With mathematical deconvolution of
the fluorescence histograms, the
precursor frequency of cells in the
original population that responded
to a specific stimulus can be derived

By using a second tagged fluorescent
antibody to stain for lymphocyte
subsets, the proliferation of specific
phenotypes (CD4+/CD8+) of
responding cells can be examined

The Patient Health Questionnaire
(PHQ; Spitzer et al.?*>**) is
designed as a screening instrument
for use with health-care seeking
populations

It provides information on perceived
symptoms of (a) depression,

(b) anxiety, (c) somatic complaints,
and (d) psychological distress

The two subscales that measure
symptoms of depression (nine items)
and anxiety (15 items) employ
DSM-IV criteria to screen for the
presence of these psychiatric illnesses

In Lumley et al.,"" the evaluating
physician-rated patient’s overall
disease activity with a

100-mm VAS

In Macklem, "' scoring was done
on a 5-point Likert scale

5-point scale from 0 (never a
problem) to 4 (almost always
a problem)

NA

For each item:

® Depression scale range:
from 0 to 3

® Anxiety scale range: from
1t04

From 0 to 100 VAS, with
anchors of 0 (no activity) to
100 (most activity)

Range from 0 (asymptomatic),
1 (mild), 2 (moderate),
3 (severe) to 4 (very severe)

Lower scores indicate better
health

NA

Depression severity:

0-4: none

5-9: mild

10-14: moderate

15-19: moderately severe
20-27: severe

Higher scores indicate higher
activity
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

PILL The Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic ~ From 0 to 216:
Languidness (PILL), a self-report
guestionnaire that assess the °
frequency of each of the most
54 physical symptoms °

The PILL can be scored by summing  ®
up the total number of items on
which individuals score C, D or E
(every month or so or higher) °

With this strategy, the mean score
is 17.9 (SD=4.5) based on a
sample of 939 college students.
You can also simply sum up the
54 items resulting in a mean
score of 112.7 (SD=24.7)
(http://homepage.psy.utexas.edu/
HomePage/Faculty/Pennebaker/
Questionnaires/PILL.pdf)

POMS The Profile of Mood States (POMS)
(McNair et al.?*") consists of 34
items aimed at assessing global
negative and positive affect

Participants indicate how often they
experienced a particular feeling
(e.g. liveliness, forgetfulness,
unhappiness) since their cancer
diagnosis or their last survey

(for subsequent waves)

In the included study by Henry

et al.,”® mood disturbance was
calculated by summing the negative
affect subscales (e.g. anger,
depression, tension, fatigue,
confusion) and then subtracting

the positive affect subscale score
(e.g. vigour)

In the included study by Smyth

et al.,® the POMS assessed current
mood states using subscales

for depression—dejection,
tension—anxiety, fatigue—inertia,
vigour—activity, anger—hostility and
confusion—bewilderment

POMS-n The negative affect subscale of the
Profile of Mood States (POMS;
Zevon and Auke*®) was measured
in Jensen-Johansen et al.”® with a
37-item version validated for use
with patients with breast cancer
(Di Lorenzo and Williamson??°)

Scale from 0 (not at all) to
4 (extremely often)

Scale from 0 (not at all) to
4 (extremely often)

Higher scores indicate
participants are more nervous,
0 to 21: below distressed and unhappy
normal range

22 to 66: well within

normal range

67 to 84: slightly above

average, within normal

range

> 85: top 25%

Higher scores indicate greater
mood disturbance

Higher scores indicate greater
negative affect
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

POMS-SF

Poor sleep
quality

Post mTBI
Symptom
Checklist

PPMS

PSC

The Short Form of the Profile of
Mood States (POMS-SF; Shacham?®*)
is a 37-item questionnaire

that comprises six subscales
measuring transient states of

six moods: tension—anxiety,
depression—dejection, anger—hostility,
vigour-activity, fatigue—inertia and
confusion-bewilderment

Total mood disturbance is assessed
as the sum of the scores for these six
moods

The poor sleep quality scale used

a 4-item scale designed to evaluate
the previous night's sleep regarding
sleep quality, degree to which sleep
was restorative, waking daytime
level of alertness, and ability to
concentrate

The Post Mild Traumatic Brain
Injury (mTBI) Symptom Checklist
comprised 30 items, describing
symptoms that are commonly
experienced in the following days
or weeks after a mTBI

The list comprises guestions about
physical changes, changes in
thinking, changes in emotions or
behaviours

A Passive Positive Mood Scale

(PPMS) was developed for the study

by Jensen-Johansen et al.,”® using
words reflecting non-active positive
mood to supplement the active
positive mood items of the POMS
vigour subscale

The PPMS consists of items
reflecting passive positive mood in
the past 7 days (positive/bright,
balanced, glad, peaceful, relaxed,
at ease, calm, contented)

The Paediatric Symptom Checklist
(PSC) is a 35-item psychosocial
screen designed to facilitate the
recognition of cognitive, emotional
and behavioural problems

The PSC is the parent-completed
version, as opposite to the Paediatric
Symptom Checklist-Youth Report
form (PSC-Y), which is the children-
completed version (see p. 317)

5-point Likert scale, ranging
from 0 (not at all) to
4 (extremely)

1-7 scale and averaged

NA

NA

ltems are rated as never,
sometimes or often present
and scored 0, 1 and 2,
respectively

The total score is calculated
by adding together the score
for each of the 35 items

Higher scores representing
greater mood disturbance,
except for vigour/activity,
where higher scores indicate
lesser mood disturbance and
the score of this subscale is
subtracted from the sum of
the rest to provide the total
mood disturbance

Higher values indicate poorer
sleep

The higher number of items
ticked, the greater post-mTBI
symptoms

Higher scores indicate better
passive positive mood

A positive score on the PSC
indicates need of further
evaluation by a qualified
health or mental health
professional

Both false positive and false
negative can occur and this
should be interpreted by the
appropriate professional
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

PSC-Y

PSQl

PSS

The Paediatric Symptom Checklist-
Youth Report form (PSC-Y; Little
et al.?*") contains 35 items to
obtain a child’s report of their
emotional and behavioural
problems

The items describe specific emotions
and behaviours, and the respondent
is asked to indicate how often the
items apply to them by checking
always, sometimes or never

The Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index
(PSQI; Buysse et al.**?) evaluated
habitual sleep disturbances over a
1-month period

It differentiates poor from good
sleep quality by measuring seven
areas (components): subjective
sleep quality, sleep latency, sleep
duration, habitual sleep efficiency,
sleep disturbances, use of sleeping
medications, and daytime
dysfunction over the last month

The 14-item Perceived Stress Scale
(PSS) measure was used to assess
the degree to which participants
found their daily lives over the
period of the past 4 weeks to be
unpredictable, uncontrollable and
overloading

The questionnaire is designed to
quantify non-specific appraised
stress over the previous month

For children aged 4 and
5 years, the PSC cut-off
score is > 24
®  For children and
adolescents aged
6-16 years, a cut-off
score of > 28 indicates
psychological impairment
® The cut-off score for the
PSC-Y is > 30

Items left blank are ignored.
If more than four items are
left blank, the questionnaire
is considered invalid

Responses for each item are:
0 (very good); 1 (fairly good);
2 (fairly bad); 3 (very bad)

The total score sums the
seven item scores together

From 1 (never) to
5 (very often)

A positive score on the PSC-Y
indicates need of further
evaluation by a qualified
health or mental health
professional. Both false
positive and false negative
can occur and this should be
interpreted by the appropriate
professional

A total score of >5 is
indicative of poor sleep
quality

Higher scores indicate higher
levels of appraised stress
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

PSSl The Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder
Symptom Scale Interview (PSS-I;
Foa et al.**)

The PSS-I was used to generate
three PTSD subscale scores for
re-experiencing, avoidance, and
arousal symptoms

The PSS-lis a 17-item
semistructured interview that
assesses the presence and severity
of DSM-IV PTSD symptoms related
to a single identified traumatic
event in individuals with a known
trauma history. Each item is
assessed with a brief, single
guestion. There are no probes or
follow-up questions. Interviewees
are asked about symptoms they
have experienced in the past

2 weeks

PTGI The Post-Traumatic Growth
Inventory (PTGI; Tedeschi and
Calhoun®**) measures the degree of
positive changes reported after
experiencing a traumatic event

The PTGI measures growth in five
domains: new possibilities, relating
to others, appreciation of life,
personal strength, and spiritual
changes

PTGl is a 21-item self-report
inventory. In addition to an overall
scale score, the PTGI comprises five
factors:

relating to others
new possibilities
personal strength
spiritual change
appreciation for life

QEDD The diagnosis of eating disorder on
the Questionnaire for Eating
Disorder Diagnosis (QEDD; Mintz
et al.*®) is a 50-item diagnostic
instrument based on DSM-| criteria

For each item, the interviewer  Higher scores indicate greater
assigns a rating to reflect a symptoms

combination of frequency and

severity from 0 (not at all) to

3 (five or more times per

week/very much)

6-point Likert type scale,
ranging from 0O (I did not
experience this change as a
result of my crisis) to 5 (a very
great degree as a result of my
crisis)

Higher scores indicate greater
positive changes

NA NA
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

QOL

RCMAS

The Quality of Life Scale (QOL,;
Burckhardt et al.>*), used in
Broderick et al.,"® is a 16-item
instrument (rather than the 15-item
one found in the Flanagan version)
designed to measure QoL across a
broad array of life domains in
patients with chronic illness

Independence, doing for yourself
was added after a qualitative study
indicated that the instrument had
content validity in chronic illness
groups but that it needed an item
that reflected the importance to
these people of remaining
independent and able to care for
themselves

The Revised Children’s Manifest
Anxiety Scale (RCMAS; Reynolds
and Richmond?®*) is subtitled What
| Think and Feel, and contains 37
written statements describing
feelings or behaviours that the
individual is asked to respond to by
circling yes or no

This measure assesses the level and
nature of children’s anxiety. The yes
responses are counted to determine
a total anxiety score. There a four
subscales (for which scores can be
calculated separately): physiological
anxiety; worry/oversensitivity; social
concerns/concentration; lie

7-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (terrible) to 7
(delighted)

The instrument is scored by

summing the items to make a
total score

NA

Higher scores indicate better

High scores on the
physiological factor (items
1,5,9,613, 17,19, 21,
25, 29, 33) can indicate
physiological signs of
anxiety (e.g. sweaty
hands, stomach aches)
High scores on the worry/
oversensitivity factor (items
2,6,7,10,14,18, 22, 26,
30, 34, 37) would suggest
that the child internalises
their experiences of
anxiety and that he/she
may feel overwhelmed
and withdraw

High scores on the
concentration anxiety
factor (items 3, 11, 15,
23, 27, 31, 35) would
suggest that the child is
likely to feel that he/she is
unable to meet the
expectations of other
important people,
inadequate and unable to
concentrate on tasks
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

RSQ The Recovery Style Questionnaire
(RSQ; Drayton et al.**) is a
39-item self-report measure with
the categories developed by
McGlashan et al.?* integration vs.
sealing over styles of adaptation to
psychotic illness

The RSQ includes 13 aspects of
recovery style, each of which is
assessed by three items

Rumination The Rumination Scale (McIntosh

Scale et al.,”*) consists of a 10-item
report that assesses people’s
tendency to engage in ruminative
thinking

SAM The paper-and-pencil version of the
Self-Assessment Manikin (SAM;
Bradley and Lang®®'") obtains
participant’s ratings of valence
(pleasantness) and arousal in
response to each session
(self-reported emotion)

SAPASI The Self-Administered Psoriasis
Area and Severity Index (SAPASI;
Sampogna et al.”*?), a patient-
rated, psoriasis-specific outcome
measure, is a widely validated
instrument that provides an
objective measure of disease
severity, and has been effectively
used in previous studies

Participants rate the colour,
induration, and scaliness of an
average psoriatic lesion using three
modified VASs. As in the original
PASI, the SAPASI weights the
involvement of the head (H), upper
extremities (U), trunk (T) and legs
(L) as 10%, 20%, 30%, and 40%
of the total body area, respectively

Using a formula (Drayton
1998), the scores on each of
these aspects are combined
into the six following
classifications along one
dimension:

® |Integration

Towards integrating

A mixed picture in which

integration dominates

® A mixed picture in which
sealing over dominates

e Towards sealing over

e Sealing over

® Scores were summed
across the items to
provide a total score

NA

9-point Likert-type scale:

e Valence: from 1
(very pleasant to 9
(very unpleasant)

® Arousal: from 1 (very
calm) to 9 (very aroused)

SAPASI=(0,1 x A,) +
(0,2xAU)+ (0,3 x AT) +
(0,4 x AL)

Higher scores indicate greater
recovery style

NA

Higher scores indicate greater
pleasantness

Higher scores indicate greater
severity
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SCL-90-R

SCS

SDSCA

The Symptom Checklist-90-Revised 5-point Likert scale ranging
(SCL-90-R) is a 90-item, self-report from 0 (not at all) to

measure of current psychological 4 (extremely)
symptomatology, including global
psychological distress [tems are summed for a total

score

It is a multidimensional complaint
list based on a self-assessment
covering an important part of the
compliant that can be seen in the
psychiatric inpatient clinic

The Social Constraints Scale (SCS; Scores range from 15 (low
Lepore and ltuarte®®)
15-item scale assessing perceived constraints)

inadequacy of social support
resulting in reluctance among
individuals to express thoughts and
feelings about a specific stressor, in
this case their cancer experience

Example items include: How often
did they avoid you? How often did
they minimise your problems? How
often did they tell you to try not to
think about your cancer? and How
often did they make you feel as
though you had to keep feelings
about your cancer to yourself,
because they made him/her feel
uncomfortable?

In Zakowski et al.,®* two forms of
the SCS were used: one asking
about constraints from patient’s
spouse or partner and one asking
about constraints from people in
their lives other than their spouse
or partner (e.g. friends or family
members)

The mean of the two constraint
scores in all analyses (among the

19 patients who had no current
spouse or partner, the constraints
from others score was used, in that
we considered this score to be
reflective of their average constraint
level) were used in the
aforementioned study

Summary of Diabetes Self-Care NA
Activities scale (revised) (SDSCA,
Toobert et al.?**)

Splits into general diet, specific diet,
exercise, blood glucose testing and
foot care subscales

is a constraints) to 60 (high

Higher scores indicate greater
distress and psychological
symptoms

Higher scores indicate higher
social constraints

NA
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

Self-rated health
status (a)

Self-rated health
status (b)

Serum cytokine
levels of TNF-a,
IL-4 and IL-10

Sexual health
and performance

SF-12

Compared with the person in
excellent health, how would you
rate your health at the present
time?

How you rate your health overall?

