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Abstract 

A large number of randomized controlled trials (RCTs) on psychological interventions for 

adult posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) have been published. We aimed at providing a 

comprehensive quantitative summary covering short and long-term efficacy, acceptability 

and trial quality. We conducted systematic searches in bibliographical databases to identify 

RCTs examining the efficacy (standardized mean differences in PTSD severity, SMDs) and 

acceptability (relative risk of all-cause dropout, RR) of trauma-focused cognitive behaviour 

therapy (TF-CBT), Eye Movement Desensitization and Reprocessing (EMDR), other trauma-

focused psychological interventions (other-TF-PIs) and non-trauma-focused psychological 

interventions (non-TF-PIs) compared to each other or to passive or active control conditions. 

Hundred-fifty-seven RCTs met inclusion criteria comprising 11,565, 4,830 and 3,338 patients 

at post-treatment assessment, ≤ 5 months follow-up and > 5 months follow-up, respectively. 

TF-CBT was by fore the most frequently examined intervention. We performed random 

effects network meta-analyses (efficacy) and pairwise meta-analyses (acceptability). All 

therapies produced large effects compared to passive control conditions (SMDs ≥ 0.80) at 

post-treatment. Compared to active control conditions, TF-CBT and EMDR yielded medium 

treatment effects (SMDs ≥ 0.50 < 0.80), and other-TF-PIs and non-TF-PIs yielded small 

treatment effects (SMDs ≥ 0.20 < 0.50). Interventions did not differ in their short-term 

efficacy, yet TF-CBT was more effective than non-TF-PIs (SMD = 0.17) and other-TF-PIs 

(SMD = 0.30). Results remained robust in sensitivity and outlier-adjusted analyses. Similar 

results were found for long-term efficacy. Interventions also did not differ in terms of their 

acceptability, except for TF-CBT being associated with a slightly increased risk of dropout 

compared to non-TF-PIs (RR=1.36; 95% CI: 1.08-1.70). In sum, interventions with and 

without trauma focus appear effective and acceptable in the treatment of adult PTSD. TF-

CBT is by far the most well-researched intervention and yields the highest efficacy. 

However, TF-CBT appears somewhat less acceptable than non-TF-PIs. 
 

Keywords: PTSD, psychological intervention, trauma-focused cognitive behaviour therapy, 

EMDR, trauma focus, non-trauma-focused, efficacy, acceptability, quality, delivery format, 

network meta-analysis 
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Introduction 

Post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) is a common condition that often follows a 

chronic course if left untreated and puts a substantial burden on affected individuals and 

society at large1-3. Recent wars, pandemics and natural disasters illustrate the high prevalence 

of trauma exposure in the general population4-7. Since a substantial minority of individuals 

will develop PTSD in the aftermath of trauma exposure, its effective treatment remains a 

national and global health priority. Psychological interventions are recommended as the first-

line treatment for PTSD in leading treatment guidelines8. Over the past four decades, a range 

of psychological interventions for PTSD in adulthood were developed and their efficacy and 

acceptability have been examined in numerous randomized controlled trials (RCTs). Several 

recent pairwise meta-analyses9-11 and network meta-analyses12-15 (NMAs) found evidence of 

large short-term and long-term efficacy of psychological interventions relative to passive 

control conditions, moderate short-term and long-term efficacy compared to active control 

conditions and adequate acceptability of psychological interventions with similar or slightly 

higher dropout rates relative to control conditions. Trauma focused cognitive behaviour 

therapy (TF-CBT) is the most well-researched psychological intervention for PTSD, followed 

by Eye Movement Desensitization and Reprocessing (EMDR). However, the evidence base 

for other psychological interventions with or without trauma focus (other-TF-PIs & non-TF-

PIs) is expanding, and the debate on whether a trauma focus is necessary for high efficacy in 

PTSD treatment continues. Advocates of non-TF-PIs have postulated that these interventions 

may be equally effective and yet more acceptable than trauma-focused psychological 

interventions because patients do not need to get exposed to distressing traumatic 

memories16.  

A comprehensive NMA may inform about the relative efficacy and acceptability of 

trauma-focused psychological interventions relative to non-trauma-focused psychological 

interventions. This method allows integrating data from direct and indirect treatment 

comparisons and provides estimates of the relative effect of any given pair of interventions 

within the network of included interventions. That is, NMAs include comparisons between 

pairs of interventions that have never been evaluated within an individual RCT. NMAs may 

yield more precise estimates than the direct estimates produced in pairwise meta-analyses17. 

While three NMAs have recently been published in the field of PTSD, the present NMA adds 

to these in four main regards. First and foremost, a comprehensive NMA is lacking. Two 

recently published NMAs focused on one specific psychological intervention rather than all 

psychological interventions 13,14 and the other NMA15 is based on a search performed in 
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January 2018 with 90 included RCTs compared to 157 included RCTs in the present NMA. 

Second, no NMA has adequately investigated the impact of trial quality, which may bias 

quantitative summaries of clinical research18. While trial quality was assessed in all previous 

NMAs and qualitative judgments were reported in terms of the general risk of bias and the 

general level of confidence in study conclusions, the potential impact of risk of bias on 

treatment effects was not examined (e.g., analyses including only trials with a low risk of 

bias). Third, the only recent NMA on the efficacy of all psychological interventions15 did not 

examine the potential impact of varying treatment delivery formats on outcome estimates 

(e.g., group TF-CBT and individual TF-CBT were merged in their analyses). Fourth, a 

comprehensive NMA of long-term efficacy is lacking. Mavranezouli et al.15 included follow-

up data up to 4 months post-treatment. However, various studies reported longer follow-up 

assessments such as twelve months19. To this end, we conducted a comprehensive NMA of 

RCTs on the short-term and long-term efficacy and acceptability of psychological 

interventions with and without trauma focus for adult PTSD while statistically controlling for 

trial quality and treatment delivery format.  

