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Abstract
Background
We recently published a systematic review of different healthcare settings (such as outpatient, community or home) for administering intravenous chemotherapy, and concluded that performing conventionally designed randomised trials was difficult. The main problems were achieving adequate trial accrual rates and recruiting a study population which adequately represented the target population of interest. These issues stemmed from the fact that potential participants may have had pre-trial perceptions about the trial settings they may be allocated; such preferences will sometimes be strong enough for patients to decline an invitation to participate in a trial. A patient preference trial design (in which patients can choose, or be randomised to, an intervention) may have obviated these recruitment issues, although none of the trials used such a design. 
Methods
In order to gain a better understanding of the broader prevalence and extent of these preference issues (and any other methodological challenges), we undertook an exploratory review of settings trials in any area of healthcare treatment research. We searched The Cochrane Library and Google Scholar and used snowballing methods to identify trials comparing different healthcare settings. 
Results
Trial accrual was affected by patient preferences for a setting in 15 of the 16 identified studies; birth setting trials were the most markedly affected, with between 68% and 85% of eligible women declining to participate specifically because of preference for a particular healthcare setting. Recruitment into substance abuse and chemotherapy setting studies was also notably affected by preferences. Only four trials used a preference design: the proportion of eligible patients choosing to participate via a preference group ranged from between 33% and 67%.
Conclusions
In trials of healthcare settings, accrual may be seriously affected by patient preferences. The use of trial designs which incorporate a preference component should therefore strongly be considered. When designing such trials, investigators should consider settings to be complex interventions, which are likely to have linked components which may be difficult to control for. Careful thought is also needed regarding the choice of comparator settings and the most appropriate outcome measures to be used.