Levels were determined using a
high sensitivity ELISA sandwich
essay

In this method, the concentration
of the selected cytokine in the
serum is calculated from the linear
portion of a standard curve of
purified cytokine at known
concentrations

In the included study by

Pauley et al.,* sexual health and
performance was assessed by a
designed 6-item measure created
by the authors

The scale was intended to work as
two separate subscales: one
measuring performance and the
other measuring sexual desire

The Short Form questionnaire-12
items (SF-12; Ware et al.”*) is a
widely used, brief generic measure
of self-reported health status
derived from the larger SF-36
survey

Self-ratings are made of severity
and frequency of 12 physical and
mental health problems, as well as
of their impact on the patient’s
overall perceived health status

This modified version of the SF-36
has consistently been shown to
have good reliability and validity

7-point scale from 1 (terrible)
to 7 (excellent)

From 1 (very bad) to
5 (very good)

The detection limits of the
assay were <0.25 pg/ml

NA

It yields both physical health
and mental health summary
scores, which are reported
as standard scores

Higher scores indicate better
health

Higher scores indicate better
health

The detectable range for
TNF-ae was 0.5-32 pg/ml and
for IL-10 0.8-50 pg/ml

Higher scores indicate greater
levels

Slower scores indicated
positive psychological and
physical health
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

Definitions given in the primary

studies Scale and scoring Meaning

SF-36 The Medical Outcomes Short Form 6-point Likert scale from Lower scores indicated
questionnaire-36 items (SF-36; 1 (excellent) to 5 (worst) positive psychological and
Ware and Sherbourne®®) is used to physical health

evaluate psychological (SF mental),
physical health (SF physical) and
general health

The eight subscales include

(a) limitations in physical activities
because of health problems;

(b) limitations in social activities
because of physical or emotional
problems; (c) limitations in usual
role activities because of physical
health problems; (d) bodily pain;
(e) general mental health
(psychological distress and
well-being); (f) limitations in usual
role activities because of emotional
problems; (g) vitality (energy and
fatigue); and (h) general health
perceptions

A physical health composite score
embodies concepts (a), (0), (e) and
(g) and a mental health composite
score embodies concepts (b), (d),
(e) and ()

This instrument has been also used
a measure of HRQoL

In the included study by Broderick
et al.,""® four additional subscales
from the MOS-SF-36 General
Health Survey were selected: overall
health, social functioning, health
distress, and cognitive dysfunction.
Three additional items assessing
tiredness on awakening, tiredness
during the day, and quality of sleep
were rated over the past week on
4-point scales
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SF-36v2 Health
Survey

SGRQ

SIP

The SF-36v2 Health Survey (Ware?®’)  Total score in each

is a 36-item inventory that yields component ranges from
eight scale scores and two summary 0 to 100

scores for physical and mental

health

The 1998 US norm-based scoring
in version 2 allows for ready
interpretation of scores relative to
general population norms

The eight scaled scores are the
weighted sums of the questions in
their section. Each scale is directly
transformed into a 0100 scale. The
eight sections are vitality, physical
functioning, bodily pain, general
health perceptions, physical role
functioning, emotional role
functioning, social role functioning
and mental health

In the included study by Broderick
et al.,""® the Pain Catastrophising
Scale served as a primary outcome,
because it measures the physical
health status of the patient. The
Mental Component Summary
(MCS) was also examined to
determine whether a psychological
impact of the intervention was

observed
The St George’s Respiratory Total score ranges from
Questionnaire (SGRQ) is a 0 to 100

disease-specific instrument
designed to measure impact

on overall health, daily life and
perceived well-being, to be used

in patients with fixed and reversible
airway obstruction

It has 76 questions in three
sections: symptoms (frequency

and severity), activity (activities
that cause or are limited by
breathlessness) and impacts (social
functioning and psychological
disturbances resulting from airways
disease)

The Sickness Impact Profile Numerical scale
(SIP; de Bruin et al.”*®) used in the

included study by Hughes™

is 136 items

The SIP contains three items: the
physical functioning scale, mobility
subscale (SIP-m), and the recreation
and pastimes subscale (SIP-r&p-t)

The SIP describes activities of daily
living divided in 12 categories

The higher the score the less
disability

Higher scores indicate poor
health

Higher scores indicate greater
dysfunction
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The Skindex-29 (Chren et al.?*°) has
been shown to be a valuable tool
for measuring HRQoL (Qol) in
dermatological patients, as
reported in the included study by
Paradisi et al.'"°

Skindex-29

Its Italian version was developed
following guidelines for the
cross-cultural adaptation of
HRQoL measures and validated
in a previous survey®®°

SocC The Sense of Coherence Scale
(SOCQ) is a 13-item self-report
instrument (Antonovsky®®') based
on the following underlying
constructs: comprehensibility,
manageability and meaningfulness

The SOC items are scored along
the 7-point scale

Social Constraints ~ The Social Constraints Scale (Lepore
Scale et al.”®) is a 15-item scale assessing
perceived inadequacy of social
support resulting in reluctance to
express thoughts and feelings
about a specific stressor,
in this case, experience with
amyotrophic lateral sclerosis
(e.g. How often did they tell you
not to think about amyotrophic
lateral sclerosis?)

All items referred to respondent’s
experiences over the prior week

Somatisation The Somatisation Scale (13 items)

Scale includes 13 common physical
complaints (e.g. stomach pain, back
pain, headaches), from which a
severity score can be calculated

SOPA The control subscale of the
Survey of Pain Attitudes (SOPA;
Jensen et al.’®) is a questionnaire to
measure feelings of personal control
over pain

The SOPA is the most widely used
measure of pain-related attitudes
(De Good and Tait;*®* Jensen et al.*®*)

VAS scale from 0 (no pain)
to 10 (worst possible)

7-point scale with two
anchoring phrases: ‘until now
life has had no clear goals or
purpose at all’ and ‘until now
life has had very clear goals
and purpose’

5-point scale ranging from
1 (almost never) to 5 (almost
always)

Range 04

5-point scale from 0 (this is
very untrue for me) to
4 (this is very true for me)

After reversing responses on
the four absence of control
items, responses are summed
to create a total score

Higher scores indicate poorer
QoL

Higher scores indicate a
strong sense of coherence

Higher scores indicate greater
social constraint

NR

Higher scores indicate greater
control over pain
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APPENDIX 5

TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

SOS

SSQ Asthma

SSQ Awakenings

STAI-S

Stigma Scale

Survey-18
physical
symptoms items

The Significant Others Scale (SOS)
measured how much practical and
emotional support that individual
provided responding to two
guestions for each item:

Emotional support answered by:

e (1) Can you trust, talk frankly
and share your feelings with
this person?

® (2) Canyou lean on and turn
to this person in times of
difficulty?

Practical support:

e (1) Does he/she give you
practical help?

® (2) Can you spend time with
this person socially? Responses
were rated on

The Wasserfallen Symptom Score
Questionnaire (SSQ): asthma
subscale

The Wasserfallen Symptom Score
Questionnaire (SSQ): awakenings
subscale

The State/Trait Anxiety Scale
(STAI-S) is a 20-item, self-report
instrument that assesses the
subjective feelings of apprehension,
nervousness and anxiety at the
moment

The Stigma Scale, designed for
individuals diagnosed with
HIV/AIDS, consisted of 13 items
that evaluated fear, avoidance,
and perceived negative responses
related to HIV status

The Survey—18 physical symptoms
items includes items derived

from other reports for their
appropriateness for the sample in
the included study by Henry et al.*®
(Anderson and Tewfik;*%

Ganz and Coscarelli;*®®
Whelan et al.*’)

Example symptoms included
fatigue, nausea, appetite loss,
breast pain, hair loss, weight gain,
hot flashes, itchiness or discomfort
of the skin, decreased arm mobility
and swelling of the arm

From 1 (never) to 7 (always)
scale

NA

NA

4-point Likert scale ranging
from not at all, somewhat,
moderately so, to very much so

1-4 ordinal scale reported as
strongly, not at all, rarely,
sometimes, often

Total scores ranging from a
low of 13 to a high of 52

A 7-point scale was used,
ranging from 1 (not at all) to
7 (severe)

Higher scores indicate greater
emotional support

NA

NA

Higher scores indicate greater
state anxiety

Higher scores equating to
greater stigma

Higher scores indicate greater
physical symptoms
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

SuUS

Swollen joint
count

Symptom and
Emotion Self-
report Survey

Symptom
Checklist-90-
Revised

SLESQ

The Ways of
Coping-Cancer
Version

The Social Undermining Scale (SUS;
Vinokur and van Ryn®®®) assesses
the extent to which each of the
four most important people in
participant’s lives caused them
distress by acting in an unpleasant
or angry manner towards them,
criticising them or making their life
difficult

Joint swelling reflects local
inflammation and limited motion

in affected areas. The patient’s
rheumatologist, blind to the
patient’s experimental condition,
evaluated 16 joints bilaterally (five
interphalangeal and five metacarpal
phalangeal joints in addition to
shoulder, elbow, wrist, knee ankle
and metatarsals, for a total of 32
joints) and the presence or absence
of swelling was recorded for each
joint

Participants rated the degree to
which they were currently
experiencing physical symptoms
and emotions. The symptom items
were averaged to yield a symptom
score, and emotion items were
averaged to form positive and
negative emotion scores

Physical symptoms are reported on
a 12-item somatisation subscale of
the Symptom Checklist-90-Revised
(SCL-90-R)

In the included study by D'Souza
et al."" symptoms were rated
regarding the past month, and
ratings were totalled

The Stressful Life Events Screening
Questionnaire (SLESQ) (10 items)
includes 10 psychosocial complaints
common among health-care
seeking populations (e.g. difficulties
with family support, problems with
significant others, and financial
concerns)

The Ways of Coping-Cancer
Version is a self-report checklist of
coping responses to cancer-related
stressors

It assesses the frequency of
problem-focused and
emotion-focused coping efforts

5-point scale

5-point scale from 1 (not at
all) to 5 (a great deal) and
scored

Rated from 0 (not at all) to
4 (extremely)

Range 1-4 NR

continued
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

TLEQ The Trauma Life Experience
Questionnaire (TLEQ; Kubany

et al.*) is a 23-item self-report
measure of 22 types of potentially
traumatic events including natural
disasters, exposure to warfare,
robbery involving a weapon,
physical abuse and being stalked

TLEQ measures type and frequency
of trauma event exposures, and
responses to these exposures

The TLEQ has strong psychometric
properties (Kubany et a/.**°) and
was completed at the baseline
assessment

Trauma exposure was scored only if
the person indicated exposure to
the traumatic event and a response
to the event that was consistent
with DSM-IV PTSD criterion A2

TLFB abstinence Timeline Followback Method (TLFB)
of assessing number of abstinent

days

UCLA-Charles The UCLA-Charles R Drew
University Women and Family
Project (Wyatt and Chin?®) was
adapted to assess changes in

meaning and perceived benefits

Participants were asked how, if at
all, being HIV positive changed the
way they think about themselves,
changed them as a person,
changed the way they are with
other people, and changed their
priorities

Different categories were
developed, based on the literature
and on an initial analysis of

14 patients

VSQ-9 The Visit Specific Satisfaction
Questionnaire (VSQ; Ware and
Hays”’"), a self-report measure
administered to participants and
providers at the conclusion of the

3-month follow-up period

For each event, respondents
are asked to provide the
number of times it occurred,
ranging from never to more
than five times, and whether
fear, helplessness or horror
was present: yes/no

Higher scores indicate greater
trauma

Larger number means longer
abstinence

Ten categories of positive
changes, six categories of
negative changes and three
categories of mixed or neutral
changes, as well as codes for
uncategorised positive and
negative changes

Higher scores indicate greater
changes?

The number of changes
falling into the positive
categories and negative
categories was computed for
each participant

To score the VSQ-9, the
responses from each
individual should be
transformed linearly to a
0-100 scale, with 100
corresponding to excellent
and 0 corresponding to poor

Higher scores indicate greater
satisfaction related to the
visits

Responses to the nine VSQ
items should then be
averaged together to create a
VSQ-9 score for each person
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TABLE 106 Outcome measures from included studies: acronyms and definitions (continued)

Definitions given in the primary

Acronym studies Scale and scoring Meaning
Walking speed In the included study by Lumley NA Walking speed: higher values
and grip et al.,'”® patients were instructed to mean slower walking
strength walk as quickly as possible, but
safely down a 50-foot corridor, and Grip strength: higher values
recorded the time to do so in indicate better functioning
seconds

In addition, patient’s grip strength
was assessed by having them
squeeze, as firmly as possible, a
sphygmomanometer bulb, and the
pressure generated was recorded
from two trials with each hand;

all four values were averaged to a

single score
Well-being In the included study by Cepeda 7-point Likert scale from Higher scores indicate better
et al.® each patient’s sense of awful to excellent well-being
general well-being was rated
WHYMPI —pain The Pain Severity subscale of the From0to 6 Higher scores indicate more
subscale West Haven-Yale Multidimensional extreme pain

Pain Inventory (WHYMPI; Kerns
et al?’ is a 61-item self-report
inventory across three domains

The WHYMPI is for use in chronic
pain populations. It generates 13
empirically derived scale scores,
including pain severity, perception
of how pain interferes with daily
life activities, appraisals of the
support received from significant
others, and perception of how
significant others respond to their
displays of pain

AIDS, acquired immunodeficiency syndrome; CD3+, Cluster of differentiation antigen 3-positive lymphocyte;
ELISA, enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay; FIQ, Fibromyalgia Impact Questionnaire; HAQ, Health Assessment
Questionnaire; IL-4, interleukin 4; IL-10, interleukin 10; NA, not available; NR, not reported; PCR, polymerase chain
reaction; RAI, Rheumatology Attitudes Index; RNA, ribonucleic acid; VAS, visual analogue scale.
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APPENDIX 5

TABLE 108 Quality assessment summary

53 Studies were truly randomised (a valid method of randomisation was reported)

24 Studies were reported as randomised but the method of randomisation was not given
18 Studies were reported as having concealed the allocation of the sequence randomisation
6 Studies preserved blinding for outcome assessment

11 Studies preserved blinding during performance

25 Studies analysed the outcomes using the ITT approach

44 Studies reported outcomes differences between groups

44 Studies provided a description of withdrawals

44 Studies reported the prespecified criteria for eligibility of patients

33 Studies reported assessing similar groups at baseline
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Appendix 6 Excluded studies

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals 343
provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be

addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science
Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