 

 

Method 

The aims and methods of the present NMA were pre-registered with the PROSPERO 

database (CRD42020206290). This NMA adheres to the Preferred Reporting Items for 

Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses (PRISMA) guidelines for NMAs20. See Appendix A 

(in the supplementary information) for the PRISMA checklist. The systematic literature 

search, data extractions, and quality ratings were carried out independently by at least two 

authors. We defined the main structured research question outlining the Population, 

Intervention, Comparison, Outcome, and Study design (PICOS) as follows: in adult 

individuals with diagnosed PTSD (P), how do psychological interventions with or without 

trauma focus (I), compared to control conditions (C), perform in terms of their efficacy and 

acceptability in reducing adult PTSD (O) in randomized controlled trials (S)? 

 

Identification and selection of studies 

For the timespan from inception to September 2020, we relied on our previous 

literature search10. For the timespan thereafter and up to April 21st 2022, we conducted a new 

systematic literature search by applying the same search strategy. THH and MJ carried out 
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the systematic literature search. Discrepancies were discussed amongst THH, MJ and NM. 

We searched MEDLINE, PsycINFO, Web of Science and PTSDpubs with multi-field 

searches (titles, abstracts and key words) utilizing various Thesaurus and MeSH search terms 

for PTSD as well as treatment (see Appendix B for the search string). No restrictions on 

language or format of publication (e.g., dissertations or book chapters) were applied. We also 

inspected 176 related qualitative and quantitative reviews for further eligible trials. See 

Appendix C for their references. We further searched the US Veteran Affairs trial registry 

and the reference lists of included trials for further eligible trials. 

 

Identification and selection of studies 

In line with our previous study10, we included trials that met all of the following 

inclusion criteria: 1) random group allocation, 2) at least one arm investigating the efficacy of 

a psychological intervention was compared to either a control condition (passive or active) or 

to another psychological intervention from a different intervention family (see below), 3) 

mean age of sample ≥ 18 years, 4) at least ten participants analysed per comparison group, 5) 

PTSD was the primary complaint and primary treatment target, 6) at least 70% of the total 

participants were diagnosed with PTSD at baseline by means of a (semi-)structured interview 

based on PTSD criteria reported in any iteration of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of 

Mental Disorders (DSM21) or the International Statistical Classification of Diseases (ICD22). 

RCTs were excluded if they included only patients with PTSD and comorbid substance use 

disorders23 or comorbid traumatic brain injury24. Other than that, comorbidities were allowed 

as long as inclusion criterion 5) was met. Attentional trainings25 and attentional bias 

modification trainings26 were not deemed to belong to the category of psychological 

interventions and excluded. In cases where all inclusion criteria were met but the reporting 

was insufficient to calculate effect sizes, we contacted the corresponding author of the given 

publication via e-mail. In case of no response, we sent a reminder e-mail one month later in 

an attempt to obtain the relevant data. If we did not receive a response, the respective study 

was not included. 

 

Quality assessment 

Risk of bias was independently assessed by THH and AK by means of eight quality 

criteria reported by Cuijpers et al.18. These criteria were originally based on the Cochrane 

Collaboration criteria to assess the methodological validity of clinical research27 and criteria 

to assess the quality of evidence-based treatment delivery28. Criteria were scored 
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dichotomously leading to a possible quality sum score ranging from 0 to 8. Trials met the 

respective quality criterion when: 1) 100% of the included participants were diagnosed with 

PTSD at baseline by means of a diagnostic interview, 2) a treatment manual was followed 

and sufficiently reported on, 3) therapists were trained to apply the particular manual, 4) the 

treatment integrity was formally checked (e.g., regular supervision or standardized 

quantitative ratings of recordings), 5) intention-to-treat (ITT) results were reported, 6) N ≥ 50 

(i.e., n1 + n2 ≥ 50), 7) a valid randomization procedure was performed, and 8) PTSD 

outcomes were assessed by blinded assessors or by self-report measures. Multi-arm trials 

may receive different quality sum scores per comparison in the light of varying group sizes 

(see quality criterion 6). In case of insufficient or missing reporting, the respective trial was 

rated as not meeting the given quality criterion. Trials were categorized as high-quality (i.e., 

low risk of bias) when at least seven quality criteria were met18. Initial agreement on 

independent ratings was good (90.31%). Disagreements were discussed and solved amongst 

THH, AK and NM. See the quality assessment tool in Appendix D and the quality ratings per 

trial in Appendix E. 

 

Categorization of interventions and control conditions 

We divided psychological interventions into the following four categories: TF-CBT, 

EMDR, other-TF-PIs (e.g., imagery rehearsal therapy29) and non-TF-PIs (e.g., present 

centered therapy30). While several different interventions belonged to the other-TF-PIs and 

non-TF-PIs categories, there were too few trials to analyse these separately. With respect to 

TF-CBT, various interventions that share the core denominator of being based on CBT 

principles and involving a focus on the memory of the trauma(s) and/or trauma meaning have 

been applied in RCTs for PTSD. In the present NMA, the term TF-CBT is therefore an 

umbrella term for interventions such as cognitive therapy31, prolonged exposure32 or narrative 

exposure therapy33. Control conditions were divided into active control conditions (e.g., 

supportive counseling or treatment-as-usual) and passive control conditions (e.g., wait-list 

control or minimal attention). See Appendix F for categorizations of interventions and control 

conditions.  