Background
Although it may seem self-evident that the physical environment of healthcare facilities has the potential to affect health outcomes, only quite recently has there been wide recognition that well-designed physical settings may play such an important role. Research evidence in this area (termed ‘evidence-based design’) has shown that the design of hospital physical environments may influence a range of patient health outcomes; staff outcomes; treatment durations; medication requirements; and may reduce patient, family and staff stress.[1]
However, the effect of healthcare settings - the facilities where health interventions are delivered - may often not be evaluated. This may, in part, be due to deficiencies in knowledge and skills about how valid assessments should be performed, and also what should be evaluated.[2] In the UK, the NIHR (National Institute for Health Research) Health Services and Delivery Research (HS&DR) programme funds research to produce evidence on the quality, accessibility and organisation of health services, including evaluations of how the NHS might improve delivery of services.[3] This area of research covers the study of the effect of different healthcare treatment settings.
We (MC and AE) were part of a team which published a HS&DR-funded systematic review which evaluated the clinical- and cost-effectiveness of different healthcare settings for administering intravenous chemotherapy. We studied the effect of home, community, and outpatient settings on a range of outcomes, which were mostly patient-reported outcomes such as quality of life, preference, satisfaction and social functioning. From the trials identified in the systematic review it was apparent that performing randomised trials which compared settings was difficult, particularly in terms of achieving adequate trial accrual rates and recruiting a study population which adequately represented the target population of interest.[4] 
The inherent nature of settings as interventions means that potential participants may be likely to have pre-trial perceptions (opinions and likely preferences) about the trial settings they may be allocated. For example, some patients may feel anxious about the prospect of receiving treatment in a hospital setting and would rather be treated at home, while others may feel the hospital setting will provide safety and reassurance. These preferences will sometimes be strong enough for eligible patients to decline an invitation to participate in a trial. When performing randomised trials of most kinds of health intervention - though by no means all[5]- this particular type of recruitment problem seems unlikely to result in significant recruitment difficulties. This is because patients typically have little or no experience (real or vicarious) on which to form prior perceptions about at least one of the interventions being evaluated in the trial. It would therefore not be easy for patients to relate the potential benefits and harms of all the interventions due to be studied (and presented in a participant information sheet) to themselves as individuals. So, for many types of intervention, the presentation of information to prospective participants which explains the genuine uncertainty about which intervention might be best, should minimise non-participation rates due to preferences. However, the accrual data from the trials included in our chemotherapy setting systematic review suggested that this may not be the case for setting trials. Indeed, it is likely that some patients may decide not to participate before reading a participant information sheet. 
In our systematic review of chemotherapy settings we concluded that the populations in many of the trials were likely to have been over-represented by hospital-averse (or home-inclined) patients, and under-represented by patients who were keen to receive hospital-based (outpatient) chemotherapy (since the outpatient setting was the only standard of care available to non-participants in nearly all of the trials). These self-selection bias and patient accrual problems appear difficult to overcome by using conventional randomised trial designs. A design which might address such problems is the patient preference trial, of which there are four major types: the Brewin and Bradley design, the comprehensive cohort, the Wennberg design and the Rucker design.[5] The comprehensive cohort design has been used where it is considered that patient preferences may introduce bias if conventional randomisation were to be used.[6] It essentially involves nesting an RCT within a larger observational cohort of patients: ambivalent patients are randomised, and patients with preferences receive their preferred intervention. All (consenting) patients are then followed up. Efficacy estimates would result from the randomised component of the study and any additional influence of motivational factors could be studied by comparing patients randomised to a particular setting with those who chose that same setting.[7] In our systematic review, none of the home chemotherapy trials incorporated a preference design.
Conventionally-designed randomised trials investigating the possible effect of a healthcare setting may therefore give rise to small cohorts of participants with results which have limited relevance, or generalisibility, to other populations (i.e. limited external validity), particularly when the combination of pre-trial preferences and subjective patient-reported outcomes arises. Furthermore, as intervention blinding (masking) is not possible in setting trials, patients randomised to their least-preferred option (often the standard care setting) may be more likely to withdraw from the trial, due to the disappointment of not being allocated the newer (or more appealing) setting. This kind of patient reaction to treatment allocation is often termed resentful demoralisation.[8] In light of the findings in our systematic review, and in order to gain a better understanding of the prevalence and extent of these preference and recruitment issues, we undertook an exploratory review of settings trials in any area of healthcare treatment research. While examining these trials we also sought to identify any other setting-related methodological challenges which may be useful to document to help inform the planning and design of future trials. The importance of a consideration of the study designs used in this area of research is particularly relevant, given the call from NHS England’s Chief Executive for changes in service delivery to be tested as rigorously as new treatments.[9]
Methods
We began by searching The Cochrane Library and Google Scholar for relevant studies (or reviews which might include relevant studies). This review was exploratory and search terms were not pre-defined; searching was an evolving, iterative process which utilised search terms such as ‘setting’, ‘home’, ‘community’, ‘home-based’ and ‘inpatient versus outpatient’ (and vice versa). Snowballing methods - such as pursuing references of references and using Google Scholar’s citation search facility - were then used to identify further studies. This has been shown to be a particularly efficient use of search time in reviews of complex evidence.[10] There were no date restrictions.