APPENDIX 6

9|qe|ieAe 10N

panodal elep
[EDLIBWINU ON

D17B1I0N

Peisqy

1s9J91Ul
0 Joyesedwod
9yl 10N

D17 BI0N

1s9191Ul Jo 2dA)
Apnis ay3 10N

1s9191Ul Jo 2dfy
Apnis ay3 10N

ML 10N

psuodal elep
[ESIBWNU ON

1s9J93Ul Jo 2dfy
Apnis say3 10N

uoisnpPxa
10} uoseay

ol

99-/S

6-0v

8-LL

90v-L6E
c0C-6L1

Sl-vl

6¥-5€¢

99—¢€v

v1-v0lS

6-LE
(s)obed

d-6

VN

Ll

| jddng

69

6¢

144

121
Ll

9¢

0¢

cl

0€

awnjopn

SMON Y3 /eaH

buussulbug
pue SDUBIDS BY[ g UOIISS

‘Jeuoneuisiul s1oeisqyy uonersssiq

s$2.13S JO uonebnsaul
3y} 104 A1a1>0S jeuonewsdu|
dy} JO [eulnor :yijeaH pue ssails

yijesH ® AbojoysAsq

Juswdojanag
uewni uo Aioay] pue y2ueasay
ABOjoYIAs4 d12USD) JO [euINOf Y|

Aunbuj anneuen

(UOILDOSSY S3SINN
J13SI|OH uedlRWY) sbuiuuibag

Ayjeuondadxg

2UBIDSOIN3N DING

yyesH Miunwwod pue Ajued

SENETRe

jeuinor

yieay Janeq 104 bunLpn

Apnis 1ojid e :Ainful
ulelq diewned; pjiw buimoljo} uolssaidsp
UO UOISSaIdXD [BUOIIOWS USLIIM JO 129449 3y

SIUSAD
94l dl1eWINEI} INOge BUIILIM JO SBUIODINO
yieay pue syyausqg paaiadlad ayy buiziwndo

S1USDSS|OPE D118geIp JO 041U
elwRedAb uo bunum saissaidxe Jo 1edwl ay|

Apnis Alojesojdxa ue :ualip|iyd
Aq pjo1 seuo1s ul uonow Jo ade|d ay |

AdessyloydAsd Jo uondNIISUOISI dAINRLIBU YL

K1an0231 930435 10} DDIOYD UM

siapJosip

|BIOIABYDQ PUP [EUOIIOWS 3JBASS YL SIUSPNIS
Buowe saaielieu [euosiad pue BuiM

KJ0}S UO S1I3}43 :UoIdNIISUI Uonezijelausb
pue juswdojersap Abajelis pajeinbai-yos

|BLI} JUBWIeR}

P9]|0J1U0D PAZIWOPUEI B WOJ) 9dUPIAS

— [|)NWns dAISIdAe Jo Buissadold umop-doy
saseanul gsld o4 Adessyr ainsodxs aaneseN

ewbis pue AJH YHM USWOAN

£9SeasIp dIuodyd 4O swordwAs
2DNPaJ SIIUIAAXD [NYSSAILS INOge Bulim ued

SUOseal Yyum ‘buluaaids 31xal-||ny Ja1e siaded papnidxa Jo Isi7 601 I19V.L

UOISN|DXd 10} SUOSEAI Y}M S3IPN)S PapNn|IXa }O }sI

6661

600¢

€10¢

600¢

€661

£L00¢C

900¢

Zloc

L10¢

£00¢

6661

snowAuouy

SS UOSIBPUY

SO A3]U0D ‘WIA UOSSIapUY

I\ sanbuuaH

"d SOPUBIN| “df EPIRWIY

Sg A|pelig ‘gN us||v
da SWepyIN ‘INf 3IpY

SO uews|py

AN SUIABD “HIA| SUBIPY

819 |\ Janeyds

‘N 4Ny T 19 'H oD
‘) 1uele) 'H Janeuspy

ERCL

344

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

panupuod
ainssald poojq ybiy
bupsauibuy pue saduaids dlelapowl 01 |eulou ybiy ui Ajigeren siel
3y ‘g UoHISS Jjeuoneussul  Ueay pue ‘uswisnipe [enosoydAsd ‘ainssaid
Dl1e1oN 566 q9-7 %9 $10e4)SqQYy UOIeLISSSId POO|g UO BUIM SAISSIAXS JO SIIaHD YL €007 A Yamspag
uolssaidap [eniul
MO| yum syuedidiied ul swordwiAs syuanaid
Dl7e1oN r-G€ L L€ yo4easay pue Adessy] annubod Bunm anIssaldxa padueyua-adueldandy €107 SS apny ‘S3 wineg
S19)49 |ed1bojoydAsd pue sduaisya.d Je 19 'y abpuied Y uigeH
‘Ryigisesy :syuaied Jadued 3sealq bunoA oy ‘IN |]PMOd ‘N A3|esH
Pensqy 6-8/S IS 9l ABojodUO-0ydAs4  uonUSAISIUI BULIM SAISSDIAXS SABAOUUL UY 1007 "y SLWION ‘S NAA-Janeg
95eaSIP JB[NJSBAOIPIED YHM
syuaned Jo aunssaid pooiq o sebueyd sy} uo NIENE]EX
PenNsqy 88 VN 97 yijesH ® Abojoysfs4  uonudAISIUI BUuLM dAIssaIdxD O 1edwi Byl ()L L0Z ‘7 BAOLENUIS Y Sudluniseneg
1sa133ul Jo adAy doysyiom bunum Buiieay ayy ul
Apnis sy3 10N €7-G1 v Sl Abojojewnes;  uoneulbewl pue ‘Alouwsw ‘AIoisiy :ue|s M |91 6007 S Javeg
1819 "V Ul 1 poomBpapA
1s9193Ul Jo 2dAy Apnis 10)1d e duip aied Arewnd e ui syusned ‘IN JIA0XS0g ‘g uosuyor
Apnis au1 10N ve VN € [eudnor uondnpay wiey  uspuadap Bnup su-ybly Jojy bunum anisssidx3 9007 " WRYIM ‘v anjieg
[BLI} P3J|0JI1UOD paziuiopuel
3UI|UO U :SI9PIOSIp poow Yim syuedidiued S WRYJIM
D17eI0N 61-0l€ € o€l SI9pI0sIg 9/11294}Y 4O jeulnor 104 Buim ansod pue bunum anissaidxg r4Ner4 1 sbipasD vy anyieg
|BLI} P3||0J3UOD paziwopuel
3UI|UO U :SI3PIOSIp poow Yim syuedidiued S WRYJIM
a1ed1dng 61-0L€ IS o€l SI9PIOSIJ DAY 4O jeuinor oy Bunum aaisod pue Bum aaissaidx] 10z 1 sbipasn vy apjieg
1s9191Ul Jo 2dAy
Apnis ay1 10N €/-19¢ v 8l Adessy] Ajwes jo jeusnor yoeoudde Aioredidiyed e :Adessyy ul BunLpn 9661 o adnjebideg
Huido> yoeosdde |euonows
bunssulbu3 pue saduaids }JO 9j0J Bunelspowl sy} :sisreweled yieay
3y :g uondas :jeuonewsiul |edishyd pue swoidwAs anissaidsp ‘Ansoy uo
D17 E10N 9€9¢ a-v 89 S1eusqy uoneuassiq  s|eob SnsIan SUOIOWS INoge BURLM JO 193443 £00C " pIsjusisny
1sau91ul Jo adfy Apnis papullq sAdadsold e :uonendod V uewzuemyds ‘s 93j0Qq
Apnis ay3 10N 8—9t IS 6 Joineyag pue Asdajidy 191U Asdajida ue ur bunum Jo sishjeuy 9007 'q 4 ‘rQ [PYISUY

uoIsNPXa
10} uoseay

(s)ebed

awinjoA

|ewanor

(s)ioyany

345

Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for

Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



APPENDIX 6

1sa191Ul Jo adAy
Apnis ay3 10N

ML 10N

159191Ul Jo 2dAy
Apnis say3 10N

ML 10N

1saJ91Ul Jo adfy
Apnis ay3 10N

152J91Ul
Jo Jojesedwod
9yl JON

D171 BI0N

syuedpiped
D1730N

ML 10N

Apnis buiobuQ

uoisn|pxa
10} uoseay

99—yl

el

06=LL

9¢-91

¥—¢0€

L0¢S

[4 a4

=8¢l

EV—0€¢

V18
(s)abed

VN

a-0l

VN

a4

[4°)

Ly

¥4

9

[4s

Sy

13

awnjop

AbojoysAs4
Jooyds payddy/ jo jeusnor

wisnewnayy pue sy

bujjjasuno) Jo jeuinor ueipeued

Aieiqry suesysod oy

Y3/e3H [eusyy pue buiby

buussulbu3 pue saousids
Ay g UOIDISS [[euoieuldiul
S10eISqY UOHeLSSSId

U0JB3S3Y SIIUDIBLI [enpIAIpUl

Y/eaH snoibifay Jo jeulnor

SI9PIOSIJ UOHEIIUNUWIWOD
abenbue7] JO [euinof [euoneussiul

218353y [erusWILIDAXT
pue [esiul> ‘Wslfoyod)y

jeuinor

(panuipuod) suoseal Yum ‘buiuasuds 1xa3-||ny Ja14e siaded papnpxs Jo 1sI7 601 IT19V.L

uoned||dal e :ewyise 1o} UORUSAIRIUI
U Se UoIssaldxa [PUOIOWS UIRHAA

syuaned
Siye bunoA yoeal o1 eipaw [epos buizijiin

uond.ejul
|e1pJeD0AW BuIMO||0) uSWOM JSBUNOA 10}
Kianod3 jeuonows Jo weiboid paseg-dnoib v

uolssa.idap O spusWIeas}

PRJIUS-1UBI[D PUE PISNI0L-UOIIOWD

J31iQ Ul [eSnoJe [PUOIIOWS Passaidxe pue
Adiynads Alowsw ediydelboiqoine ussmiaq
diysuonejas ayy bunebnsanur :AdesayjoydAsd
Ul UoneIbILUl UOIOWS pue dAIRLIEN

19foid 1051d e JO S)nsal :uoissaidep Jo}
UOIJUSAJRLUI A1 UE SB 8DUSDSIUILII dAIEIID

sa1aqelp | adAy yum sienpialpul
10} 2INSOISIP [RUOIIOWS JO S1I8143 Yeay ayl

Buiag-jjom
S9SEAIDUI $3559204d UOIIRISIIES IN0ge BUIAA

2INSOPSIP-43S
se Jaheid Buuojdxa :yi1buans aw anb poo

Bunm 1xe) pue eiseydy

suonow
pue sbuires |oyodje o uisned :3duspuadap
|oyoD|e 404 Judwieal) buunp aspIaxa

Bunum aaleseU BUNEIL B JO AYjIgISes

500¢

010¢

£00¢C

L10¢

500¢

¥00¢

L10¢

€10¢

010¢

L10¢

"y uosq

1839 " Pisuhzoad
0Q ‘DS ouelblen

“TH ¥P3d ‘L 3|yay 'VIN Aeig

’

1

ddeuy ‘gD ddog

INY saukog 1y o

3 ado>

1

Sr ulslsuspuelg

[N ueueyang ‘fA siamog

T

NPEEIY

1 124[BM-SI[IOH ‘D a1dUo

snbuy ‘7] ziog
d siadlind

4 JWS ‘D JOYIISIAN

‘IN dwexuajen ‘3 4alidwjyog

ZN J10pog
NI Hnojey

‘SN 91NYdS N Jejinyg

N 101||3 "¥d Hauuag

\VASIIEISIVETYA

'3 uds|yy | sulyag

1Q uaskey ‘yr Asuhe|g
'VIN uebl||iD-plepag

(s)ioyany

346

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

panupuod
s1anbaled 41y} pue aseasip

1ensge s,uosuidled yum syuaned jo buiuonouny NS uewabe

9DUIBJUOD €07 - € ase3s| S,uosuryied o [eulnof [enosoydAsd sanosdwir Buiim aaIssa1dx3 €107 ‘NN SUSPIIA ‘AL Ysed

Apnis suoissaidx3y 1219 'Y HIOM

AyyesH ays Jo synsai :syuaned Jadued ‘I sebig-zanbupoy

|B329J0]0D JUSW}LaI3-350d 1O} UOIUSAISIUI 7 Jabuisiin ‘A uenx

ML ION Z00S—£661 ¥4 Ll Aieiqry aueiyd>0d ayy dnoib ainsopsip-anissaldxa ue Jo Ayjiqises 110z " 1sinbbuz-usseg 1D dpewied

‘e 19 'f ueaouoq ‘|N UoIAg

159J191Ul jo 2dAy SwisiueydsW Uo SMaIA syuedidied ‘[ UBWIUIRAA ‘d @ddaig "VIA

Apnis ay3 10N 78-/99 g 4 yijesH ® AbojoysAsq4 :SIJUYME PIOIBWINSYJ Ul 3INSOPSIP [PUOIOWT 9007 [[RISYIBM ‘LI Sine@-aulhg
15341l bursauibuz pue sadusids uted diuoayd
0 Jojesedwod 3y g UOIID3S :[euoieuldiul yum ojdoad oy Jusuiiealy [edibojoydAsd e

3y} 10N E€19 g9-0l L/ S10eAISqQY UOIeMSSSIJ 4O S9|ijold asuodsal pue sawodino bunenjeay 1102 v Jabing

saydepeay aulelbiw UO INSOPISIP [PUOIIOWD N ASjwnT

1Pensqy 62S VN ge SUDIPSY\ [eJOINBYSG JO Sjeuuy, USHLIM PIpIND Paseg-1ouialul JO 192 3YL 8007 'Y SWEeNIAM 'Y 1N0)S 'y Jebing
Japuosip ssahis dnewned-isod buidojaasp Jo
su e spuaied Ainful dewnedy oy UoiuaAISUl

d|9y-}|s € Se BunLIM JO SSOUDANDIYD D S9|0YdS

BIRERIN Z1-9 L VA% Adeiay) pue yoieasay inoineyag 93U} JO [el} P3||OAUOD pPasIWOpUBRI Y 6007 ‘S UOse\ ‘D uidin] ‘v bbng

1s9J91Ul

}Jo Jojesedwod Apnis Ayjiqisesy e :aied aaner|jed I Jswjed

3y} 10N 61-G1 l Ll BUDIP3Y\ aAl1eljfed JO [eulnof Buiaizdal syusned ul buim aassaldxg 8007 I\ uayod ‘1 AS||Ip ‘3 euong
1s59191Ul Jo 2dA) 3dUBIBYUOD uted d1uoayd yum ajdoad Joy Adessyy sanelieu

Apnis ay1 10N VN I gl Jusweabeueyy pue yoieasay uied  Jo Apnis Aeuiwiaid v ¢ ured a1um nok op MoH 010z ag »1q 'vd umolg
buussulbu3 pue sadusids woIpuAs Jabiadsy
3y g uoid3S :[euoneussiul INOYHM PUB YHM USIP|IYD Ul SSLIOWSW

ML 10N 1778 q-z1 89 S1oesqy uoneusssig  [ed1ydesboiqoine 4O 81N1dNJIS PUB JUSIUOD 3yl 8007 19 umolg

[H 0O|lg "H>I Jalus0ID

adipeld [BLI} P3J|OJIUOD PasIWOpuUe) e ‘1S BuldMnoH ‘N enis§as)

ML 10N 8l-1¢ € 0z [esdusD Jo jeuunor ueadoiny  :djay Joj 3anbal 8y uMop BURLIM JO $13)43 7102 ‘3 UaJdleH ‘sg uewuug