 

Categorization of assessment timepoints 

The following three assessment timepoints were distinguished for the efficacy 

estimates: post-treatment (i.e., treatment endpoint), follow up 1 (FU1, ≤ five months after 

treatment termination) and follow-up 2 (FU2, > five months after treatment termination). In 
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cases where several assessments fell into the FU1 category, the one closest to five months 

was chosen. In cases where several assessments fell into the FU2 category, the longest 

assessment was chosen. Since we were interested in the acceptability of psychological 

interventions rather than the acceptability of being part of a clinical trial (i.e., doing repeated 

assessments over time), we focused on all-cause dropout rates between randomization until 

treatment endpoint. 

 

Data extraction 

THH, MJ and AK independently extracted data. Disagreements were discussed 

between THH, MJ, AK, and NM. We extracted characteristics of the study (e.g., country of 

conduct, completer vs intention-to-treat analyses), participants (e.g., mean age, percentage 

females), interventions and control conditions (e.g., delivery format), and outcome data 

(sample size, mean & standard deviation per group at post-treatment, FU1 and FU2; all-cause 

dropout pre to post-treatment). When a trial included two psychological interventions from 

the same family, the primary intervention as indicated by the authors was chosen. For 

example, cognitive processing therapy rather than prolonged exposure therapy was chosen for 

Resick et al.34. When a trial included two variants of the same psychological intervention, we 

chose the bona fide variant. For example, in trials investigating the potential influence of 

session frequency on treatment efficacy, we included the psychological interventions 

delivered at ordinary frequency and excluded the extraordinary (i.e., intensely) delivered 

psychological interventions30,35. If available, we prioritized clinician-based PTSD outcome 

data such as the Clinician-Administered PTSD Scale (CAPS36) over self-report data. 

Similarly, intention-to-treat (ITT) data were prioritized over completer data. 

 

Outcomes 

Relative short and long-term efficacy were estimated with standardized mean 

differences (Hedges’ g) of PTSD symptom severity37. Acceptability was estimated via 

relative risk (RR) of all-cause dropout.  

 

Statistical analysis 

Data processing and statistical analyses were performed in R (version 3.6.1)38 

utilizing the packages dplyr39, Rcpp40, readxl41, netmeta42, and metafor43. All analyses were 

based on a statistical significance level of α = .05. We calculated random effects NMAs 

because substantial heterogeneity was to be expected due to the high diversity in 
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interventions and high diversity in populations studied. The netmeta package uses a 

frequentist weighted least squares approach. Hedges’ g (standardized mean differences, 

SMDs) were calculated by subtracting the group mean of the second group from the group 

mean of the first group, dividing the difference by the pooled standard deviation and then 

multiplying the quotient with the sample size correction factor J = 1 – (3/(4df - 1)37. 

Following Cohen's conventions, SMDs may be interpreted as small (0.20), medium (0.50), 

and large (0.80)44. Effect sizes were reported with their 95% confidence intervals. To check 

whether the transitivity assumption was met, we compared whether comparison dyads 

differed on important patient characteristics (e.g., mean age of sample) and/or trial 

characteristics (e.g., trial quality). Furthermore, we checked for inconsistency in the global 

network20,42 and locally (i.e., per comparison) with net heat plots45 and the net splitting 

method46. We calculated 𝜏𝜏2 and I2 to estimate heterogeneity in outcomes47. The latter 

indicates the proportion of the total variance in outcomes attributable to 𝜏𝜏2 and may be 

interpreted as low (25%), moderate (50%), and high (75%)48. Furthermore, we calculated 𝑄𝑄het 

as a measure of heterogeneity within comparison designs and 𝑄𝑄inc as measure of 

heterogeneity between comparison designs49. To check for potential small-study effects and 

publication bias, we performed Egger’s test of asymmetry50 and inspected funnel plots. We 

defined outliers as observations that were at least 3.3 standard deviations above or below the 

pooled SMDs51. When we detected a minimum of one outlier, we conducted outlier-adjusted 

analyses. We further performed two sensitivity analyses for the NMAs of efficacy: a) 

analyses including only trials with low risk of bias (i.e., high-quality trials, see above); b) 

analyses including only trials delivering psychological interventions individually and face-to-

face (i.e., excluding trials with other delivery formats such as group therapy or technology-

based delivery which mainly belonged to TF-CBT potentially violating the transitivity 

assumption). We also calculated the surface under the cumulative ranking (SUCRA) for the 

data on short and long-term efficacy per assessment timepoint for the main as well as the 

sensitivity analyses to rank interventions by efficacy. 