We included trials where a study objective was to compare the effects of different healthcare settings (i.e. the facilities where health interventions are delivered). For the assessment of the effect of preference on trial recruitment, randomised trials, or studies which consisted of both a randomised cohort and a cohort of patients who chose their treatments, were eligible. The randomisation-only trials had to report the numbers of eligible patients who opted not to be randomised, together with reasons for non-participation. Trials which did not meet these criteria were nevertheless examined for whether any other setting-related challenges with trial conduct were evident. For reasons of practicality, home exercise studies were only considered for cardiac rehabilitation interventions (since a large number of trials with interventions which incorporate home exercise exist). Studies which were stopped early due to recruitment difficulties were eligible.
Results
Effect of preferences on accrual and withdrawals for trials not offering a preference option
Table 1 lists the healthcare setting studies identified, with details on how preferences affected patient participation. In addition to intravenous chemotherapy, the clinical areas covered included: opioid dependence, alcohol abuse, cocaine abuse, giving birth, acute pulmonary embolism, deep vein thrombosis, and cardiac rehabilitation. 
Trial recruitment was affected by patient preferences for a setting in 15 of the 16 identified studies. Birth setting trials were the most markedly affected, with between 68% and 85% of eligible women declining to participate specifically because of preference for a particular setting. Variation was evident across the intravenous chemotherapy trials with between 0% and 38% of eligible patients declining participation due to a setting preference. Recruitment into substance abuse studies was also notably affected by setting preferences with 67% of opioid abusers, 33% of alcohol abusers, and 33% of cocaine abusers opting not to be randomised. 
Two trials were stopped early: the OUTREACH trial was stopped due to poor accrual[11] and the Remonnay cross-over trial was stopped because 95% of participants expressed a preference for home treatment.[12] The latter trial aimed to recruit 160 patients but was stopped when only 52 had been recruited; data from 10 patients who did not participate because they did not want home treatment were seemingly not considered when interpreting the 95% preference result which triggered the trial to be stopped. It was also unclear how many patients were not invited to participate due to lack of physician consent (which was required as an inclusion criterion).[12] Clinician views and preferences certainly had some impact on accrual in the OUTREACH trial; the trial authors stated that despite support from clinical colleagues at the trial design stage, in practice clinicians were reluctant to refer patients to the trial, with patient (and staff) safety being a key concern.[11]
In contrast to the data on patient accrual into trials, the attrition of patients due to setting preferences did not generally appear to be a problem. Although the reporting of withdrawals was limited in several trials, only one trial reported notable numbers of post-randomisation withdrawals (11%) for setting reasons.[13]
Effect of preferences on accrual and withdrawals for trials using a preference design
Of the 16 healthcare settings studies identified, only four used a patient preference design in which patients could either opt for randomisation, or for their choice of setting (the shaded studies in Table 1).[14-17] The proportion of eligible patients choosing to participate via a preference group ranged from between 33% and 67%. Some advantages of this study design are illustrated by comparing the two cardiac rehabilitation studies in Table 1: one used conventional randomisation alone[18] and one used a comprehensive cohort design.[16] Both trials were performed in England, recruiting around the same time (between 2002 and 2004[18], and between 2000 and 2003[16]). Although both studies randomised a similar proportion of eligible patients (around 40%), the comprehensive cohort study recruited a further 45% of eligible patients by giving them a choice of setting. The comprehensive cohort trial recruited 82% of eligible patients compared with 43% in the trial offering only randomisation. In the latter trial, 28% of eligible patients ‘did not wish to take part in a research study’. A further advantage of the comprehensive cohort design was the lack of self-selection bias: 7% of eligible participants in the randomisation-only trial did not participate because they wanted the hospital setting, which was standard care.[18] It is possible that this trial may have had an inflated proportion of patients (at baseline) who preferred the home setting (since participating in the trial was the only way of receiving home treatment). However, in some areas of clinical research even the use of a preference trial may still not prevent the recruitment of a narrower population than desired. This was evidenced by the trial of rehabilitation in male alcoholics: half the eligible patients ‘refused participation in research’.[15] 
Other methodological challenges associated with setting studies
Our exploratory review also found evidence suggesting that the following issues should be considered when planning a setting study.
Choice of outcome measures 
The choice of outcome assessment measures to be used may warrant additional thought (beyond the considerations needed when evaluating conventional healthcare interventions). Some of the outcome measures available to investigators studying healthcare settings may have only been used previously to evaluate therapeutic interventions, and may therefore not be sensitive enough to detect the benefits associated with a setting. For example, across the home chemotherapy trials, the available quality of life tools tended to focus heavily on physical functioning, rather than on issues such as the time and energy available to patients.[4]  