TH >P3d “INF MY

159J91Ul Jo 2dfy BWYISE 1O} UOIUSAIBIUI ‘DS ouelbie\ ‘SS emied

Apnis ay3 10N /0Z-€61 z oy sjooyds oyl ur AbojoysAsyq ue Se UoIssaIdx [PUOIIOWS USLIIAA €007 "1 2Jopoay] ‘VIN Aeig

uoisnxa

(s)abed

awnjop (sJoyany

347

DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

10} uoseay

Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for

Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



H UaA

Apnis paj|01u0d paziwopuel e ¥ 1poD-zimediey ‘o [piey

Peasqy Sly 9 7L Y2Ie3say d11euosoydAsd Jo jeulnor — AjjiJagul sjew ul Bunum aAIssadx3 Z10Z ‘4 19S19D T Wel|y "y peiuod
Hun

ML 10N v-1€ L ol 2/e) [exud ur buisiny - 94D SAISUSIUL Ue Ul Salelp Juaned Jo asn 3yl S007 daqwo>

e 1o

UIIP3Y\ SAeUIBYY BLIOUIDJED [|3D [BURS YM sjuaied ul Bunum 'y uewads ‘s unej I siaisld

a1ed1dng VN VN Zl pue Aieyuswsjdwod Hg DAISS2IAXD JO SIO9YD WIS-HBuo| pue-Hoys Z10Z '3 ydseuor ‘N Jiuue] “J usayod
yoeoidde juswieasy dnoib e :eiseyde

ML 10N Y579 /-9 a Abojoiseydy 213A3S UJ BULIM JO 3SN [BUOIIESISAUOD €007 INd U0sa3g ‘SN uasne|D
busauibuy pue saduss Synpe Jap|o
3y :g UOIDaS :jeuoieulsiul Ul uoieysies a4l| pue swoldwAs anissaidap

a1e011dng LET g-1 €/ S10e/SqQY UOHeHassIJ  Uo Builum ybnoiayl malnal 94| Jo SRR dyl 7107 1 9jepuaddiyd
Monos |el] |0J3U0D paziwopuel e :swoldwAs

Dl1e 10N 18S VN 09  SJLIeUSD UBDLSWY 9y} JO [euINOf  SAISS2IAIp U0 BUIILIM MBIARI 94| JO SPAKd 3yl (B)Z 10T 1 9jepuaddiyd

159191Ul Jo 2dAy (Bunum Jo SKem O] ‘SILI0IS OM] ‘USUIOM OMY)

Apnis sy} 10N 1-80¢€ v 991 sonbibojoysAs4-odipapy ssjeuuyy ¢Bunum Jo ewnely 1o ewnedy Jo BUIAn 8007 N Jepiy>D
swoldwiAs
auNIPaY Ul 9AISS21daP UO S1I944a :9AndadsIad snoibijas

Dl1e 10N 8c—/T¥ ¥ 6€ AineiysAs4 Jo jeulnor jeuoneusdiuj e Wolj Uoissaldxa [euonows uanm buiwelq 6002 Y BPRJIUOD ‘AA UBYD
|BLI} P3||0J3UOD paziwopuel e jo |od0joid
Apnis :Alspa assulyd 4o swoldwAs aaissaidap

ML 10N VN 631 4! Anerphsd DG uo Adesayy duddsIUILBI JO SR BYL  ZLOT [17TH 17 °rL usyD

Apnis 10|1d e :A6ojoduo-oydAsd 7 onalol4

1DeASqY og| vN 0z Abojodup-oydAsd Ul s191a4dJa1ul pue sanieleN 110z ‘4 eubodi|aA ‘4 Ip4edo4 ‘S 1I9yD
Buimelp
pue builm Jo uosiedwod e :swoldwAs

D17 10N 9£-9¢7 L €€ AdessyroysAsq ur spy [ea160joydAsd pue uoissaidxa [euonowy 9007 3 JoyauloH ‘M ueyd

buisinp duelydAs4
HUs259[0PY & PJIyD 4O [euinor

wisine yum ajdoad bunoA
Yum Adelayl 9AllBLIBU JO SSBUINIIIDYS By €102

v J3pInIAl ‘7 Aingpeug
‘D auMOIg 'Y ulysed

1s9191Ul Jo 2dfAy
Apnis ay1 10N 43 L 9z

(s)ioyany

uoisnPxa (s)obed

awnjop |ewanor
10} uoseay

(panuiuod) suoseas yum ‘buiusalds 1xal-||ny Jaye siaded papnpxa 40 Is17 601 I19V.L

APPENDIX 6

348

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

paNUUod
UDWOM PassaIdap YUM SSBUDAIIDDLD
Juswiieal; jo uosuedwod :Adesayy dnoib

D17 e 10N €SS ga-11 6E  [eUOBUIDIUI S)ORIISqY UORRLIBSSId |euosiadiaiul snsian Adesayy dnoib Adod 6761 SIN SiAe@
SIUBPIDE JBINJSEA [elgalad aiaydsiway
SOUBIDS 1B YU S[ENPIAIPUL Ul UOIIDRSIIES
/BID0S pue SaIIueWNH Y/ UOIISS 41| duUeYUS pue uoissaidap sbeuew

ML 10N S¥ST -/ 8G  [eUOReUIDIU| SIDRIISQY UOHELSSSId 0} UONUdMAJIIUI U se Adeiayl MaIA3L 347 8661 DN Sine@

AdS1d 4O JusaWieas} ay} ul saydeosdde
JO uonebisanul paeinbuel e :ssauj|l JUoIyd
asInp sesuey oy 10} suonuaAIsul buljeuinol pue buryooqdesds 8007

159J31Ul jo 2dAy

Apnis sy 10N L1-9 € €8 g uosiqoy ‘Nr uospiaed

153491l N[ B19gsoas
0 Jojesedwod SIUYMe plojewnays Jo sndnj yum ‘INT J3Wasy YN Houewoy
3yl 10N G9-159 S 4 yijeaH % Abojoysfs4 synpe ul buim aaIssaidxa pue buipuly 3yauag 9007 ‘ar 99by ‘s bing-youeq

1s9193Ul Jo 2dAy

Apnis sy3 10N 8—/95S LS 8l AB0j0dUO-0YIASH Apnis 10)id e :1sy1sb0) BuiM SIOAIANG 6007 I PIYdS 'Y uolaInd
1s9J91Ul bupsauibu3 pue saduaids Jadued 1seauq

}Jo Jojesedwod ay/ g uondas :jeuoneussiul YHM USWOM Ul SSaAsip [edibojoydAsd pue
9yl 10N /9/5 a1l 09 $10eSqY UOIeLSSSIJ ‘Buissed0id aaubOd ‘AlAIssaldxe |euoiowy 0002 D717 weybuiuund

uolssaidap
10} AdeJay} pasnd04-uoirowa Ul sjuawow

e 12 '] esnog

1s9J91Ul Jo 2dfy buiured] ‘sdnoeid ‘dv oJiagy ‘| SSpusA ‘3D ||IH

Apnis ay} 10N 8v—9€9 v 61 ‘Youeasay ‘Mioayy :AdersyroydAsy SAI}PAOUUL JURI|D PUB SUOnUSAISIUL ISIdeIay | z102 ‘ININ S9AJBOUOD) ‘D BYUND

¢ Bunum anIssa1dxa JO SHyRUSg Yiesy 3@ uewlsys ‘3r 1omog

1s9191Ul Jo 2dAy unajing po1eai-1adued uleidxa buiuesw o A1Sn0dsIp '3S Jojhe] v uojuels

Apnis ay3 10N 05-8€¢C z c¢ AbojoysAs4 jenos pue Ayjeuosisd 10 'BuIssed01d 3AIUDBOD ‘UOIBWIILE-§3S S90(Q 1002 ‘'S we ‘ar ||amsald
syuaied Jaoued

a1ed1dng £0S 4 e wnio4 buisiny Abojooup  1sesiq pasoubelp Aimau ul builum saissa1dxg 1002 I\ 1e1D

1s2131U1 JO 2dAy buiuiea] pue fHessyT :saniqesiq SI91UM pajgesip pue |edidAy INV @Y ‘4 B|I3S 'V 1Ue||eD

Apnis ay3 10N 98-697 VN €7 [eloineysg pue bujuiea Ul saduerpy Ul bunum anissaldxa buidajje syusuodwod 010z ‘1 9191d |20 ‘D IpjouI0D
95eas|p S,uosuryied yum sjdoad Joj dnolib
ML 10N 00§S VN Vo4 SI9PIOSIJ JUSWSAOY Bunumpuey/qui| Joddn ue Jo uonenjess uy 2107 ¥ J2buis ‘D 1adood

uoIsnpPXxa (s)abed

SwinjoA |euinor (s)ioyany

10} uoseay

349

DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for

Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



APPENDIX 6

D17 B10N

ML 10N

a1ed1dng

D17BI0N

ML 10N

UOIUSAIRLUI
ML ON
1s9J91Ul

o Jojeledwod
3y} 10N

a1ed1dng

152.91Ul
0 Jojesedwod
341 10N

uoisn|pxa
J10J uoseay

96-081

[47<13

6055

08-695

69-599

9965

S—vcl

61-G19

(s)ebed

3l

Ly

€9

8l

€L

Ly

€9

¥4

awinjop

Areiqi7 aueiyd0) ayy

1uswabeueyy
swoldwAs pue uied Jo [euinof

bunssuibuy pue saduaids
ay/ ‘g UOHI3S Jeuoneuldiu)
S10BJ1SqQY UONeLSSSId

SWIDIA pue 3dU3JoI/

ured

AbojojewnenoysAs4

Jo Jeuinor ueadouny

AbojoduQ aniesbayul

104 f13100S ay3 4o jeuinor

QUDIPIYN 2BUWOSOYIASH

AbojoysAsd yiesH

|euinor

(panusauod) suoseas Yum ‘buiuaalds 1xa3-||ny Jaye siaded papnpxa 4o Is17 601 I19V.L

$J01OR} [PUOSIDAISIUI pUB BAIIRYE ‘BAIHUBOD
pa3enosse pue swordwAs JapJosip bunes

uo $se} bunum aaiyy o 1edwi ay; jo ajdwes
JuapN3s e Ul [eu} Aeuiwiaid e :sainiesy
JapJosip bunes pue bunLm aaIssaIdx]

uonuaAIRUI SwoldwAs

J1IYA DY} JO [l PBJ|OJIUOD PasiLOpuel
101id B 1430UBd UBLEAO JUS.INJ3J YHAM USWOM
Joy uswabeuew wordwAs paseg-gap

Saydepesy uoisus} Jo
autesbiw yum 9jdoad 1o} 2INsOpSIP [BUOCOWD
USLILIM pue Bululel) uonexe(dl Jo Spaya ay |

¢suordwiAs 1aplosip
ssau3s dnewnelnsod 9dnpas bunm ssoq

[BLI} P3||0JIUOD PIZILIOPUEI
e Wwol} synsai dn-moj|o} :siusijed uled
J3dued djuodyd 4o} wesboid uoneonps uled vy

uaIp|iyd pasodxa-Jaisesip

Ul (4aN3) Buissadoldal pue uonesiisuIsap
Juswanow 349 pue (19D) Adelayy [einoineyaq
9AIHUB0) JO uosiedwod pasiwopuel

syuaned
J3DUED 15B31Q JO} UOIRUSAISIUI JUSWSbeURW
ssans |ea1binsaid e se Buim aAIssaIdxg

sjuaned Jasued
Jo} welboid BunLMm uoissaidxa [euOOWS Uy

ewounJed

|92 |eusas dneyselsw 4o Adelsyl suiddea Jo |el
| 9seyd e ul pajjolus syusnied ul uswisnipe
|einoineyaq pue |esibojoydAsd uo bunm
aNISsaIdxa JO S1aYS 3y} Jo Apnis joid v

010¢

¥10¢

€00¢

€00¢

L661

L10¢

800¢

100¢

200¢

N 1pIUyss
'3 sUaqoy ‘H dnueis ‘d 1seg

e 19

‘IND J3puUdg "Yd POOMIBYS
‘Ir ddeuy| “INS eXa13S

'JS p4epA ‘SH ueaouo(q

fd ©2n0s,@

N7 9buey ‘gd si919Q

‘e 19 ‘D syjnoyusa

"> usplisH Jap uea

'Y uainng uea “1}agqpuez
4 weqg uen "y WM 2d

v ybuor ap

‘S uaInNng ueA ‘3 UIOOYHOON
‘IN UrWS[ID-Iapue|joH uap
"y plemuaaln ‘D sooy 3

/e 19 "1y 1pejnoy
'35 Ae1a|buls ‘3 eJoAy
"QIN MOT "7 3RO ‘ST 100N 8

TUsyod
‘Y 01eWY ‘7 IUBID ‘[ J3UJaLS
‘D a)aulepn ‘D J0ON o

/e 19 "y olewy
‘Z luejiD ‘D aulepn
‘N JIBH ‘T 19WIa1s ‘D J0O|N 2@

(s)royany

350

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

panuiuod
eledIun d1yredolpl djuoayd
yum syusined ui Aleip Ajiep jusied euediun
|0J3u0d 3y} Jo syewloy Jaded pue d1uotdaIe Y}
SAI}DBUI ON 1€-62C - 9 jusned ayj  Jo ddusjeAinba Juswainseaw bunessuowag €107 [ uaAeq "I I|ezzez ‘3 poold
Apnis [euipnybuol
B :PUPBA Ul £00Z USAS|3-YDJIEIN JO [ J9¥egauuad
Dl1e 10N Sh-€£¢ VN zou'gl S9U1SF A PEPSISUY  SYPENP 1SLOWS] By} Inoge bunum aaissaudx3  100¢ 'Q zoed ‘| ZapuPrUIDS
109} 9A1ISOd puUE UOIIPAIIDE [BUOIIOWD
AbojoysAs4 Joy suonedijdwi :3de1e 1SUo.LISY pLpeA
D171eioN r-lE VN | Med ‘gl YljesH 4O [eudnor ysiug 3y} Jale Bunum anissaIdxa JO SHBudg Byl 8007 Q 738 ‘| Z3pueusa
AIH Ym Buial| spuadsajope
1s59191Ul Jo 2dAy Joy dnoub bunum saieald e Jo pedwl ayl 3 S9UOf ‘3 ISIM
Apnis sy3 10N 6—€8€ q 6€ AdessyioysAs4 ur suyy  Buissasse :Aes 01 Bulyiswos sAey | ‘SAisod wi,| Z10Z  ‘rybugy 7 4ouuod ‘gd Jieq
|0J3u0d 9due1dadde pue aInsodxa :1yBNOoY3 [euoIssasqo dIN Brlyom ‘dr unyaqg
dAIDBUI ON 607-S61 IS 17 AdeisyioysAsg anniubo) o jeuinor 10} SUOIJUSAIDIUI J31IQ OM] JO UOSLEdWOD €107 'S Zamowelqy 'J7 Jueduqed
{PHOM BAIBINDI Ul S By}
Jo uondaniad ulsned ybnoyy 4oy Aem mau v pelsuLieeyn
peisqy VN VN LT Aneiyshsq ueadoing ‘bojq sarum ejuaiydoziyds yum jusned ayl 2102 "IN 1ybapes *4 a9eiis]
SWODIN0 BuIIM
Dl1e 10N - (39 g S/ UONeUaSSIJ  BWINBJ} JO JOJRISPOW B Se A}ljigelien a1el JesH 107 Ak
elydelbsAp S wn|quasoy
Adesayy YHM uaup|iyd> buowe Adediyye-49s panisdiad 1 Anue A-Ja3nebeN
ML 10N 26-781 z €9  jeuonedndd(Q 4O jeuinof uedLswYy pue ‘spodal-}|as ‘adueullopad bunumpueH 6002 ‘g JabaA-|9bu3
S3IPNIS SSJ1S diewnel] 4oy A1sos
[BUOIIPUIDIU| DY} :BWINEI} [BSIDAIUN
e se JepA (00T V1 ‘sues|iQ MaN
‘l—7| JOQWISAON ‘S3IPNIS SS9
Jljewnel] 4oy A181D0S [eUOIIBUIIU| (1D¥) aS.d dwoiyd bunuansid d dwexjpww]
ML 10N VN VN VN ‘bunssi [enuuy Yoz ur Adesayy Bunum painpnas pue 19> 002 "HI sinydwey 'y Juawiwg
1s9191Ul Jo 2dfy AbojoysAsg
Apnis ay3 10N 01—€05 9 o JO [eulnor ueineuipueds Buissed0id [BUOOWS pUE SIABLIBU BUINBIL  S00Z Y3 snes ‘Hg uasuyor ‘r pi3