Estimating the relative acceptability was impeded by the fact that various studies 

reported zero pre to post-treatment dropout for all groups, which may bias results in 

(network) meta-analyses52,53. Consequently, we chose to calculate relative risk with pairwise 

meta-analyses because the calculation of relative risk excludes all comparisons with absolute 

risks of zero for both groups. Pairwise meta-analyses were only conducted when the evidence 

base for a given comparison was sufficiently large (i.e., k ≥ 4)10. Random effects pairwise 
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meta-analyses were conducted because we expected large heterogeneity in outcomes due to 

large variability in populations and interventions studied. Relative risk is calculated by 

dividing the absolute risk (i.e., proportion of all-cause dropout) in the first comparison group 

by the absolute risk in the second comparison group. A relative risk of 1 indicates an equal 

risk among the two groups, a relative risk of below 1 indicates a lower risk in the first 

comparison group compared to the second comparison group and vice versa. We calculated 

95% confidence intervals of relative risk around the I2-statistics with the non-central chi-

squared-based approach54. We also calculated the pooled proportions of all-cause dropout per 

group in percent to provide an estimate of the general incidence of all-cause dropout per 

group. To summarize proportions, we conducted random effects pairwise meta-analyses of 

Freeman-Tukey double arcsine transformed prevalence proportions with the inverse variance 

method55. Furthermore, Agresti–Coull 95% confidence intervals were calculated56. 

Heterogeneity in outcomes was estimated by Q-statistics and the I²-statistics. As 

recommended57, we performed the Egger’s test of asymmetry to detect potential publication 

bias only when the evidence base was sufficiently large (i.e., k ≥ 10). In case Egger’s test 

indicated significant asymmetry, we used the trim-and-fill method and reported asymmetry-

adjusted results58. As in the NMAs, we conducted and reported outlier-adjusted pairwise 

meta-analyses when at least one outlier was identified (see definition above). 

 

Results 

Study selection and characteristics 

 The examination of titles and abstracts led to the exclusion of 5,526 references. Of 

206 full-texts screened, 21 reported on eligible RCTs. As such, a total of 157 RCTs were 

included (including 136 RCTs from our previous search10) comprising 11,565, 4,830 and 

3,338 adult patients at post-treatment assessment, ≤ five months follow-up and > five months 

follow-up, respectively. Figure 1 depicts the corresponding PRISMA flow chart of the study 

selection process and search synthesis. 

 

- Figure 1 about here - 

 

The vast majority of published trials (87%) were conducted in Western countries. 

Across all 157 RCTs (i.e., unweighted mean), participants were on average 39.80 years old 

and 59% of them were females. Thirty-eight trials (24%) included only female participants, 

fifteen trials (10%) only male participants and the remaining 66% of trials both sexes. A little 
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less than half of the trials (41%) included participants with diverse trauma history and the 

remaining trials included participants with a specific trauma history, the most prevalent 

specific trauma history being combat (21% of trials) and sexual assault (17% of trials). Nine 

trials (6%) included exclusively participants who experienced their index trauma during 

childhood. Seventy-five trials (48%) reported on concurrent intake of psychotropic 

medication (i.e., whether participants were allowed to remain on a stable regimen of 

psychotropics during the treatment phase or not and how many participants were medicated 

during trial). Only eight trials (11% of those reporting on psychotropics) administered 

psychological interventions strictly as monotherapy (i.e., prohibiting participants to take any 

psychotropic medication during treatment16,59-65). Across trials reporting on concurrent intake 

of psychotropics, about 48% of participants were taking at least one psychotropic during 

psychological treatment.  

On average, total treatment length across psychological interventions was 921 

minutes (SD = 757 minutes) with an average of 11 treatment sessions (SD = 5 sessions). 

Most trials (82%) reported on the frequency of therapy sessions. Of these, three in four trials 

(75%) administered psychological interventions on a weekly session basis and the other 

quarter administered the psychological interventions with higher frequency such as twice 

weekly66. Trial quality was moderate on average (mean = 5.81 out of 8, SD = 1.46). Most 

trials included only participants meeting PTSD diagnostic criterial at baseline (90%), utilized 

a treatment manual (85%), involved manual-trained study therapists (80%), checked 

treatment integrity (77%), utilized a valid randomization procedure (62%) and assessed 

outcomes blinded to treatment allocation (86%). About half of the included trials reported 

results based on intention-to-treat analyses (53%, rather than completer analyses), involved a 

well-powered sample size (N ≥ 50, 48%) and utilized the gold standard PTSD measure, the 

CAPS (53%) as (one of the) outcome measure(s). About three in four trials (78%) delivered 

psychological interventions in individual face-to-face format. Other delivery formats were 

group therapy67, couple therapy68, internet/technology-based interventions either completely 

or mainly delivered remotely69,70 or face-to-face technology-aided interventions such as 

3MDR (i.e., a virtual reality-assisted version of EMDR71). Results of six trials were included 

in the analyses of follow-up data only. One of these trials reported data on fewer than ten 

participants in the control condition at the post-treatment assessment72 and the other five 

trials did not conduct post-treatment assessments61,73-76. See Appendices F and G for a 

comprehensive overview of trial characteristics per included trial and a list of their 

references, respectively. 
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Network graph and assumption checks 

See Figure 2 for the network graph of the post-treatment assessment data and 

Appendices H and I for the network graphs for FU1 and FU2, respectively, and Appendix J 

for the number of trials per dyad for all NMAs including the sensitivity analyses. The vast 

majority of trials investigated the efficacy of TF-CBT. See Figure 3 for a bean plot on the 

distribution of participants’ mean age across comparison dyads and Appendix K for a bean 

plot on the distribution of the proportions of females in the total sample and Appendix L for a 

general comparison of participant and study characteristics across comparison dyads.  