Other key outcomes often which are often evaluated in setting trials are patient satisfaction and patient preference (i.e. post-trial preference). Assessing satisfaction with childbirth settings has been reported as being difficult; satisfaction is determined by a wide variety of factors, so reducing it to a single ordinal outcome may be meaningless.[19] Depending on the study in question, decisions will therefore need to be made on the trade-off between the speed and simplicity of using a single-item measure, and the useful detail provided by more time-consuming multi-item questionnaires.[20] Where patient preference is deemed an important outcome, a study design with a cross-over component should be considered - wherever feasible - since each patient should (theoretically) experience both settings. However, cross-over designs should only really be used for studying patients with relatively stable disease states. Although preferences were studied in many of the home chemotherapy cross-over trials, only one trial investigated strength of preference, which proved to be an important assessment: around a third of patients changed their setting preference when they were told their preferred setting was to involve an extra hour of waiting.[13] Results from trials which do not consider strength of preference may therefore have limited use. With these examples in mind, the collection of qualitative patient data should strongly be considered to help evaluate the full range of benefits that different settings may offer. Qualitative data generated from interviews with patients and healthcare professionals before and after a trial can also provide valuable insight regarding barriers to recruitment as well as patients’ healthcare priorities.[11]
Consideration of settings as complex interventions
Complex interventions are characterised according to several criteria including the number of interacting components, the number and difficulty of behaviours required by those delivering or receiving the intervention, and the degree of intervention flexibility or tailoring permitted.[21] Organisational and care parameters are very likely to form important intervention components when settings are studied. The individual effects of the different, yet interacting components of a setting intervention can be difficult to elucidate. It is therefore likely that most healthcare settings should be considered complex interventions when being evaluated in a trial. 
This complexity could make evaluation of any ‘setting effect’ problematic: some investigators may even need to consider whether attempting to study the setting will be viable at all. The following example illustrates how different staff attitudes across settings can have implications for the conduct and results of a trial. An RCT of inpatient versus outpatient opioid detoxification was undertaken because previous trials had methodological limitations - the key one being that different medication regimens had been used in each setting, so the opportunity to study the impact of setting on the likelihood of success had been missed.[22] The newer trial therefore aimed to administer the same medical treatment regimen, for the same period, in an inpatient and an outpatient setting. The same clinical protocol was used for inpatient and outpatient staff, although all staff were given some flexibility in administering the protocol (clinicians could increase the period of full-dose lofexidine by up to 7 days, if clinically indicated). However, at the end of the trial, the outpatient group had received a significantly longer mean medicated period than the inpatient group (17.9 days versus 11.2 days) which was linked to the greater flexibility applied by the outpatient staff. Furthermore, although the protocol required clinicians to terminate the detoxification if a patient tested positive for opioids, cocaine, amphetamine, or unprescribed benzodiazepines, no guidance was provided for cannabis. This led to an unanticipated difference in practice with outpatient nurses routinely ignoring positive cannabis test results, and inpatient staff adopting a strict zero-tolerance approach to all illicit drugs. Other medication differences may have arisen due to the fact that inpatients were supervised in taking all of their medication whereas outpatients were not. Although attempts to control for possible confounders are commendable, this examples suggests this approach should nevertheless be tempered by an acceptance that setting interventions have multiple components which may be inherently linked and may be difficult to control for.
Choice of comparator settings
Another issue to consider when designing a setting trial is how ‘standard’ or ‘usual’ the usual care setting is and how likely it is to vary across study sites. New healthcare settings should only be trialled in locations where there appears to be a need. The relevance of this issue was exemplified in a trial of intermediate care clinics for diabetes (ICCD, which are community-based) which were compared with usual GP care (with referral to secondary care as required).[23] This was a cluster randomised trial (randomising 49 GP practices) performed across three English primary care trusts. The trial had recruitment problems, with GPs not referring enough patients: only 16% of those eligible were recruited. One of the reasons for this was the variation in the amount of referrals made by practices and professionals. Those making a higher number of referrals tended to view intermediate care clinics as a higher level of care, while those making few referrals were usually from practices with significant diabetes expertise and skills and were therefore less likely to regard intermediate care as offering more than could be offered in-house.[24] 
Discussion
The results from our exploratory review suggest that, in trials of healthcare settings, accrual may be seriously affected by patient preferences. The use of trial designs which incorporate a preference component should be more widely adopted when settings are being trialled, since results from conventional RCTs may have very limited applicability to wider patient populations. There may also be important consequences of the small sample sizes which often result from conventional RCTs: trials showing no effect may simply be underpowered to detect effects which might truly exist, or trials with statistically significant results may in fact be reporting chance effects. Investigators planning a trial in this area of research may also need to view the settings as complex interventions which have linked components which may be difficult to control for. Careful consideration may also be needed regarding decisions on which comparator settings and outcome assessment measures might be most appropriate.
The results of a systematic review of preference trials across a broad range of interventions have indicated that although preference groups can sometimes yield different results to randomised groups, self-selected patients do often have similar outcomes to randomised patients.[6] However, those differences in results which were seen in trials in this review were more frequently found to be significant in the smaller studies; this finding is important for our exploratory review since 10 of the 16 studies in Table 1 randomised fewer than 100 patients. Where findings indicate no differences between randomised and preference cohorts, it should also be considered that this may be a reflection of patients choosing a particular treatment for reasons other than believing it will be the most effective (in terms of improvements in key trial outcomes). For example, alcohol abusers may prefer inpatient treatment because they want a safe, comfortable place to stay, or they may prefer outpatient treatment as it may not interfere as much with their daily routines.[15] So, effects on patient-perceived quality of life (such as improved relationships, self-awareness and activities of daily living) may be more important to some patients than the effect on the alcohol and drug related outcomes important to the trial investigator.[26]