uoisnpxa

(s)obed

awIn|oA Jeuinor (s)ioyiny

351

10.3310/hta20270

DOI

10§ uoseay

Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for

Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



Apnis 19A0SS0ID pasiwopuel e 819 ‘D LRUI|O ' S249XIND)

|0J3U0d :auoydpews e buisn eibjeAwolqy ur uied ‘q e|nsed VN Swuow|eg
SAI}dBUI ON 2/-798 - 8l ured 4o jeuinof ueadoing JIUOJYD 10§ JUBWISSaSSe Aleyuswiow 2160]023 €107 'Y 0J2IISH 'V SOIDE[ed-BIDIED)
=118l
1saJ91ul Jo adAy  Aidas uoyine S9DURLIRAXD NySsans
Apnis 3y 10N ‘L8l 6l [4:14 VAT Inoge bunum Jaye uondnpal wordwAs 6661 7 0J]Is0L ‘N Iypues
SUETJpN
D17 pasoubelp vSn 969jj00 ul uted aydepeay pue 3peq bupnpal e
Ajjewuoy e 10N - - - ‘AlisIsAlun 9181S Uy ‘sIsayl qud uolIssaIdxe |euoows UsiM Jo Aoediye ayl 7107 VD ud||InD-Hagen
uted JJuoJyd ym
9|doad 1oy swweiboid |einoireysq sAHUH0D
synsal e ul bunum dinadelay} Jo sedusLIRdXD
[EDLIBWNU ON 18-CLEE - 1z bursinp jediuly 4o jeuinor :ured d1uo4yd pue bunum dinadelsy ) 107 3 InsAQ ‘g saudn4
1s2.91Ul UOIJUSAIBIUI 3INSOSIP
Jo Jojesedwod US1IIM e pue ‘ssauisip [edibojoydAsd ‘yijesy
9y} 10N ¥01-€8 € 9 UoI1eNoSsIq % ewnes] Jo [eulnof |edisAyd o1 diysuonie|a. :ewnes) [eAenag 5007 gD plejv ‘g 19 ‘Ir phauq
Apnis Aujiqisesy e juswieasy
Abojouyday anidNpodas paisisse buiobispun
s91dnod Ul swoldwAs parejai-Ai|aasul (H A9|S49bu| T IpIWIYdS
a1eo1dng z9t! VN 9z uondnpo.day uewnH UO UOIUSMAIDIUI Buillm dAIssaudXs JO $10a13 1102 'Y 9BLIBYDEZ ‘A USSYLIDPRI
AbojoyredoydAsd pajeposse pue swordwiAs
J1uing 03 12adsal yum buiuueld pue
DIRE:BIOIN ov—627¢€ S ¥l Aeiqr suesyd0) a8y  UOISSIdXd [BUOIIOWS USNILIM JO uosedwod Y 9007 dl opem v aukelq
(UoeHSSIP) UoIedIIXa|dWOod
Junodoe pue Huissad0id [euUOROWD
DIRE:BIIN 951 VN VN VN JO [9POW B :SIUIAS deWNeJ} BuIssad04d VN VY zueid
Anfur uleiq
1s9191Ul Jo 2dfy Y21e359Y paJinbde JO SIOAIAINS 1O} UOIEDIUNWWOD JO
Apnis ay3 10N ¥Z-Sl1 4 L€ 21SINBUIOYIASH 4O [ewinor  wopaaly :bunum [eudnol d1uo1d3| aAIssaldx] 8007 VIN Zleg ‘N seelq
1sa191ul Jo adfy Adessy g jusned oueiydAsd syp
Apnis ay3 10N -6l 9 1S jeuonedna>Q Jo [euInof ysig pue J0ss2204d pIOM 3y} ‘SdOYSHIOM SISMIA 8861 7 491504

uoIsnpPxa
10} uoseay

(s)ebed

awnjop |ewanor

(panujauod) suoseas yum ‘buiuaalds 3xay-||ny Joye siaded papnpxa 40 Is17 601 I19V.L

APPENDIX 6

352

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

panuiuod
(Sgl) swoipUAs [amoq a|gel 1oy Alljepow

a1ed1idng gLV VN | Abojo.isruso.iseny Jinadesayy buisiwold e st bunum anissaidx] 6007 a uighy ‘v wadjeq
(dDH) s1apinoud
a/edyyeay yum sdiysuonelad Jisyy uo

ML 10N 9-G9%S VN | Abojossausosnsen  sanndadsiad spusined swoIpuAs [smoq a|gei| 1102 3 euspon 'y uadjeq

‘e 18 ‘[ SO

uonejndod Ayd "IN ‘S ueaeybesehelip

/dIjod pue y24eassy  JaUul JUYIS-}NW B Wol} sa1agelp yim sjdoad ‘a spJeydiy-|legqdwed

ML 10N Sv—/€ l 9l S9IINIBS Y3/B3H JO [euinof JO SaAIIRLIBU JUSWSDbRURW-}ISS JO SBUIAIOLS 1102 ' pJejjoD ‘1 ybjeyussin
buussulbu3 pue saduaids uted dJuoJYd ym
3y ‘g UOIISS Jeuolneuldiul syusned ul Buidod pue yiesy uo uoissaidxa

a1e011dng 109 g-6 ¥9 SI0BI1SqY UOHEeLSSSId 19BUB SAIDNIISUOD USHIM JO S10943 007 Ir weyein
bupssulbu3 pue saduains ¢AdessyyoydAsd
3y g uoid3S :jeuoneussiul ur bunum anissaudxa Jo Ssyauaq

21e011dng 8201 g-z g9 S10R)SqQY UOHEeLSSSId 3y} 2/8 1BYM :2INSOPSIP [BUONOWS USHUAA  £00T DI JeiD
bursauibul pue sadusids Apnis uonUSAISIUL SAIUSAId B
aYy] :g UONISS Jeuoleuldiu) :spuapn3s 96|02 passaidap Alswioy

DINRRI\ 1269 g-zl 99 spoelsqy uoneusssig Jo buiag-|jam [edisAyd pue [elusw 8yl 9007 IN-3 J3unoH
Apnis jojid e pue ainjesal|
152133Ul JO 3dAy 9y} JO M3IA3J B :SIUISB|OpE Passaldap Ul

Apnis ay3 10N ve-/11 4 [l AdesayoysAsd ui spy ssaussajadoy Joj Juawssasse bunmbuos v 0661 7S uISISp|0D

buussulbu3 pue sadusids

3y ‘g UOIISS Jeuoneuldiul swolpufs eibjeAwoiqiy ur Juswisnipe

a1edlidng 29S1 g-¢ €9 $)0eASqYy UOeLISSSIJ  UO 3UNSOSIP [BUOHOWS USHUM JO S1I8js 8yl  (8)Z00¢ IN SIS
uoneJidsas pue [0si0d Aiealjes

:2INSOISIP [eUOOWS UsRLM Ul buireddiued VI ASjunT

PeASqY veev VN ¥4 dag)s soejuwosul jo Auaioess |edibojoisAyd 5007 V1 siyaoy ‘JIN SI|IID

Df ussian

anbiej pue Ayjenb dss|s uo spPays 'QV SWelIM-ASISOIN V1 SIS0y

a1e011dng S—8EVY vN (o4 dagjs  :elbjeAwoIqI) Ul 2INSOPSIP [BUOIOWS USIHIAA 2002 “H Yoy ‘WIN ASjwunT ‘N SIjiD
swsa|qo.d

J99d U0 PasNd0} [l UOIUBAISIUI UM S OUBIIEID ‘A JaMBI|Y

Dl1®e 10N 68-//€1 9 43 9OU853JOPY JO [eulnor DAISSaIdXD Paseg-|00yds Uelje}| Ue JO S} NSay 6007 ‘IN 1UUBKAS ‘4 eI0UURID

uoIsnpPXxa (s)abed awnjoA (spoyany

353

DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

10} uoseay

Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for

Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



APPENDIX 6

poddns |epos

paAIddIad Ul s9bueyd pue SpIom [BUOIOWD S DISMOYZ
3NIHSOd pue SAINUBOD USIMISQ SUONBIDOSSe ‘q bJslgnog ‘H JmopslewipleA
1eISqY 8/7S z ql Abojooup-oydAs4 :J9oued 1sealq pue buim anissaldxg 9007 "y SeLeYDeZ ‘gIA UdsurYOf
Sjure|dwod d11PWos Saseaunul H Yoeqapisin
D118 10N Zl-s0v € 44 awa} axsfibojoyisd anbiiey d1uoiyd Inoge bunLm :Lodai Jaug €10¢ ‘IN X1spaid “IN dPI[Sf
|BlJ} P3)]|0JIUOD ‘PAZILIOPUE] B :S3WODIN0 Pajejal
paudads -95easIP-AIY PUB ‘dAISsaIdap “diewnesnsod 1819 ‘N J3Yd19|4 ' luelpiod
uoneuibed AbojoysAs4 UO UOIIUSAISIUI 9INSOSIP [BUOIOWS USHLIM 'Y 9Z39N1S [ UBWISSS]
a1e011dng ON - VN [ediuiD pue buiynsuod Jo jeuinof pajusWbne ue JO S199443 d141Dads-1apusn z10Z ' ybuIz|D,0 ‘D uosuol|
AIH 819 ‘N UewIsplRuUYdS
pue Sid YHM USWOm Ul A pue swodwAs ‘J ulgleg ‘[ IUBIPIO4 ‘[ UBWISS
a1edldng 295 VN 24 Ayunwwy pue Jomeyag ‘urelg AIH sPay8 bunum ewnes pauswbny 0102 "D YBuIR|D,0 ‘D Uosuoy|
dn-moj|o}
Ay ‘sdusiolq YIUOW-XIS YHM [BLI} P3]|0J1U0D PaSILIOPURS B
‘UOILUSAIDIU| O} UOILUDASI] :UONES||IIN 2JedY}eay PUe SI|gelieA [edjuld
woJ4 9seasiq AlsMy AIBUOIOD  UO UOnDJB)UI [eIpJedoAW 1Si) B JO 9dusLadXe
PeIsqy VN VN VN U0 ssa4bU0D) |euoneuIS Ul Y 9y} Inoge Bunm Jo sy aAmsod 8yl €007 d SHJEH ‘7 HOWIIAA ‘Y SUIOH
plem
159191Ul Jo 2dAy [EDIPAW 1USISS[OPE U UO DU SAIRBSID
Apnis 3y 10N 911-88 VN 6 AiperysAsd Juadssjopy :9/0| JO peaJy} sy ‘bulied Jo s|padu 3y 1861 N SIMa7 'y UUBWOH
JapJosip aAIsiNdwod e 19
SAISSISCO Ul UoiuaAaid asuodsal pue ainsodxe 'S 92BAS ‘D pnisjeAseUy
yum Adesayi [eanoineyaq aaubod paseq "y gqneyds ‘N [1I8yL
ML 10N G/-S91 €8 Sonewosoydfsd pue Adessyioysfs4 -1auiaiul ue jo Aoediy3 bunum isnf ‘buryiel oN 10T ‘N 49Z|OY4SPOA ‘N 3SGJoH
1uswajddns utedeq d1uoiyd 4o (wbipeled
Pensqy L6t Z 9nss| 8/ 1ZI1eusNIBN -1axegauuad) bunum aaissaidxe e 4O 19943 £00Z O bulyds v ussneybiuusH

2 S1=IENITEN
pue ‘buidod ‘10a9}je U0 3dUIN|JUI U dARY §|9S
D17 e 10N YxeAN) € 74 aidesoynsuny pun zue “yIsnyy 9|qissod 159q 1noge bunum aaissaldxs s90q  £10C S SWISH

s19das|s Jood 10} uonUIAIIUI
DITeIoN Y-Sl 14 l Aieiqr suesydod ayJ Bunum axil-19xegauuad e jo Hedis syl €007 D |191eq ‘DY Aaniey

uoisnpPxa awnjopn Jeunor (s)ioyany

10} uoseay

(panuipuod) suoseal Yum ‘buiuasuds 1xa3-||ny Ja14e siaded papnpxs Jo 1sI7 601 IT19V.L