 

- Figure 2 and 3 about here - 

 

 

Network meta-analysis on short-term efficacy 

At post-treatment assessment, the random effects NMA yielded large effect sizes for 

all psychological interventions when compared to passive control conditions (i.e., SMDs ≥ 

0.8, 𝑝𝑝 < .001). Compared to active control conditions, TF-CBT and EMDR were moderately 

more effective in reducing PTSD (i.e., SMDs > 0.5, 𝑝𝑝 < .001) and other-TF-PIs and non-TF-

PIs were slightly more effective (i.e., SMDs between 0.2 and 0.5, 𝑝𝑝 < .05). Psychological 

interventions did not differ significantly in their efficacy with two exceptions. TF-CBT was 

found more effective than other-TF-PIs (SMD = 0.30, 𝑝𝑝 = .033) and non-TF-PIs (SMD = 

0.17, 𝑝𝑝 = .017). Heterogeneity and inconsistency were large and significant within but not 

between comparison groups (𝜏𝜏2 = 0.16, 𝐼𝐼2 = 69.10%; 𝑄𝑄total = 533.22, df = 165, 𝑝𝑝 < .001; 𝑄𝑄ℎ𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 

= 499.04, df = 141, 𝑝𝑝 < .001; 𝑄𝑄𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 34.14, df = 24, 𝑝𝑝 = .082). See Table 1 for an overview of 

the results and Appendices M and N for forest plots of short-term efficacy with passive 

control conditions and non-TF-PIs as reference groups, respectively, as well as Appendix O 

for the funnel plot (including the result of the Egger’s test) of all comparisons that included a 

control condition and Appendix P for the netheat plot. The NMA yielded very similar results 

when outliers were removed and the heterogeneity remained high (see Appendix Q for an 

overview and Appendix R for a funnel plot).  

 

Sensitivity analyses 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

12 
 

At the post-treatment assessment, about one in three trials (38%, k = 57) were 

classified as high-quality with low risk of bias (i.e., meeting at least seven of the eight quality 

criteria) and about three in four trials (73%, k = 110) delivered the psychological 

intervention(s) individually face-to-face. In the sensitivity analyses in which we controlled 

for the potential impact of risk of bias and heterogeneity in treatment delivery formats, results 

remained by and large the same. See Table 1 for an overview of the results and Appendix Q 

for the outlier-adjusted results.  

- Table 1 about here - 

 

Network meta-analysis on long-term efficacy 

Sixty-five and 37 trials included data collected at FU1 and FU2 assessments, 

respectively. Follow-up assessments were conducted on average 3.18 months (SD = 1.56 

months) and 8.14 months (SD = 2.78 months) after the end of treatment, respectively. At FU1 

(i.e., ≤ five months after the end of treatment), TF-CBT (SMD = 0.92, 95% CI: 0.71-1.13), 

EMDR (SMD = 0.84, 95% CI: 0.50-1.18) and other-TF-PIs (SMD = 0.80, 95% CI: 0.12-

1.10) produced large effect sizes compared to passive control conditions and non-TF-PIs 

produced moderate effect sizes (SMD = 0.69, 95% CI: 0.44-0.93). Compared to active 

control conditions at FU1, TF-CBT produced moderate effect sizes (SMD = 0.56, 95% CI: 

0.38-0.74) whereas EMDR (SMD = 0.48, 95% CI: 0.14-0.82) and non-TF-PIs (SMD = 0.33, 

95% CI: 0.12-0.54) produced small effect sizes. Other-TF-PIs, however, were not found more 

effective than active control conditions (SMD = 0.44, 95% CI: -0.20-1.08). Generally, 

psychological interventions did not differ in terms of their efficacy at FU1 except TF-CBT 

being more effective than non-TF-PIs (SMD = 0.23, 95% CI: 0.06-0.40). Heterogeneity and 

inconsistency were moderate to large and highly significant within as well as between 

comparison groups (𝜏𝜏2 = 0.12, 𝐼𝐼2 = 64.00%; 𝑄𝑄total = 177.74, df = 64, 𝑝𝑝 < .001; 𝑄𝑄ℎ𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 = 146.93, 

df = 52, 𝑝𝑝 < .001; 𝑄𝑄𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 30.66, df = 12, 𝑝𝑝 = .002). See Table 2 for an overview of results and 

Appendices S and T for forest plots of relative efficacy at FU1 with passive control 

conditions and non-TF-PIs as reference groups, respectively, as well as Appendix U for the 

funnel plot excluding head-to-head comparisons. Egger’s test was significant (see Appendix 

U). After removing outliers, however, Egger’s test was not significant anymore (see 

Appendix V). The netheat plot can be found in Appendix W. Results remained robust when 
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outliers were removed and heterogeneity decreased somewhat but remained significant (see 

Appendix X).  

At FU2 (i.e., > five months after the end of treatment), TF-CBT (SMD = 0.71, 95% 

CI: 0.43-0.98), other-TF-PIs (SMD = 0.62, 95% CI: 0.18-1.05) and non-TF-PIs (SMD = 0.51, 

95% CI: 0.19-0.82) were moderately more effective than passive control conditions. 

However, SMDs for the latter two categories of psychological interventions were estimated 

via indirect comparisons only. EMDR was found slighlty more effective than passive control 

conditions, and with only one available direct comparison (SMD = 0.42, 95% CI: 0.01-0.89). 

Results for the comparison to active control conditions were similar to those for the 

comparison to passive control conditions, with TF-CBT robustly yielding the largest SMDs. 

