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B 
The results below are from an analysis similar to the main article, except that for this 
analysis four additional Rheumatology journals are included in the set of abstracts. This 
resulted in the following additional abstracts included in the analysis (table 1): 
 
Table 1: Additional abstracts in the analysis 

 Development 
set 

(relevant) 

Validation set 
(relevant) 

Total 
(relevant) 

Annals of the Rheumatic Diseases 200 (0) 240 (2) 440 (2) 

Arthritis care & research 144 (2) 134 (0) 278 (2) 

Arthritis research & therapy 162 (0) 152 (0) 314 (0) 

Arthritis and rheumatism 273 (0) 253 (0) 526 (0) 

Total 779 (2) 779 (2) 1558 (4) 

 
Four additional papers were identified that were considered relevant: 
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Heiberg, T., Lie, E., van der Heijde, D., & Kvien, T. K. (2011). Sleep problems are of higher 
priority for improvement for patients with ankylosing spondylitis than for patients 
with other inflammatory arthropathies. Ann Rheum Dis, 70(5), 872-873. doi: 
10.1136/ard.2010.133793 

Mann, C., & Gooberman-Hill, R. (2011). Health care provision for osteoarthritis: 
concordance between what patients would like and what health professionals think 
they should have. Arthritis Care Res (Hoboken), 63(7), 963-972. doi: 
10.1002/acr.20459 

van Hulst, L. T., Kievit, W., van Bommel, R., van Riel, P. L., & Fraenkel, L. (2011). Rheumatoid 
arthritis patients and rheumatologists approach the decision to escalate care 
differently: results of a maximum difference scaling experiment. Arthritis Care Res 
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Table 2 and 3 show the results of the methods to create optimal filters using both single 
terms and combinations thereof including the abstracts mentioned above. 
 

  



Table 2. Single term with the best sensitivity, best specificity, and lowest NNR for detecting 
articles reporting on patient preferences on treatment outcomes. 

Search term Se (%) [95% CI] Sp (%) [95% CI] Ac (%) NNR 

Best sensitivity*     
"Delivery of Health Care"[mesh] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 76.7 [75.6 - 77.9] 76.7 104.4 
Healthcare[mh] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 76.7 [75.6 - 77.9] 76.7 104.4 
Relat*[tiab] 71.4 [70.2 - 72.7] 79.0 [77.8 - 80.1] 79.0 103.7 

     
Best specificity*     
Logit 28.6 [27.3 - 29.8] 99.8 [99.7 - 99.9] 99.6 3.0 
"Patient Preference"[mesh] 42.9 [41.5 - 44.2] 99.4 [99.2 - 99.6] 99.3 5.7 
Preferen*[ti] 42.9 [41.5 - 44.2] 99.4 [99.2 - 99.6] 99.3 5.7 

     
Best accuracy*     
Logit 28.6 [27.3 - 29.8] 99.8 [99.7 - 99.9] 99.6 3.0 
"Patient Preference"[mesh] 42.9 [41.5 - 44.2] 99.4 [99.2 - 99.6] 99.3 5.7 
Preferen*[ti] 42.9 [41.5 - 44.2] 99.4 [99.2 - 99.6] 99.3 5.7 

     
Lowest NNR*     
Logit 28.6 [27.3 - 29.8] 99.8 [99.7 - 99.9] 99.6 3.0 
"Patient Preference"[mesh] 42.9 [41.5 - 44.2] 99.4 [99.2 - 99.6] 99.3 5.7 
Preferen*[ti] 42.9 [41.5 - 44.2] 99.4 [99.2 - 99.6] 99.3 5.7 

Se: Sensitivity, Sp: Specificity, Ac: Accuracy, NNR: Number Needed to Read, [tiab] = 
title/abstract, words and numbers included in the title, collection title, abstract, and other 
abstract of a citation, [ti] = title, words and numbers included in the title or collection title. 
*Keeping sensitivity >=25%, specificity >=75%, and accuracy >= 75%. 