In our exploratory review very limited data were available on why patients had preferences which resulted in the offer of participation being declined. One identified study (not tabulated due to the limited detail on reasons for non-participation) did nevertheless highlight that travel issues may adversely affect recruitment. It was an RCT of inpatient versus outpatient chronic pain management; a post-hoc analysis study, which focussed on the effects of patient preference, found that the high rates of refusal to be randomised resulted from the difficulty in traveling from home to hospital. Travel was more demanding for outpatients (in time and costs) than for inpatients. Recruitment was also affected by an unanticipated predominance of patients referred from distant locations; patients living further from the treatment unit were found to be less likely to agree to randomisation.[25]
The common theme linking all the methodological issues discussed in our exploratory review is their potential to affect the external validity of trial results. External validity, also sometimes referred to as applicability or generalisability, is the extent to which a result can be reasonably likely to be replicated when applied to a definable group of patients in a particular clinical setting. Lack of external validity is a common criticism by clinicians of RCTs, systematic reviews and guidelines. However, quantification of external validity can be difficult, requiring clinical rather than statistical expertise and a detailed understanding of the particular clinical condition under study and its management in routine clinical practice.[27-29] Assessments of external validity can prove particularly difficult when the information needed is either poorly defined or not reported. The requirement for providing sufficient details on intervention protocols may be especially important as complex interventions may work best if tailored to local circumstances, rather than being completely standardised; clarity in the reporting of how much change or adaptation is permissible is therefore desirable.[21] Both the complexity of the components of setting interventions, and the variability in how patients are recruited (which ultimately causes variability in who is recruited) has implications for how practicable it may be for the trialled interventions to be replicated by other organisations. 
Implications for future studies
It appears likely that most of the RCTs identified in our study would have benefitted from using a preference design, although it was unclear why so few of the studies actually gave patients the option of choosing their setting. Perhaps it was due to a lack of knowledge of the existence of such designs, or a fear of straying from the RCT gold standard; the use of less well-known designs may lead to difficulties when acquiring funding, or approvals from ethics or other regulatory committees. Our hope is that in the future, both setting trialists and funders might consider different, arguably more appropriate, methodological approaches than those offered by conventional randomised trial designs. Regardless of the study methods used by investigators, the importance of performing feasibility studies in this area of research cannot be over-stated. Furthermore, any subsequent larger studies should begin with a pilot phase.
In addition to potentially offering improved trial accrual and external validity, patient preference trials may produce more useful estimates of likely rates of uptake of the different settings to help inform future service provision. They may also provide enough data to more clearly identify any setting-related safety issues (which appeared to be one of the key clinician concerns about the implementation of a home or community chemotherapy service[11]). Larger studies might also enable useful assessments to be made of whether setting-related issues which are important to patients vary according to patient characteristics. For example, for patients receiving chemotherapy, waiting times may be more important for patients who are working, whereas transport issues may be more important for elderly patients.
Limitations
Being exploratory, our review does have limitations. The purpose of the study was to identify challenges and issues which may sometimes be encountered in setting trials in order that they might be minimised in future trials. We did not aim to comprehensively and systematically identify all setting trials, and accept that some relevant studies will not have been identified. Nevertheless, a strength of this study is that we did consider studies from any type of clinical setting in order to try and detect a range of methodological issues. Disappointingly, but perhaps unsurprisingly, our assessment of the impact of preferences on trial recruitment was constrained by the limited reporting of what happened to patients before they were randomised. Many trials did not report adequate details on eligible patients who were not randomised, which limited the number of trials available to us for studying the recruitment outcomes reported in Table 1. Although the CONSORT guidelines (for reporting parallel-group randomised trials) state that the number of patients assessed for eligibility should be reported, it makes little reference of the numbers of eligible patients who were not randomised, and suggests that measures of external validity are arguably less important than the other flow diagram counts.[30] We think that in this area of study the reporting of data to inform external validity is very important. The lack of such data in trial reports may not necessarily be due to limited reporting, but might instead be due to poor trial data acquisition and collation methods. 
Conclusions
In trials of healthcare settings, accrual may be seriously affected by patient preferences. The use of trial designs which incorporate a preference component should therefore strongly be considered. Investigators should consider the implications of the fact that many settings are likely to be complex interventions, which have linked components which may be difficult to control for. When planning setting trials, careful thought is also needed regarding the choice of comparator settings and the most appropriate outcome assessment measures to be used.