There was no evidence of differences in efficacy between PIs. Yet, TF-CBT appeared 

somewhat more effective than non-TF-PIs (SMD = 0.20, 95% CI: 0.04-0.35). Noteworthy, 

trials examining the long-term efficacy of other-TF-PIs and EMDR were scarce and trials on 

non-TF-PIs were limited to the comparison with TF-CBT. Heterogeneity and inconsistency 

were moderate and statistically significant between, but not within, comparison groups (𝜏𝜏2 = 

0.04, 𝐼𝐼2 = 45.00%; 𝑄𝑄total = 61.84, df = 34, 𝑝𝑝 = .002; 𝑄𝑄ℎ𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 = 49.31, df = 28, 𝑝𝑝 = .008; 𝑄𝑄𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 

12.51, df = 6, 𝑝𝑝 = .052). See Table 2 for an overview of the results and Appendices Y and Z 

for forest plots of the relative efficacy at FU1 with passive control conditions and non-TF-PIs 

as reference groups, respectively, as well as Appendix AA and AB for the funnel plot and 

outlier-corrected funnel plot, respectively. The Egger’s test was non-significant in both the 

main analysis and the outlier-adjusted analysis (see Appendix AA & Appendix AB, 

respectively). See Appendix AC for the netheat plot. Results remained robust when outliers 

were removed and heterogeneity decreased somewhat but remained significant (see Appendix 

X). 

 

Sensitivity analyses 

At FU1, 39% of trials (k = 26) were classified as high-quality and 69% (k = 46) 

delivered the PI(s) individually face-to-face. At FU2, 53% of trials (k = 20) were classified as 

high-quality and 84% (k = 32) delivered the psychological intervention(s) individually face-

to-face. Due to lacking trials and thus statistical power, the only feasible sensitivity analysis 

concerned the FU1 data for which it was possible to conduct a sensitivity analysis of trials 

that delivered psychological interventions individually face-to-face. Results remained were 
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very similar to the main analysis (see Table 2) also when one outlier was removed (see 

Appendix X). 

 

- Table 2 about here - 

 

Ranking of efficacy 

 TF-CBT was robustly the best ranking psychological intervention category across 

timepoints in both main analyses and sensitivity analyses. EMDR was robustly the second-

best ranking psychological intervention category apart from the FU2 for which other-TF-PIs 

were the second-best ranking psychological intervention category. Notably, trials assessing 

PTSD outcomes beyond five months after the end of treatment (i.e., FU2) remain generally 

scarce for all psychological intervention categories apart from TF-CBT and results are 

therefore to be regarded and interpreted with due caution (see Table 3 for all SUCRA results). 

 

- Table 3 about here - 

 

Pairwise meta-analyses of acceptability 

Most psychological interventions did not differ significantly from the control conditions in 

terms of their acceptability as measured by the relative risk (RR) of all-cause dropout from 

pre to post-treatment assessment. TF-CBT (RR=1.53; 95% CI: 1.23-1.90) and other-TF-PIs 

(RR=1.35; 95% CI: 1.00-1.83) were found somewhat less acceptable compared to passive 

control conditions. None of the psychological interventions differed from active control 

conditions in terms of acceptability. Data for other-TF-PIs in comparison to active control 

conditions were too scarce to allow for meta-analytic review. The only comparisons amongst 

psychological interventions with a sufficient number of trials were TF-CBT with EMDR and 

TF-CBT with non-TF-PIs. While no evidence was found for a differential acceptability of 

TF-CBT compared to EMDR, TF-CBT was found to be somewhat less acceptable than non-

TF-PIs (RR=1.36; 95% CI: 1.08-1.70). Outlier-adjusted analyses as well as trim-and-fill-

adjusted analyses yielded similar results. Across the various comparisons, dropout rates for 

psychological interventions ranged from about one in eight (12.17% for EMDR) to about one 

in four participants (26.34% for other-TF-PIs) and for control conditions from about one in 
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13 (7.90% for passive control conditions) to about one in five participants (20.56% for active 

control conditions). See Table 4 for an overview of all results.  

- Table 4 about here - 

 

Discussion 

The aim of this study was to comprehensively summarize the comparative short-term and 

long-term efficacy and acceptability of PIs for adult PTSD while controlling for trial quality 

and treatment delivery format. The up-to-date systematic literature search yielded 157 

eligible trials. The vast majority of these investigated the efficacy and acceptability of TF-

CBT. All psychological interventions were effective in the short-term and in the long-term 

when compared to control conditions, with TF-CBT consistently yielding the most favourable 

results. TF-CBT was also the only psychological intervention that distinguished itself from 

other psychological interventions. TF-CBT was more effective than non-TF-PIs in most 

analyses and across timepoints. The pairwise meta-analyses of the relative acceptability 

yielded similar or slightly higher dropout rates for psychological interventions compared to 

passive control conditions and similar dropout rates relative to active control conditions. The 

only difference in acceptability between PIs was found for TF-CBT compared to non-TF-PIs, 

with the former being somewhat less acceptable. 