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk

354



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

panupuod
Buiutely asuodsas ybnoiyy 2INsopPsIp dS BUBIA
BIRE:RIN /S—PE IS St Adeisay] Joineyag |[EUOIOWS USNIM JO SHyausq syl bupueyul 102 NS [eAQ 'V B1UOT ‘Y Biuoy
|eu
P3)]|0J1UOD PAZIWOPUES B :SIOAIAINS JUN 34ed
oAISUa1Ul Ul @C_wnu__o>> _mCO_POEm uo mw_\_m_b
ML 10N L6181l l LE aupIpayy aJed [eonld - 1uesned sAidadsold JO 193))9 3yl JO uonenjeas 600¢ N J3LLIE] ‘JY SS|MOUN
sjuaned Jadued 3jewa) uelueWOY
Apnis buiobuQ /€ z 97 yiesH ® AbojoysAsq4 O 9jdwes e ul BuM dAISsa1dXD JO S}jRUag 1102 3 Aejiey
159191Ul Jo 2dAy syuaned J9dued sjews} uelurwoy o ajdwes
Apn1s ay3 10N 0£-G1 1 VN | Jaquunu ‘| Juswenodwo) o181 aniubod B Ul Bunlm aAissaidxa JO SHJaUSq [euonowd 8007 v ueqgegq ‘3 Aejjey|
syuaned
payodal ejep AbojoysAs4 eibjeAwolql} Jo sdnoibgns 1oy 21nsopsIp 31 PuspoIg
[eaLIsWINU ON 09-/S | Hed €l Yi/esH 4O [euinor ysiug [eUOROWS USHLM JO ADBDIYD [UBISHIQ 8007  '3r zWemydS ‘NQ [puseybunf
3seasip Heay diwaeyds| jo syusned
3yl Ul Bunum aaissaidxa Jo poylaw ay} | auopbeg
pensge aupipayy uoneyjigeysy  buikidde ainssaud poo|q [eLSME PUB SUOIIOWD '3 SUIADIABUI|IA ] BAOLIBYUIS
9DUBIBU0D 8673 /G pue [es1sAyd Jo sjeuuy anebau ‘uondadiad ssaujjl ul sabueyd syl 7107 Y aueysneiulad 'y amkpuyns
1s9191Ul Jo 2dAy
Apnis 3y 10N S—71 VN Z ued ‘y| 9AIIND9X3  BuiM aAIssaldxe Jo syyauaqg dnnadelayy 8yl 0007 [ uydor
[ozezrisoot
13y d1snyy [ ul sieadde winen3] ‘juspusdap
Ajlesiwsyd ase oym 3jdosd ypm UoIssss 9|buls
159191Ul Jo 2dAy e Ul abueyd |BUOROWS 30N 0} sanbiuydal
Apnis sy3 10N olLl-v6 b4 4% Adeiayy disnyy 4o jeuinor  sishjeue duA| pue buiuMbuos Jo uosLiedwod v 5007 ar sauor

|el} P3]|041UOD ‘PISILIOPUEI B :SSaU|l
891Y [ED13JD BUIMOI|04 JSPIOSIP SSIIS dl1BWINEI}

e 19 ‘D eluel ‘H uanee|4
‘| posab3 ‘N 0zznded

ML 10N JPIUY VN i a/ed [exnly  1s0d 19SUO MaU dNpal SalieIp a1ed AAISUSIU| 00T ‘D uewdeg ‘D sauof
[BLI} P3]|0JAUOD PAsILIOpURL 1219 "y SUIOH

ABojounuwiwy jeaiuld pue Abigjjy {SYIUOW-Z | 1B PauUIRISNS 2INSOpsSIp ‘I SUIUBH Y [[Idsmog

1pensqy 061 VN 59 Jo jeuinor ueadoin3 :Abigjjy [PUOROWD UMM JO SIJauaq ayl aly  (B)0L0Z 'V Wopesyl ‘H Yuws ‘D sauof
abueyd Jo wsiueydaW pue N 1PIWYdS

S1D9}49 :BSOAIBU BlWINg O SwoldwiAs '3 Aa14poD) 'y Japuane

D172 10N 61-50% S IS Aieiqr7 suesydod ayy 10} UonRUBAIRIUI Ue se bunum dinadeldyl  0L0Z ‘H dnuels ‘O uolsuyor

uoIsnpPxa

(s)ebed

awin|oA Jeuinor 9L (s)ioyiny

355

DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

10§ uoseay

Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for

Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



[PLI} [EDIUID PAZILIOPUR B WOJ4 SYNSa :asnge
[BNX3S POOYP|ILD 4O AIOISIY UM USWIOM Ul

uondNPaJ uoissaldap sIpaid JusWIeI] BURLM IND UOISIN

Dl7e 10N 9-069 ¥ /€ yoJeasay pue Adessy] anniubod  anssaidxe papdalip-juaned buunp suieb usppns €107 'SD UeWIAAING V1 ZUaloT]
19UIaIU| Y} ybnoayy d-[ USA 3P UBA ‘g uayauyds

J17e 10N 8€-G17 VN VN VN Bunum onnadelsyy Joy jspow e :Adessiul 2007 ‘IN dosinoyds 'y abueq
DINd dwejpuuw3

AneiysAsd jepuswiiadxy [BLI} P3J|0J1UOD B :13uJaiu| 3y} ybnoiyy 'q uaRUYIS

a1ed11dng 06-€/ Z 43 pue Adesayy inoineysg Jo jeusnor $$a41S direwnessod 4o 1uswieal] Adessiul 100Z "dl USA 9p uep 'y abue

(Yoan@ ui) sispJosip Aisixue
YHM spudned 31jausq 10U Op SJUSAS diieuinel}
Jo/pue |nyssas INoge suswubisse bunupy - 2002

payodal elep

[eDLIBWINU ON ¥8-G/ z 61 aLeIYdAsd J00A YLydsplif N Ud4ang UBA SUaWWET

[BLI} P3]|0J1UOD PaSILIOpPURI
|oJ1u0d e JO S}NsaJ4 dn MOJ||0} YIUOW-| | :Z Hed
o1endoidde ou ‘uled peaudsspim DIUOIYD YHM USWOM

‘UoIRUSAIRLUI ul buluonouny aseanul pue buiziydoiyseyed /e 19 'S uswing uea

3y} ul bunum Youeasay 90Npal 0} 3oeqpasj-isidesayl pue salelp “1L PNJISUS3S ‘v 13sul4 ‘3 9p1g
1snl 10N 61—l /9 € gl 19UIB3UJ [EJIPBY 4O [BUINOf YHM UONUSAISIUI paseq suoyduews Y €107 '3 S04 ‘g0 JmIopsuefsuy
|0J3u0d [BLI} P3]|0J1UOD PISILIOPUEI

91endoidde ou e :uled pealdsapim dIUOIYD YIM USWIOM

‘uonuaAIRIUI ul buluonouny aseanul pue buiziydoiyseyed /e 19 'S usw|ng uea
9y} ul bunum Youeasay 9dNpai 0} 3oeqpasj-1sidesayl pue saLelp 1L PNJISUS3S ‘v 19sul4 ‘3 op!13
1snf 10N -1 G| S 19UIBUJ [BIIPBY JO [euInof YHM UOIUSAISIUI paseq suoydpews Y €107 '3 s104 ‘g0 Jnopsuefsuy

saydepeay aulesbiw yum
a|doad Joy bululely uoiexejas pue aInsopRsIp

payiodal ejep ABojoy>Asy [EUOIIOWS USRI JO S1D3}2 dU} a1eJapoul vr A3j00Q ‘fd €ZN0S,Q

[e213WINU ON L/—/9 L €l y3/esH JO [ewinor ysiug Aoediya-419s pue buidod yoeoidde jeuonowy 8007 'VIN ASjwinT D yely
¢Way1 3dnpal sbuiesy

DIRE:BIIN ov-87y ¥ 43 Aieiqr7 suesyd0)d ay| pue syybnoy [epIdIns INoge buim saoq 2002 INT 9bueyY ‘HS JBAOY
9DUB|OIA

Jauped a1ewiiul JO SIOAIANS Ul SwordwAs 1 S9|eAA ‘O Yssed

19pJosIp ssauls diewnesisod pue uolssaidap )] ussse|D ‘g SaW|oH

DIRE:BIOIN 1Z-112 I4 ol Aieiqry suesyd0) ay| ‘uied Uo BuiM BAISsaIdXD JO SRR YL S00T ‘1 lrews| ‘> uewdooy

(panujauod) suoseas yum ‘buiuaalds 3xay-||ny Joye siaded papnpxa 40 Is17 601 I19V.L

APPENDIX 6

356

NIHR Journals Library www. journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

panunuod
swoldwAs anissaidap pue Alowsw |esausbisno
DI1e1o0N VN VN VN uoneusssip ayd uo Bunum aAIssa1dxd Jo shpauag ayL  ¥10Z ™ seisse|n
uonows
Yrm Bunum pue yijeay |eausu :ssedoid
159J91Ul jo 2dAy Bunm aARaID By} JO SSaupew |erualod
Apnis sy} 10N 09-61€ VN € J3quinu ‘g bunum man 9y} Uleluod 0} poylaw buide ue buuojdxy z102 N Hagqoydeln
uoIssa.dxa [eUOROWS 4O [9pOoWl
bupussuibuy pue saduads e BURsa) iSiyLe plolewnayl yum suaned ul
payiodal elep aY/ g UOID3S :[euoneuwssiuj  INSOPSIP |eUOIIOWS JO siojelapow [enuaiod
[eoUBWINU ON 1/69 a0l 89 S10e11SqQY UOIeLISSSId se s9)A1s uonenbas uonows Jo uopeso|dxy 8007 ra wappPen
1s9191Ul Jo 2dAy Ul ayy 03 Aiojeloge| syl wody :uted Nr Aued
Apn1s ay3 10N 18—€/ VN | Jaquinu ‘z aUIDIP3Y\ [BJOINRYSY [EUOHEISUR  DIUOCIYD JO4 SUOIJUSAISIUI SINSO[DSIP [eUCOW] z10z M3 18IS ‘VIN Asjwuin
SUYHE pIOJeWNaYJ YUM spualjed Joj SsuodINo 1819 'y ofe|\ ‘r 1y
Kieip Ajlep uo aINSOPSIP [EUOIIOWD USNILIM pue 7 SWEI|IM-AS[SOIN Y Jayd3elS
1eNSqY 0zLY VN (€) €L BUIDIP3YY J1BWOSOYIAS4 — Bululely s||is buidod Jo s1oy43 el pasied syl (e)] 10T ‘14 9499 ‘VIN Asjwin
1saJ91ul Jo adAy
Apnis 8y} 10N VN 9 4 AneiysAsg Aunwwo)  jepdsoH  sbulesy ssaudxa syuaned sdipy Adelsyy Axaod £/61 Ir 44 49gn7
SIONIAINS J2DUED 1sealq bupjeads-asauiyd
Huowle SSaSIp INPaJ 0} SUOIUBAIIUI Vv Yo ‘] bunoA
a1ed1idng o¢ VN 1z Abojooup-oydAsd BAIJISUSS A|[BJN}ND puUe SSAASIP JO S3INOS Z10Z ‘fnoA ‘N BunaA ‘r uey ‘O N
UOISSaJdX® [PUOIIOWS JOAO SDUSJBAIqUIE
pue A1D1UY1S ‘SsuondNIISUl BULIM JO UOIIdUNY
D172 10N 78-699 9 Sz y1/eaH % AbojoysAs4 e se Alen Buim aAISsa1dxa JO S)y2USg MOH 0Lo0z TV UOlURIS ‘YO N1
1S9J391Ul S84 Yyesy aamisod
0 Jojesedwod 1oy swisiueydaw :syuaned Jsdued isealq buowe S bing-jjoueq
ay1 10N 6-181 4 Sz Aieiqry auesyd0> ayy BuIpul} }1}3USQ PUB INSOPSIP SAISSaIdXT 9007 v UOLURIS ¥D MO
1s2J91Ul Jadued 1seauq
}Jo Jojesedwod J11B1SE1W YHM UBWOM 10} BUIM BAISS2IdXD 7 Jawweyua|jfo ‘3r ;omog
9y 10N 9-09% ¥ 6¢ Aieiqry suesysod sy Ajjeuonows Jo [eli} Pa||0JU0d paziwopuel Yy 0107 TV UOLUELS D MO

uoIsnpPXxa (s)abed

awinjop |euinor (s)ioyany

10} uoseay

357

10.3310/hta20270

DOI

Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for

Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



APPENDIX 6

|011U0D
SAIDRUI ON

|013U0D
SAIDRUI ON

D11€B 10N

159J91Ul Jo 2dfy
Apnis ay3 10N

1s9191Ul Jo 2dAy
Apnis ay3 10N

D17 BI0N

D17 B10N

152J91Ul
Jo Jojesedwod
9y} JON

Apnis BuiobuQ

uoisn|pxa
J10J uoseay

68-LLLC

9c—¢l

60¢-L61

8-¢t¢l

S/-69

8.—C9¢

6l-€l

696

8]

(s)abed

VN

a-¢

VN

0l

14

0l

ov

Ll

€€

9

awnjop

SUDIPaY\ [BNX3S JO [eulnof

uone>np3
J12ybiH ur bunndwo) Jo jeuinor

Areiqr7 aueiyd0) ayy

JOYO2Jy UO S3IpNIS 4O [eulnof

uenisAyd Ajiuweq ueduswy

AbojoysAs4
Y3[esH 4O [euinor ysilg

Aieiqry suesysod ayj

buussulbu3 pue sadusids
Ay g UOHDIIS :[euoieuldlul
S1DRISqY UoHeHasSId

Aieiqry suesysod ayj

jeuinor

(panuipuod) suoseal YUm ‘buiuasuds 1xa3-||n} Jai4e siaded papnpxa Jo 1sI7 601 I19V.L

[BLIY [ED1UID PASILIOPURS B WOJ) S} NS
:9sNge [eNXas pooyp|iyd Jo AIo1SIYy e yum
usWoM Ul S1d pue uoissaidap ‘uonounysip
[BNX3S UO BunLIM 3AISSaIdXS JO S84

SUOIUSAIS}IUI

abueyd Jnoineysq yieay oy uonedidde

:B1ep JUBWISSasse Aleruswiow [eD160[029 199)|0D
01 buijeulnol ospia Buisn jo Aujiqisesy syl

2INnssaid poo|q PRSI LM S[enplAlpul
ul Bunum aaissaldxa JO s198449 dIWoUoINY

JuaWieal} wsijoyodje
Jo sabeis Ajea ay3 ul |00} dnnadessyy e :A11a0d

SISLD [2UONROWD
Ue Yum 1uaned ay} Joj JJoMawoy UaktAA

Apnis

10|1d P3|[0JIUOD PAZIWOPUERI B JUSWIeaI) (1 YY)
ABojouydsy anndnpoidas pajsisse bulobispun
$9|dN0D B|IBUI Ul $5313S UO (JAAT) UOIUSAISIUI
Bunm aAIssaldxa Ue JO 19949 ayL

Bunm pue mainaJ a41) buisn uonusAISLUI
|e1osoydAsd e :synpe Jap|o buljismp
-Aunwwod ur swoldwAs anissaidap buinoiduwi

95e3sIp AIH yim sjdoad Hbuowe
s9|gelieA yyeay [edishkyd pue [edibojoydAsd oy
UOI1E|3J SH PUP ‘UOISSIdXD [eUOIOWS USIILIAA

Uone}|Iqeyas dJeipJed |eruapisal 0}
paLiajas spusned Aleuolod ul Bunm aaIssaidxa
JO |1} [BDIUID PS]|0J3UOD paziwopuel

e Jo ubisap pue sjeuones :(buijeay 1eay Joy
Bunm anissaidxa) Apnis 1YvIH-NILLIYM YL