List of abbreviations
CONSORT Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials
GP General Practitioner
HS&DR Health Services and Delivery Research
ICCD Intermediate Care Clinics for Diabetes 
NHS National Health Service
RCT Randomized controlled trial
Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable
Consent for publication
Not applicable
Availability of data and materials
All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this published article
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Funding
This study was funded by an NIHR HS&DR project grant. The funders had no role in the design or analysis of the study, nor in the decision to submit this publication.
Authors’ contributions
MC conceived the study, developed its design and coordination, identified studies, extracted and analysed the data, drafted the manuscript and coordinated the authors’ comments. JW contributed to the interpretation of data, and helped to revise the manuscript. AE participated in the design of the study, contributed to the interpretation of data, and helped to revise the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.
Acknowledgements
Not applicable

References
1. Ulrich RS, Zimring C, Zhu XM, DuBose J, Seo HB, Choi YS et al. A Review of the Research Literature on Evidence-Based Healthcare Design. Herd-Health Env Res. 2008;1(3):61-125. 
2. Elf M, Frost P, Lindahl G, Wijk H. Shared decision making in designing new healthcare environments-time to begin improving quality. BMC Health Serv Res. 2015;15. doi:DOI 10.1186/s12913-015-0782-7.
3. The NIHR Health Services and Delivery Research (HS&DR) Programme. Applying for research funding. Southampton: HS&DR Programme, National Institue for Health Research2013.
4. Corbett M, Heirs M, Rose M, Smith A, Stirk L, Richardson G et al. The delivery of chemotherapy at home: an evidence synthesis. Health Services and Delivery Research. 2015;3(14):1-182. 
5. Kowalski CJ, Mrdjenovich AJ. Patient preference clinical trials: why and when they will sometimes be preferred. Perspect Biol Med. 2013;56(1):18-35. doi:10.1353/pbm.2013.0004.
6. King M, Nazareth I, Lampe F, Bower P, Chandler M, Morou M et al. Impact of participant and physician intervention preferences on randomized trials. A systematic review. JAMA. 2005;293(9):1089-99. 
7. Brewin CR, Bradley C. Patient preferences and randomised clinical trials. BMJ. 1989;299(6694):313-5. doi:10.1136/bmj.a1864.
8. Bradley C. Designing Medical and Educational Intervention Studies - a Review of Some Alternatives to Conventional Randomized Controlled Trials. Diabetes Care. 1993;16(2):509-18. 
9. Moberly T. Service redesign should be tested as rigorously as new treatments, NHS chief says. BMJ. 2014;348:g3744. 
10. Greenhalgh T, Peacock R. Effectiveness and efficiency of search methods in systematic reviews of complex evidence: audit of primary sources. BMJ (Clinical research ed ). 2005;331(7524):1064-5. 
11. Corrie PG, Moody AM, Armstrong G, Nolasco S, Lao-Sirieix S, Bavister L et al. Is community treatment best? A randomised trial comparing delivery of  cancer treatment in the hospital, home and GP surgery. Br J Cancer. 2013;109(6):1549-55. doi:10.1038/bjc.2013.414.
12. Remonnay R, Devaux Y, Chauvin F, Dubost E, Carrere MO. Economic evaluation of antineoplastic chemotherapy administered at home or in hospitals. Int J Technol Assess Health Care. 2002;18(3):508-19. 
13. King MT, Hall J, Caleo S, Gurney HP, Harnett PR. Home or hospital? An evaluation of the costs, preferences, and outcomes of domiciliary chemotherapy. Int J Health Serv. 2000;30(3):557-79. doi:10.2190/CY03-EV15-K38Y-X4AA.
14. McKay JR, Alterman AI, McLellan AT, Boardman CR, Mulvaney FD, O'Brien CP. Random versus nonrandom assignment in the evaluation of treatment for cocaine abusers. J Consult Clin Psychol. 1998;66(4):697-701. 