 

Comparison with previous research 

Our results are in line with previous reviews. Most previous network and pairwise 

meta-analyses concluded that TF-CBT and EMDR are similarly effective in the treatment of 

adult PTSD9,15,77,78. However, one pairwise meta-analysis79 involving 11 trials concluded that 

EMDR outperforms TF-CBT. The data in our network meta-analysis, which are better suited 

to assess the relative efficacy of TF-CBT vs EMDR, indicate that these two treatments are 

similarly effective. As such, our findings support current treatment guidelines, most of which 

recommend these two interventions as first-line treatments8. Notably, the substantial gap in 

accumulated evidence particularly in terms of long-term outcomes precludes strong 

conclusions regarding the long-term efficacy of EMDR and some treatment guidelines do 

favor TF-CBT over EMDR in their recommendations80. More research is needed to draw 

firmer conclusions.  
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Furthermore, the present study is also in line with previous network and pairwise 

meta-analyses that did find higher efficacy of TF-CBT compared to non-TF-PIs in the short-

run (i.e., at post-treatment assessment9,15,77). The relative long-term efficacy of TF-CBT and 

non-TF-PIs beyond four months follow-ups has not been analyzed yet in an NMA. A recent 

meta-analysis on the long-term efficacy of psychological interventions for adult PTSD 

concluded that TF-CBT and non-TF-PIs are similarly effective11. The present NMA is at odds 

with these findings by yielding superior long-term efficacy of TF-CBT over non-TF-PIs. 

Since our more recent search (i.e., performed in April 2022 vs. November 2019) resulted in a 

higher number of included trials, the present NMA had more power to find significant 

differences. Various trials on non-TF-PIs81 have been published after Weber et al’s11 search. 

Research on trauma-focused psychological interventions other than TF-CBT and EMDR 

remains scarce with very few studies evaluating long-term efficacy. 

Psychological interventions for adult PTSD appear more effective than psychological 

interventions more generally, that is, across mental disorders. A recent umbrella review and 

meta-analysis82 summarized findings of 3,782 RCTs (N = 650,514 patients) on the efficacy of 

psychological interventions and pharmacotherapies for the treatment of various mental 

disorders and found a pooled SMD of 0.34 (95% CI: 0.26-0.42) for psychological 

interventions as monotherapy compared to placebo or treatment-as-usual, which is 

substantially below the SMDs found for psychological interventions in the present NMA 

(e.g., SMD of TF-CBT vs active control conditions at post-treatment assessment = 0.60). 

Similar results have been reported elsewhere. For instance, psychological interventions for 

PTSD produce larger treatment effects than psychological interventions for other anxiety-

related disorders83.  

Our results on acceptability are in line with a recent review of meta-analyses 

concluding that dropout rates tend to be higher in TF-CBT compared to other psychological 

interventions.84 Results are also mostly in line with a recent meta-analysis on the safety of 

psychological interventions summarizing 56 RCTs and concluding that psychological 

interventions were not associated with increased incidences of harms (i.e., deterioration, 

adverse events and serious adverse events) when compared to passive or active control 

conditions85. Rather, psychological interventions were safer than control conditions (both 

active and passive) in terms of deterioration risk. One difference to the present results was 

reported. While in the present work, we found TF-CBT to be somewhat less acceptable than 

non-TF-PIs, TF-CBT was found as safe as non-TF-PIs in terms of deterioration and adverse 
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events and safer than non-TF-PIs in terms of severe adverse events in the other meta-analysis. 

This suggests that more patients prematurely drop out from TF-CBT than non-TF-PIs, yet 

patients receiving TF-CBT treatment do not appear to be at an increased risk of experiencing 

harms and a decreased risk of severe adverse events. 

 

Strengths and limitations 

Our study represents the first NMA of adult PTSD that comprehensively reports on 

both short-term and long-term efficacy of psychological interventions while statistically 

controlling for the potential influence of trial quality and varying delivery formats on 

outcomes. Inclusion criteria were strict to ensure validity of analyses. Trials with high risk of 

chance findings (i.e., N < 20) were excluded. We further increased internal validity by only 

including trials with largely clinical samples (i.e., ≥ 70% PTSD rate) and adherence to gold 

standard diagnostic procedures (i.e., diagnostic interview to assess eligibility of participants). 

Despite the strict inclusion criteria, a substantial evidence base of 157 RCTs was included. 

Yet, the present NMA has certain limitations. The main limitation concerns the heterogeneity 

in some of our psychological interventions categories as well as the active control conditions 

category. Other-TF-PIs and non-TF-PIs are a conglomerate of different psychological 

interventions with the common denominator that they do not belong to TF-CBT or EMDR. 

Our decision to merge interventions in these rather heterogenous categories was based on the 

availability of trials. As more trials accumulate, more fine-grained approaches of 

categorizations with sufficient power will become feasible. The content of active control 

conditions is very context dependent and heterogenous86. Future research may bring forward 

more sophisticated ways of subcategorizing active control conditions into more homogenous 

subcategories. Another limitation concerns the operationalization of treatment acceptability. 

A comparison of all-cause dropout rates across trial arms is just a proxy of acceptability and 

other ways of operationalizing and comparing acceptability should be brought forward. 

However, this operationalization has been used widely in NMAs14, including NMAs of other 

mental disorders such as major depression87,88. The present study did not investigate other 

important clinical outcomes such as response and remission rates or the tolerability of 

interventions. While being important, these were not our focus. Lastly, our definition of high-

quality trials (i.e., trials with low risk of bias) can be criticized. Other authors have used a 

cut-off score of eight (out of eight) fulfilled quality criteria18 and we have used at least seven. 
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This choice was based on an attempt to balance out strict criteria for the definition of high-

quality trials and power consideration for the sensitivity analyses. A threshold of at least 

seven (out of eight) has been used before for similar reasons.89 As more high-quality trials 

accumulate, more conservative sensitivity analyses (with sufficient power) will become 

feasible.  