€10¢

€lLoc

500¢

6.6l

L/6l

Zloe

£00¢C

€00¢

L10¢

Y UOSUBARLS
V1 zZualoq ‘IND UOISSIN

MH puelg
‘37 weybig ‘49 UoYBIA

Y ZUIND
"WIN BIaquaaln) ‘gAY SJINDIN

N ezze

Ir DN Agsynein

118 ‘A Uasyuspald ‘Mg Uss|BIN
"GN USsueYO[-Uasuaf

"y 9eueydez ‘H usyod-Houopy
'S Uasalyneln

4 9|leH

'V eyds|e|A ‘N euldisis

' suelePN Vg YHWS-[S1se|n

gD uoiSIe

3 UeUlON
‘D 0OAONUIBISED ‘IND IUOZURIA

(s)ioyany

358

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

panupuod
uted diajad
1s9J91Ul 2IU0IYD YIM Uswom Buowe |el} paziwopuel

}Jo Jojesedwod B Ul 9INSOISIP |EUOIIOW USNLIM JO S1D3)43 dIN puowelq v A3j00Q

3y} 10N €8/ 1 z 99 BUIDIP3AYN 211BUWOSOYIASH 3Y} JO SIO1RIBPOIN ¢ YIOM }I SSOP WOYM Jo4 002 VN AS|WNT 'S uewWION
uoIssaIdap Yim UsWom

1s9J91Ul Ul [011u0d pandIad adurYUd O} sueaw D uea( Ssantd

}JO BWODIN0 ON [S-11 VN VN VN e se wbipesed Buim aaissaidxe ayy buisn 8007 ‘A JBUBYN-UDIN
buussulbu3 pue sadusids ABojorewordwAs anissaidap
ay/ g uoidas :jeuonewssnul Ul UoIdNPaJ pUB SIUSAI dilewnel} Inoge

D17 e 10N 9EYY qa-/ 69 $108415qY UOIBLISSSIJ Bunm anIssaldxa usamiaq sdiysuone|ay 600Z A Jauey-upiN
S3IpN3S 2a1y1 JO dfe} e

:SSOU|I JIUOIYD YUM suosiad 1oy 3deqpasy S uawing uea

pasijeuostad pue sallelp-a YlIM SUOIUSAIIUI ‘g0 Jmopsuefsuy

ML 10N 8-St - €6 buypsunod pue uonesnp3 jusired Bupueyua JusWSbRURW-}|3S ‘PISE]-GaAA €102 ‘H 9pI3 ‘'VV SON
9|dwes uejuewoy

B Ul SWOJIPUAS [9MOQ 3|qe1II 1O} UOIUSAISIUI @ naseswing

1ensqy 987 VN Y4 yijeaH % AbojoysAsq BUILIM DAISSRIAXD UE JO SSDUBAIIIBNS BY | 107 'V Uegeg ‘v Uesaini

1219 ‘Nd °py3

pensge uoneyjiqeysy  uied paye|al-A|IqesIp JIUOIYD YU S[enpIAIpUI Ul ‘D JaIpiequiog vy |91

DUBIRJU0D 63 pue aunIpapy [e3IsAyd Jo sanydly  uonuansiul AbojoydAsd aasod e buissy 10|id #7102 ‘] UOYOWN "M 3D ‘Y J9|INNl
1sa191ul Jo 2dfy ¢onoeld

Apnis sy} 10N £-199 S09 729 3DI1OeId [BIBUSD) JO [BUINOS YSILg |elauab 10y} |00} Mau e :Adelayy BuiLpn 2107 dr Usp|oH ‘S emuabnip

7 UoUON

£J30UBD 15B3IQ DIIBISEIW YA USWOM ‘IN I3P21Q TN SISSBIN I Wie

a1edidng 08 VN 6¢€ aUIPaY\ [eJOINRYSY JO Sjeuuy PassaAISIp 142uaq Buim aAIssaldxe saoQq 0102 S [pweHNnq ‘3D Jayso

159.91Ul

}Jo Jojesedwod eruwosul Aewid Ul UoIUSAISIUL BUIMIM AN pPlaiwoo.g

ay1 10N S0L-66 z / auPIPaYY do3[S [eloinBYSg  J93BgRUUI B JO JUSWISSISSE [eluswladxs Uy  600T v alds3 ‘d ASUool
(uonewsssip) |00z 12quiaidas ||
JO SYDBNR 1510113} 3y} Bbuimo||o4 ssausnolbijal
pue ‘yyeay ‘suondwinsse pom uo Buluais

D17 e 10N S0z N VN N -Kio1s pue buium-jeunol Jo spayje ayl wN 1S 1IBYUIN

uoIsnpPXxa
10§ uoseay

(s)ebed

awnjop

|ewanor

(s)ioyany

359

addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals
Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be



APPENDIX 6

ML 10N

Jojesedwod oN

1eNsqy

D171 BI0N

D17 BI10N

1S2.91Ul
0 Jojesedwod
9yl 10N

1s2J91Ul
}0 Jojesedwod
9yl 10N

152J91Ul
Jo Jojesedwod
341 10N

a1eddng

a1ed1dng

uoisn|pxa
10} uoseay

881

GE9

18-8/9

£LL-[901

7-18

GE-GC¢C

8¢t

LEL

LEL
(s)abed

VN

VN

a-0l

Si4

591

69

€l

¥S

8L

19

€9

awnjop

eisdajidy

adnoesd
pue Ayjod ‘yosessas 1oy jeusnof
[eUOIIRUIBIUI UB (Y}jPaH & SLIY

Abojorewssq 4o jeulnor ysiug

dUDIPBY § SDUBIDS [BID0S

SUDIPSN
jeinoineysg pue AbojoysAsd yijesH

AbojoysAs4
Y3[esH 4O [euinor ysilg

{24B3s3Y J11eWOSOYIASH JO jeusnor

JzieusnisN

buussulbu3 pue sadusids
ay/ ‘g UOII3S Jeuoneuldiu)
S1DeASqY UOHeLSSSId

BUDIPBY\ deWOSOYIASH

jeuinor

(panuipuod) suoseal Yum ‘buiuasuds 1xa3-||ny Ja14e siaded papnpxs Jo 1sI7 601 IT19V.L

Asdajda
yum ajdoad Joy sdoysyiom bunum aaineasd
ul bunedpiied Jo SHgLUSg Yl 3J4e 1BYAA

AIH Yum syuaned
ut 94| Jo Aujenb pue buidod sxueyus oy
dnoJb a5ua1adwod sAleleu e Jo Apnis jod v

ale> jo Ayjenb
dojansp 03 saibajelss 10} suonsabbns :siseosd
yum syuaned ul aduanadxa ssau||l 3yl

{40 Ja1q
sinodolp aJe :juawiiealy Ajiuagul buiobispun
USWOM Ul 3INSOPSIP [BUONOWS [RIUSWILISAXT

Sojeway Ul s|and| ainssaud poolq
A101e|NgUIR UO 3INSOPSIP [BUOROWS USLILM JO
109449 DU} S91LISPOW UoeUIWNI dARdepe|ey

SAIV/AIH Yim

Buial 9jdoad ul Aylunwiwil pue snieis yieay
po123304d YU P1BIDOSSE 34 BWINEI} JO
BuIssed01d pue 3INSOSIP [PUOIIOWS USNIIAA

SAIV/AIH Yum syusiied ul
[BAIMNS WS}-BUO| O} Uoe|a. JIDY) pUe ewnel}
Jo buissadoud yidap pue uoissaldxa |euoiow

1uswiealy dinadessyloydAsd duyerydAsd
Aieuonels ayy ul bunum dinadesay

uted J1Aj9d d1UOIYD YHM
UBWOM Ul 3INSOSIP [BUOIIOWD JO SID3H dYL

uted d1Aj9d d1uoIyd
YHM USLIOM Ul 2INSOSIP [eUOIOWS USTIIAA

500¢

€lL0¢

L10¢

600¢

¥710¢

800¢

€00¢

£00¢

100¢

100¢

1

S l[omxeiy

‘4 3IYDBUUODDIN ‘3 ope|dlld

[ uuey

1

v Uosme

(IN U9|ds3 v uyialed

S lliogel

"D on21d 1 *D o||24elBed
"Y4 m91j0Q ‘S enboejesseq

g siziejle] 'y Aiswobluol

'3 nojnodobeueq

3 uosnbua4 ‘4 sauof

1 A91ysy “a@ Jouuod,0

N UBWIBPIBUYDS VI J3YD1al4

‘D uosuoy| ‘D ybus|d,0

e 12 '3 uigieg 7 ASpNodN
‘VIN 13Yd18l4 ‘I luoluY
‘D uosuol| D ybuI9|,0

S uuewsuoN ‘g UyoH
‘1 181d ‘g J8ydnyisip
'O SYdupal4 ‘N uuewsanoN

VS URWION

W puoweig

7 welyds r Asj00Qq
‘IN AS|win7 ‘S uewlIoON

(s)ioyany

360

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

panunuod
Z-1s 3pedap puodAS SH sulbaq
d|gejieAe 10N ‘61—91 6 6 (VD ‘ssjebuy so7) buiAr] oA1Isod dOYSHIOAN SISHIAA STV “HNIS S1IM 3YL 000¢ d e1youss
Apnis 10§1d e :1adued dujelpaed JO SIOAIAINS 7 ¥239p|0D
dnoib w91-buo) 1o} UORUIAISIUI [BINOIARYS] 'S S007 ‘S 1peeAA ‘D ueIng
|0J3U0D ON £€8-5/0C - a4 J92ued aie) poddng —9AIHUBHOD paseg-1aulaiul ue Jo Adediy 102 ' pnisjpaseuy ‘OQ 2es
153191Ul Jo 2dAy SIOAIANS Judned Jadued Ul buiuonouny |eyusw S UBWIH ‘M |IPMpaeg
Apnis sy3 10N 65 € /1l ABOj0OUO-0YdASs4  pue [edisAyd Uo BULIM SAISSRIAXD JO S84 By L 8007 ‘q uspsed ‘s |ebyas
(STV) sIsouapas |etsre| diydosjoAwe ul buiaq (3 spjsiesey|
a1ed1idng €3V € g/ BUDIPSY\ D1IBUIOSOYIASH -|I9M [ed1bojoydAsd pue Bunum aaissaidx] 1102 IV JU9AY ‘DS woisiabas
H uowojes
[BLI} P3[|OJIUOD B :SIUBAD |NJSSAILS ‘N Yoinopineq ‘o plemauen
D17 e 10N /-1G1 € L/ Sonewosoydfsq pue AdeisyioysAsq Jofew buissad0ud pue Buim painonis 2002 'y abuet ‘A dosnoyds
152J1Ul Adesayy
J0 Jojesedwod Abojoydhsq anioddns snsiaa buluiely yoogsiou :Anful (D BuoT ‘dr uelRYM ‘41 Aye4
3y} 10N 6-1781 € €9 /ediulD pue bup/nsuod Jo [euinof  peay Pasojd 2J9A3S J91je UoneIpawal AIoWIA G661 ‘IN @qwi0396p3-JanIWydS
Bunum dnadesayy
snsion Adeiayy Jnoineysqg sAHubod Jo
1S2133U1 JO adAy |BIJ} |OJ3UOD PASIWOPUE] B :BSOAIBU BIWINg JO
Apnis ay3 10N VN VN VN Aieiqry auesys0d ayy JUBWIERJ} JO} BPIYSA B S 1aUId3UI 3y} Buisn 1002 d uosuiqoy
payiodal elep AIH 01 3uswisnipe a ulyd ‘| usuebuispn
[eoUBWNU ON 9z-€1 L 0l Joineyag pue sajy uo BuiMm SAISS2IAXD JO SPAYS YL 9007 ‘[ uosjeIsND ‘ql UAlY
1s9191Ul Jo 2dAy YoJe3say Buibbolq ybnoiyy ssau|i pue uted M INYD “7 Usneno
Apnis ay3 10N VN g vl 19U [EDIP3Y\ 4O [eulInof J1UoIYd JO duRdX3 By} Bunedunwwod Z107 ‘SA Meyspelg ‘Md 49|ssay
Ausriend Raixue
ST VEINEMT] Jeuoneussiu) ue Adessyioydfsq [BIDOS Ul Seiq 1502 bupnpai 1oy saydeosdde rg uodesaq ‘r uoxiq ‘1r AS
ML 10N 07012 € /T anubod Jo jeuinor [BANOIABYSQ PUB 3AINUBOD JO uosedwod €10z rr 1217 ‘rr dwiay w3 SIssod
1s2J91Ul 34l| Jo Aujenb pue ssans
}Jo Jojesedwod Jiewnes3sod uo syaye (syusidinael juedsuedy Vvd J3]9D
3Y1 10N 7S—61 L 9l Abojojewnes| Asupny 104 Bunum aAISsaudxs pPaseq-1aulalu| 0102 'd 91BWINQ Y 01BWSSOd
bursauibug pue sadusids
ay/ g uondas :jeuoneussiul syualdipas Juejdsuel; A3Upry Joj UOIUSAIRLUI
a1edidng sy q-/ 89 S10R1)SqQY UOIeLISSSIJ BuIM BAISSaIdXD paseg-1aulaiul Uy 8007 V3 01BWaSSOd

361

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for
Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals

Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



159191Ul Jo 2dAy
Apmis ay3 10N 6-8CEl vl 18¢ VINvT

9WOD1N0 asSeasIp

PUE UOISS2JdXD |PUOIIOWS :SPIOM BuljesH 6661 a |9baids

SUOI}PUOD YSl-MO| pue -ybiy ul uonesado
[e2164ns e o sxusuadxa 8y} 4o buisssdold

v 1De[0D
‘D 1UEPNET 'S MALYISIAd

J17e 10N 69-LS€E 14 €9 AbojoyAs4 [estuif> Jo jeuinor USHLIM JO S1ala yljesy [euaiayid £00¢C ‘A Ifeuoq "1 adad 1 ouejos
S|9AS] BIWAYMXD|e JUISHIP YHM S13[gns ul

9DU3LRAX3 Y1 JO 2INSOPSIP USHIIM JO S84 v 1DBI0D ‘S RI8YdISIad

Dl1e 10N v8—LL¥ € g9 BUIDIPIY\ J11BUWOSOYIASY  :uondasas ewojided Jsie 951N0D aAReIdolsod €002 ‘] D234 ‘A 1reuoq ‘7 oue|os
buussuibug pue sausS SIHJYLIE PIOIPWN3YJ JO BUIYISE YUMm sjuanied
3y ‘g UOHI3S Jeuoineuldiul Ul SN1e)s asessip pue ‘poouwl ‘swordwiAs

a1e011dng VS g-8 65 S10BSqY UOHELSSSId UO SID9}4 :2INSOISIP [PUOIIOWS USHIM 6661 INF YIAwS
[eLy

P3||0J1U0D PISIWOPURI B JO dn MOJ||0} YIUOW-E 819 "IN SUDjUEH 'Y ||ISMmog

Abojounwiwy — _WYISE Yum spuaned ul asn 1siuobe-e1aq 'Y SUIOH 'V wopeay|

PeASaY 08S VN L 1ea1ulD pue Abigjjy 4O jeuunor  s3dNpaJl S9DURLRAXS [PUOIIOWS INoge BURAA  600T ‘D SaUOf ‘IH YHWS
[ELI1 P3]|0JIUOD PISIWIOPURI e Jo aseyd
jo)1d — PLWYISE Yum spuaiied ul o4 jo Ayjenb
pue uonduny bun| sroidw pue swoldwAs

a1e011dng VN VN VN Aieigr] suesyd0) ay  2dNpPaJ O} SdDUSLRAXS [PUOIIOWS INOge BURLAA 00T H YHws

weJboud buiyoesy
uolel|igeyal e 1uoissaidap aAldeal 10}

N Y2HMOIIMN

1s9191Ul Jo 2dAy ‘JN uosdwoy] ‘|S ¥13g9y

Apnis ay3 10N 9-0/1 S (¥4 buisinn uoneyjiqeyay Adesayy Areyuswiajdwiod e se buim [eulnor 0007 ‘' JOUDIOH ‘3D yHwWS