15. McKay JR, Alterman AI, McLellan AT, Snider EC, O'Brien CP. Effect of random versus nonrandom assignment in a comparison of inpatient and day hospital rehabilitation for male alcoholics. J Consult Clin Psychol. 1995;63(1):70-8. 
16. Dalal HM, Evans PH, Campbell JL, Taylor RS, Watt A, Read KL et al. Home-based versus hospital-based rehabilitation after myocardial infarction: a randomized trial with preference arms -Cornwall Heart Attack Rehabilitation Management Study (CHARMS). Int J Cardiol. 2007;119(2):202-11. doi:10.1016/j.ijcard.2006.11.018.
17. Gossop M, Johns A, Green L. Opiate withdrawal: inpatient versus outpatient programmes and preferred versus random assignment to treatment. BMJ. 1986;293:103-4. doi:10.1136/bmj.293.6539.103.
18. Jolly K, Taylor R, Lip G, Greenfield S, Raftery J, Mant J et al. The Birmingham Rehabilitation Uptake Maximisation Study (BRUM). Home-based compared with hospital-based cardiac rehabilitation in a multi-ethnic population: cost-effectiveness and patient adherence. Health Technol Assess. 2007;11(35):1-118. 
19. Hundley VA, Milne JM, Glazener CMA, Mollison J. Satisfaction and the three C's: continuity, choice and control. Women's views from a randomised controlled trial of midwife-led care. BJOG: An International Journal of Obstetrics & Gynaecology. 1997;104(11):1273-80. doi:10.1111/j.1471-0528.1997.tb10974.x.
20. Speight J. Assessing patient satisfaction: Concepts, applications, and measurement. Value Health. 2005;8:S6-S8. doi:DOI 10.1111/j.1524-4733.2005.00071.x.
21. Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, Michie S, Nazareth I, Petticrew M. Developing and evaluating complex interventions: the new Medical Research Council guidance. BMJ. 2008;337(7676). doi:DOI 10.1136/bmj.a1655.
22. Day E, Strang J. Outpatient versus inpatient opioid detoxification: a randomized controlled trial. J Subst Abuse Treat. 2011;40(1):56-66. doi:10.1016/j.jsat.2010.08.007.
23. Wilson A, O'Hare JP, Hardy A, Raymond N, Szczepura A, Crossman R et al. Evaluation of the clinical and cost effectiveness of intermediate care clinics for diabetes (ICCD): a multicentre cluster randomised controlled trial. PLoS One. 2014;9(4):e93964. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0093964.
24. Wilson A, Hardy A, Armstrong N, Baines D, Baker R, Crossman R et al. A cluster randomised controlled trial of the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of intermediate care clinics for diabetes (ICCD). Final report. Southampton: NIHR Service Delivery and Organisation programme 2013.
25. de C Williams DC, Nicholas MK, Richardson PH, Pither CE, Fernandes J. Generalizing from a controlled trial: the effects of patient preference versus randomization on the outcome of inpatient versus outpatient chronic pain management. Pain. 1993;83:57-65. 
26. Thurgood S, Crosby H, Raistrick D, Tober G. Service user, family and friends' views on the meaning of a 'good outcome' of treatment for an addiction problem. Drug-Educ Prev Polic. 2014;21(4):324-32. doi:10.3109/09687637.2014.899987.
27. Rothwell PM. Commentary: External validity of results of randomized trials: disentangling a complex concept. Int J Epidemiol. 2010;39(1):94-6. doi:DOI 10.1093/ije/dyp305.
28. Burchett H, Umoquit M, Dobrow M. How do we know when research from one setting can be useful in another? A review of external validity, applicability and transferability frameworks. J Health Serv Res Policy. 2011;16(4):238-44. doi:10.1258/jhsrp.2011.010124.
29. Green LW, Glasgow RE. Evaluating the relevance, generalization, and applicability of research - Issues in external validation and translation methodology. Evaluation & the Health Professions. 2006;29(1):126-53. doi:10.1177/0163278705284445.
30. Moher D, Hopewell S, Schulz KF, Montori V, Gotzsche PC, Devereaux PJ et al. CONSORT 2010 explanation and elaboration: updated guidelines for reporting parallel group randomised trials. BMJ. 2010;340:869. doi:10.1136/bmj.c869.