 



Table 3. Combinations of search terms with the best sensitivity, best specificity, and lowest NNR for detecting articles reporting on patient preferences on 
treatment outcomes (keeping sensitivity > 75%, specificity > 50%, and accuracy > 75%) 
Search term Development set         Validation set       

Best sensitivity Se (%) [95% CI] Sp (%) [95% CI] Ac (%) NNR  Se (%) [95% CI] Sp (%) [95% CI] Ac (%) NNR 

"Patient Satisfaction"[mesh] OR prescrib*[tiab] OR 
experiment*[tiab] OR preferen*[ti] 100.0 [100 - 100] 93.8 [93.2 - 94.5]  93.8 22.5  75.0 [73.8 - 76.2] 93.3 [92.6 - 94.0] 93.3 37.1 
choice* OR practitioner*[tiab] OR preferen*[ti] OR 
prescrib*[tiab] 100.0 [100 - 100] 93.8 [93.1 - 94.5]  93.8 22.6  83.3 [82.3 - 84.4] 93.6 [92.9 - 94..3] 93.5 32.6 
"Patient Satisfaction"[mesh] OR ask*[tiab] OR 
preferen*[ti] OR prescrib*[tiab] 100.0 [100 - 100] 93.6 [92.9 - 94.2]  93.8 23.5  75.0 [73.8 - 76.2] 94.0 [93.3 - 94.7] 94.0 33.3 
          

Best specificity          

"Patient Preference"[mesh] OR adheren*[tw] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 96.3 [95.8 - 96.9]  96.3 17.3  58.3 [57.0 - 59.7] 95.7 [95.2 - 96.3] 95.6 31.0 

choice* OR practitioner*[tiab] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 96.0 [95.5 - 96.6]  96.0 18.6  58.3 [57.0 - 59.7] 95.6 [95.0 - 96.2] 95.5 31.7 

"Patient Satisfaction"[mesh] OR preferen*[tiab] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 95.9 [95.4 - 96.5]  95.9 19.0  75.0 [73.8 - 76.2] 96.0 [95.4 - 96.5] 95.9 23.0 
          

Best accuracy          

"Patient Preference"[mesh] OR adheren*[tw] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 96.3 [95.8 - 96.9]  96.3 17.3  58.3 [57.0 - 59.7] 95.7 [95.2 - 96.3] 95.6 31.0 

choice* OR practitioner*[tiab] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 96.0 [95.5 - 96.6]  96.0 18.6  58.3 [57.0 - 59.7] 95.6 [95.0 - 96.2] 95.5 31.7 

"Patient Satisfaction"[mesh] OR preferen*[tiab] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 95.9 [95.4 - 96.5]  95.9 19.0  75.0 [73.8 - 76.2] 96.0 [95.4 - 96.5] 95.9 23.0 
          

Lowest NNR          

"Patient Preference"[mesh] OR adheren*[tw] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 96.3 [95.8 - 96.9]  96.3 17.3  58.3 [57.0 - 59.7] 95.7 [95.2 - 96.3] 95.6 31.0 
"Patient Satisfaction"[mesh] OR prescrib*[tiab] OR 
preferen*[ti] 92.9 [92.1 - 93.6] 95.3 [94.7 - 95.9]  95.3 18.7  75.0 [73.8 - 76.2] 95.4 [94.8 - 96.0] 95.4 25.7 

Choice* or practitioner*[tiab] 78.6 [77.4 - 79.7] 96.0 [95.5 - 96.6] 96.0 18.6  58.3 [57.0 - 59.7] 95.6 [95.0 - 96.2] 95.5 31.7 

Se: Sensitivity, Sp: Specificity, Ac: Accuracy, NNR: Number needed to read, [tw]: text word field, [sh]: MeSH subheading field, [tiab]: title or abstract field, 
[mesh]: MeSH term field 

 