J9PJOSIp 3415 direwne}isod o) UORUSAISIUL INERIELEEY)

BIRE:BN Y0E-667 7 61 Aieiqry auesydod ayy Ue Se 2INSOPSIP [BUOIOWS USIHIM JO 153} 1102 ‘'dg XJe|N ‘INQ ueols

£2INSOPSIP UM YLIM Pa1RIDOSSe aWodIN0 INF uolbuIxa ‘N3 uiisdy

D172 10N 89-GG| z g€ Aleiqi7 suesyd0) ay  dUINJHUI SUORINIISUI Bunlim syi Bulsye ssoQ 1002 ‘49 XIe\ ‘INQ ueols
aInsopsip

Abojoy>Asg [BUOIOWS US1IIM JO Adediyye syl bulApspun NG uI9sd3

D172 10N YS—615 I3 €/ [eaiulD pue buiynsuod 4o jeuinof [9pOW 2InS0dxa 3y} JO UORBUIWEXS JaYMN4 5007 ‘49 XIe\ ‘INQ Ueols

I Psood ‘INf sqgoqd

a1edndng £€6S VN 27 AbojoisAydoysAsy  AS1d 40} UOIIUSAISIUI UB SB SINSOPSIP USHLIAA 9007 ‘INT u1s1sd3 ‘AIQ ueols

(panujauod) suoseas yum ‘buiuaalds 3xay-||ny Joye siaded papnpxa 40 Is17 601 I19V.L

APPENDIX 6

362

NIHR Journals Library www. journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 2016 VOL. 20 NO. 27

DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

panunuod

M 903045

paAB3.3q 3y} J0} UOIUSAISIUI ‘IN 999041S ‘f IN0g USp uea

DIRE:RIOIN [9-6G€ S 8 Adesayy ® youeasay inoineysg  d|9y-49s Paseq-1auIalul Jalg e Jo Aoediga 9yl 0L0Z  ‘H INYDS ‘M USMNOH Jap Uep

Buiagom juaned pue VI YAws

Peisoe SN1eIS [BDIUID UO |NJZL Ul JUswiessy Jueanfpe ‘I UOJISH 'V UOIS||eAA

9dUBIRU0D a4 - 8 vay se BUILIM DAISSaIAXD JO SIPHS WIS HOYS #7107 ‘INd $3U1 “Sf 191910
JuBWISSasse-19ad painidnils ybnoiyy

Dl71e 10N 17-01Z - L SJIIYS 40301\ pue jenidadisd Bunum aaieIUSWINGIE JO UOISIARI BuLISISO4 €107 1-IN Buneyd ‘D-A lesy
sianibaled
pue sjuaied J9dUBD Ul SS9UAIBI0L-}|SS

UO UOIEINPS Juaied Ul [el} PaSILIOPURS B IN Uewyel\ “7 pjaiyulog

ML 10N /-5 - 0z Mdureideyd a1edylesH o jeusnor  :ssausAIBIOy 43S SpJemol Asuinol Y3 :9101say 107 ‘IN Kieg 7 3ulessno

BIQUIOJOD) WO} /819 ‘ar eueu] ‘Xr enien

ayoepeay Ajiep diuodyd yum syuaned Jo sauas ‘A soue||1seD ‘D[ sebiep

ML 10N VN VN VN VYN e urlieip ayoepesy e bunepije pue buisinag 7102 "IN 0JeAlRlQ ‘4D S3li0]
Apnis /Mijod pue ‘aondeld ‘Yoiesssy yiesH SAId3dsIad Bulm sAeald e :adnoeld

fsewnd e 10N vi—/ - Ll 2lqnd :95easiq JIuoIyD bunuanaid yyeay dignd ul saAeLeu usuum buisn 102 MIA 491Ny ‘] uosdwioy |

4 Yyroog

Abojoy>As4 Bunm anIssaldxa 01 sasuodsal |edibojoisAyd '3 UOSUIQOY 'V UILe|A

DIRE:BIOIN 6-v1S - 8l Y3/esH 4o jeulnor ysiug pue sajA1s Huidod uonows [euoisodsig €107 'Y SLIOIN-SSON Y emebewe |

SIUBWIER.Y JIWRISAS e 19 '4 eubodwes

Buiobispun siselsosd yum syuaned ul oy 'V I1SIpeied ‘D ojjaJelbed

a1e011dng y—£€9 9 g9l Abojojewnssq Jo jeulnor ysiug 40 Aujenb uo saspuaxa buium Jo 1pedwi syl 110z ‘D on3id Id “7IPeN ‘s ljogel
S84 Yyesy aamisod

}Jo siojeipaw [ed1b6ojoydAsd [erusjod Buojdxe V Z3IM3INH

ML 10N ¥Z-619 9 6l Aieiqry suesyd0) ay| 'SIUBAD |NYSSaUIS INOGe Bunum painpnils 0007 'V 11REY NI YHwS vy suols
uolIpUOd [013u0d ogade|d [enosoydAsd

€ 10} UDJeas aAISN[e ue :weiboid uonuansid d °pyoy

DIRE:RION 9/-£98 S % Aieiqry suesy>0) ay| uolssaidap Jalq e JO |eL} paziwopuey £007 IS uewueag ‘3 uoung '3 9IS

e 19 v AsjueH-zanbupoy

152.491Ul syusied Jadued 3seaiq ‘Qv Jensisuelg

O Jojesedwod ul buipuly 1y2USQg PUB UOISSAIAXS [BUOIOWD VD SUIjIOD V] DISMOIOMS

3y} 10N 8-0911 0z 0z ABojodUQ jeiulD 4O jeuinof U131 JO |BlI} P3||0JIUOD ‘pazZILIopueY 2002 ‘'S bing-jjoueq “1v UOIUELS

uoisnxa
10§ uoseay

(s)abed

awinjop

(s)royiny

363

Health. This issue may be freely reproduced for the purposes of private research and study and extracts (or indeed, the full report) may be included in professional journals

provided that suitable acknowledgement is made and the reproduction is not associated with any form of advertising. Applications for commercial reproduction should be
addressed to: NIHR Journals Library, National Institute for Health Research, Evaluation, Trials and Studies Coordinating Centre, Alpha House, University of Southampton Science

© Queen'’s Printer and Controller of HMSO 2016. This work was produced by Nyssen et al. under the terms of a commissioning contract issued by the Secretary of State for

Park, Southampton SO16 7NS, UK.



APPENDIX 6

"9|qedijdde 1ou ‘YN

ML 10N

a1ed1dng

payodal elep
[EDLIBWNU ON

o1
pasoubelp 10N

D171 BI0N

ML 10N

ML 10N

a1ed1dng

a1eondng

1s9J91Ul Jo 2dAy
Apnis ay3 10N

ML 10N

uoIsnpPXa
10} uoseay

9¢-¢l

0l

[ARSISIS

[43m<T4

o—LEE

L—¥0E

vZ-1101

SLL

1214}

VN

[8=LL]

(s)ebed

Zl

Ll

VN

0l

¥9

0l

8¢

9L

o

9l

VN

59

VN

99

awinjoA

Youe3s9Y
Jo jeuinor Adesay jeuonednidQ

dUIIPBY dNeWOSOYdASH

AbojoysAs4 jo jeuinor ysinlg

sinoineysag aAIdIPPY

SUDIPSY\ 1BUIOSOYIASY

uoniubo> pue ureig

Ainfuy ureig

Aleiqr7 auesydo) ayy

buussulbu3 pue sadusids
dYy/ ‘g UOII3S Jeuoneuldiu)
S1DRISqY UOHEHSSSId

VN

buiiasuno) pue uonesnpg jusned

|ewanor

(panusauod) suoseas Yum ‘buiuaalds 1xai-||ny Jaye siaded papnpxa 4o 1s17 601 I19V.L

9(9206UILBWIOIRAW YIM UBIP[IYD Ul
9UegINISIp Jojow-enidadiad e :bunumpueH

syuaed Jadued
Ul SS2J1SIP UO SUONDEBISLUI [BIDOS dAlE6aU
JO S1D3}42 AU} SA1LIIPOW BULIM dAISSaIdXT

|BLI} UOIUSAISIUI
2INSOISIP [BUOIIOWD P3||0JIUOD PIZIWIOPUES B
ul buneddiued syuaned Jsdued [ed160j0d3eUAD
Buowe seduaiaylp Aljeuosiad Jo uoneulwexs
Uy ¢UOISSIAXD [BUOIIOWS W04 SH§BUSG OYM

suonuaul bupjuup bupnpai
O} UOIIUDAJSIUI JaLIQ e Se BUnUM aAIssaIdx]

Kioisiy

ewines} yum uswom ui eisabjesadAy Aiepuodss

UO 2INSOPSIP [EUOIOWS UM JO 123443

3SIN0ISIP USNILM
pUE [eJ0 Ul 3dUelSIp aAIHUB0 Jo AlpljeA sy

Ainful peay
PISO[> YLIM SJUSISS|OPE 4O 9SIN0ISIP USIIIAA

(uoneusssip) euwyise
dulelpad Ul yieay pue bunum aaissaidx3

SnJIA AdusidlyapounwwI

uewny yum papsul suosiad

Huowe sawod1N0 BuM dAIssaIdX UO
e1depe aAUbO) JO $103)49 Bunelspo

(Prnq)
syuaned aseasip d1uoiyd 4oy Adelayy Bunpn

uonedidde swoy Joj pajdepe uonUSAISUI
2INSOPSIP [BUONOWS UE JO abueyd
|BUOIIOW-IAINUB0D padnpul pue Ayjiqisead

0661

200¢

L10¢

€10¢

¥10¢

100¢

200¢

€00¢

¥00¢

0661

£00¢

aweyd

’

v seheH ‘[ lueinz

N UdJ34 'V hewey
‘D UOLIOA ‘DS Bjsmodez

N uewpag

‘Or uebl|jIN ‘gs naeg
‘N 18ZJI3H ‘DS IYSMO3ez

D sinoqybiaN

‘INT zabinupoy ‘IND Buno

MIN J3ybBesiy ‘Sr yuws
‘33 bunoA ‘D3 eheydip
S Yd2934D ‘'SQ NOA

W JODOId Y YUWIS ‘NG UOS|IAA

V 1012014 ‘INg UOS|IAA

(7 Jautepn

1 Jaubepp

7 suews|iys

'H Janis ‘D Ja1boy ‘H 1dalian

NIENEEDS)

"[AAr ewis|lig ‘d usauiooq ueA
M\ 19405 “H d1opusPpIA UBA

(s)ioyiny

364

NIHR Journals Library www.journalslibrary.nihr.ac.uk



DOI: 10.3310/hta20270

Appendix 7 List of items required when reporting
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a realist synthesis (RAMESES checklist)

Title

Abstract
2

Introduction

3 Rationale for review

4 Objectives and focus of
review

Methods

5 Changes in the review
process

6 Rationale for using realist
synthesis

7 Scoping the literature

8 Searching processes

9 Selection and appraisal of
documents

10 Data extraction

11 Analysis and synthesis
processes

In the title, identify the document as a realist synthesis or
review

While acknowledging publication requirements and house
style, abstracts should ideally contain brief details of: the
study’s background, review question or objectives; search
strategy; methods of selection, appraisal, analysis and
synthesis of sources; main results; and implications for
practice

Explain why the review is needed and what it is likely to
contribute to existing understanding of the topic area

State the objective(s) of the review and/or the review
question(s). Define and provide a rationale for the focus of
the review

Any changes made to the review process that was initially
planned should be briefly described and justified

Explain why realist synthesis was considered the most
appropriate method to use

Describe and justify the initial process of exploratory scoping
of the literature

While considering specific requirements of the journal or
other publication outlet, state and provide a rationale for
how the iterative searching was done. Provide details on all
of the sources accessed for information in the review.
Where searching in electronic databases has taken place,
the details should include, for example, name of database,
search terms, dates of coverage and date last searched. If
individuals familiar with the relevant literature and/or topic
area were contacted, indicate how they were identified and
selected

Explain how judgements were made about including and
excluding data from documents, and justify these

Describe and explain which data or information were
extracted from the included documents and justify this
selection

Describe the analysis and synthesis processes in detail.
This section should include information on the constructs
analysed and describe the analytic process

vii and viii

6 and 7

169-71

169-71

169-71

Not undertaken

169-71

169-71

169-71

169-71
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APPENDIX 7

Results

12 Document flow diagram

13 Document characteristics
14 Main findings
Discussion

15 Summary of findings

16 Strengths, limitations and
future research directions

17 Comparison with existing
literature

18  Conclusion and
recommendations

19  Funding

Provide details on the number of documents assessed for
eligibility and included in the review, with reasons for
exclusion at each stage, as well as an indication of their
source of origin (e.g. from searching databases, reference
lists and so on). You may consider using the example
templates (which are likely to need modification to suit the
data) that are provided

Provide information on the characteristics of the documents
included in the review

Present the key findings with a specific focus on theory
building and testing

Summarise the main findings, taking into account the
reviews objective(s), research question(s), focus and intended
audience(s)

Discuss both the strengths of the review and its limitations.
These should include (but need not be restricted to)

(a) consideration of all the steps in the review process and
(b) comment on the overall strength of evidence supporting
the explanatory insights which emerged

The limitations identified may point to areas where further
work is needed

Where applicable, compare and contrast the reviews
findings with the existing literature (e.g. other reviews)
on the same topic

List the main implications of the findings and place these in
the context of other relevant literature. If appropriate, offer
recommendations for policy and practice

Provide details of funding source (if any) for the review, the
role played by the funder (if any) and any conflicts of
interests of the reviewers

172-82

172-82

172-82

183-90

183-90

183-90

183-90

183-90
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Appendix 8 Project details
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Does therapeutic writing help people with long-term conditions? Systematic review, realist synthesis and
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Programme Manager
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Project Steering Group Committee

The SGC was formed by the advisors (Carol Ross, Sheila Hayman, Victoria Field) and the Research Team
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