[image: K:\CRD\Home chemotherapy\Setting paper\table 1 part 1.PNG]


[image: K:\CRD\Home chemotherapy\Setting paper\table 1 part 2.PNG]
Key:
Grey-shaded studies used a patient preference design, all other studies used randomisation only.
Numbers in brackets are % of the potentially eligible patients
a Italicised settings are those available outside of the trial (where information to assess this is reported)
b May be an underestimate of patients actually eligible as ‘clinicians were reluctant to refer patients to the trial’ 
c Trials stopped early  
d Patients ‘registered in the chemotherapy in the home program’
(X) Cross-over trial 
LMWH low-molecular-weight heparin (subcutaneous) 
SH standard heparin (intravenous)
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Table 1: Effect of preferences on accrual and withdrawal in healthcare setting studies reporting reasons for non-participation
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Borras[30] E3 T m T R 709 Voluntary withdrawal - 1 home

Home vs outpatient 56 outpatient

Corrie etal[10] o8 3 267) 376 |36 |30 | 97(389) ‘Timited details about the 23

(OUTREACH) 35 (17) wanted hospital withdrawals, though ‘mainly due

Home vs local GP 16(8) did not want GP surgery to disease progression

surgery vs outpatient 2(1) did not want home

King[12] (%) 7 7(3) T Q) R T S patients revoked consent for

Home vs outpatient 4(4.6) wanted hospital ‘home setting after experiencing

3 (3 4) did not want home ‘hospital settng

Remomay (11100 | 62 10 (16) did not want home T T 60 [ 520%) None

Home vs outpatient

Rischin31] (X) £ 7(15) wanted home Eyes) ® 0 36D 2 (one wanted only home sefting

Home vs outpatient “overlooked ‘and one wanted only hospital)

Stevens32] (X) 30 T38) HE) T 2z 268 7 children who started i the

Home vs outpatient 16 (32) wanted hospital ‘hospital group withdrew after

3(6) did not want home commencing the study

‘Opioid dependence

Gossop etal[17] EJ 0 (67) chose to participate via preference. | - - hu3 2003) hu3

Tnpatient vs ‘groups (group mumbers not reported)

outpatient

Place of birth

Hendrixetal[33] | 116 7968 EEeD) 0 300 m R (though only one 1 patient

Home s home-like randomised)

outpatient

Dowswelletal34] | 71 60 (84.3) T T R (55 None

(Feasibility study) 47(66.2) wanted home

Home\s outpatient 13 (18 3)wanted hospital

Bymeetal[35] home- | 863 662 (77 T T R 00 @) Ttransfer to birthing centre.

like outpatient vs 343 (40) wanted home-like oupatient (following a request)

outpatient 319 (37) wanted outpatient

Alcohol abuse

McKay 1905[15] | 288 96 (33) chose to participate via preference. | 0 TG0 [ AR 0] hu3

Inpatientvs groups: 65 outpatient, 31 inpatient
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Trial and settings" | Number of ‘Number (%) not randomised Target | Number (%) | Post-randomisation
potentially [ For setting-related preference reasons | Reasons | Other | sample | randomised | withdrawals which are, or could
eligible notgiven | reasons | size be, setting-related
patients or unclear

outpatient

Cocaine abuse

McKay 1908[14] [ 171 56 (33) chose fo participate via preference_| 0 T R TI5(67) N although ipatiens hada

Tnpatient vs ‘groups: 37 (22) outpatient, 19 (11) inpatient significantly higherrate of

outpatient treatment completion than

outpatients

Acute pulmonary embokism

Aueskyetal[36] | 470 5 (18) 0 7@ |30 3HT) 7 ipatients withdrew consent

Inpatientvs 61(13) refused outpatient care

outpatient 24 (5) refused inpatient care

Deep vein thrombosis

Levine etal[37] 739 T35 (18) T 05 [ 500 300 (68) None

Home (LMWH) vs 128 (17) wanted admission to hospital

inpatient (SH) 7(1) did not want admission to hospital

Cardiac rehabilitation

Dalal etal[16] 77 126 (45) chose to participate via preference | 49 (18) hu3 07 0567 Tnclear

Homevs outpatient | (1site) ‘eroups 72 (26) home, 54 (19) hospital

Tolly etal[18] Home | 1207 83 (7) wanted hospital 62 | B166 |55 @) None

vs outpatient (Asites