 

Implication for clinical practice 

The present results are reassuring for clinicians and patients because they illustrate 

that effective and acceptable psychological interventions for the treatment of adult PTSD 

exist. Most evidence and certainty exist for the short-term and long-term efficacy of TF-CBT 

in the treatment of adult PTSD. TF-CBT furthermore appears acceptable with only slightly 

higher all-cause discontinuation rates compared to passive control conditions and non-TF-PIs 

and no differences compared to active control conditions or EMDR. Other psychological 

interventions with and without trauma focus also appear to be effective and acceptable 

though these results are to be regarded with due caution in the light of considerably less 

available evidence. Though somewhat less acceptable, TF-CBT was found significantly more 

effective than non-TF-PIs immediately after treatment as well as across follow-ups. Some 

treatment guidelines do recommend treatment of adult PTSD with non-TF-PIs90. The 

evidence shows that non-TF-PIs do appear to be an effective (though somewhat less 

effective) alternative treatment, which, however, should rather be considered when treatment 

with TF-CBT or EMDR is not feasible, not effective or not in line with patient preferences. 

 

Implications for future research 

The present NMA is a significant first step in examining the differential short-term 

and long-term efficacy and acceptability of psychological interventions with or without 

trauma focus for adult PTSD. However, once enough research has accumulated to warrant 

sufficient statistical power, future meta-analytic research needs to further differentiate 

interventions within the non-TF-PIs and other-TF-PIs categories. Furthermore, the evidence 

base of trials assessing long-term efficacy remains scarce for all psychological interventions 

except TF-CBT. To allow for firmer conclusions regarding the relative long-term efficacy, 

more trials with long-term assessments of efficacy are needed. Additionally, future research 
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needs to investigate potential moderating effects of other delivery formats than individual 

face-to-face delivery on outcomes. Once more trials accumulate, sensitivity analyses of trials 

delivering psychological interventions in group format or technology-based will become 

feasible. 

 

Conclusions 

The current evidence base suggests that bona fide psychological interventions are 

effective and acceptable in the treatment of PTSD relative to control conditions. However, 

TF-CBT is both the most well researched psychological intervention to date as well as the 

psychological intervention with most favourable results in terms of its short-term and long-

term efficacy. TF-CBT was the only psychological intervention that distinguished itself from 

other psychological interventions with higher efficacy compared to non-TF-PIs. Results 

remained robust across outlier-adjusted analysis and sensitivity analyses. Psychological 

interventions were also generally acceptable with similar or only slightly increased risk of 

dropout compared to control conditions. Psychological interventions generally did not differ 

in their acceptability except for TF-CBT being somewhat less acceptable compared to non-

TF-PIs. More research on psychological interventions other than TF-CBT is needed 

particularly evaluating long-term treatment efficacy to draw firmer conclusions in terms of 

overall and relative efficacy and acceptability. 

  

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

20 
 

Data availability 
All data analysed were extracted from published journal articles. No new data were created. 
The datasets and the R scripts are available on request via e-mail to the first author. 

Funding 
This research received no specific grant from any funding agency, commercial or not-for-
profit sectors. 

Author contributions 
THH and NM conceptualized the present study. THH and MJ independently performed the 
literature search and data extractions. THH, HH, MJ and JM performed (parts of) the 
statistical analyses. THH wrote the first draft of the manuscript. All authors contributed to 
and have approved the final manuscript. 

Conflict of interest 
JM receives studentship funding from the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research 
Council (BBSRC, ref: 2050702) and Eli Lilly and Company Limited.

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

References 

1. Bryant RA. Post-traumatic stress disorder: a state-of-the-art review of evidence and 

challenges. World Psychiatry. 2019;18(3):259-269. 

2. Kessler RC, Aguilar-Gaxiola S, Alonso J, et al. Trauma and PTSD in the WHO world 

mental health surveys. Eur J Psychotraumatol. 2017;8(5):1353383. 

3. Morina N, Wicherts JM, Lobbrecht J, Priebe S. Remission from post-traumatic stress 

disorder in adults: a systematic review and meta-analysis of long term outcome studies. 

Clin Psychol Rev. 2014;34(3):249-255. doi:10.1016/j.cpr.2014.03.002. 

4. Bryant RA, Schnurr PP, Pedlar D. Addressing the mental health needs of civilian 

combatants in Ukraine. Lancet Psychiatry. in press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-

0366(22)00097-9. 

5. Yuan K, Gong Y-M, Liu L, et al. Prevalence of posttraumatic stress disorder after 

infectious disease pandemics in the twenty-first century, including COVID-19: a meta-

analysis and systematic review. Mol Psychiatry. 2021;26(9):4982-4998. 

6. Monsour M, Clarke-Rubright E, Lieberman-Cribbin W, et al. The impact of climate 

change on the prevalence of mental illness symptoms. J Affect Disord;300:430-440. 

7. Hoppen TH, Priebe S, Vetter I, Morina N. Global burden of post-traumatic stress disorder 

and major depression in countries affected by war between 1989 and 2019: a systematic 

review and meta-analysis. BMJ Glob Health. 2021;6(7):e006303. 

8. Martin A, Naunton M, Kosari S, Peterson G, Thomas J, Christenson JK. Treatment 

guidelines for PTSD: A systematic review. J Clin Med. 2021;10(18):4175. 

9. Lewis C, Roberts NP, Andrew M, Starling E, Bisson JI. Psychological therapies for post-

traumatic stress disorder in adults: systematic review and meta-analysis. Eur J 

Psychotraumatol. 2020;11(1):1729633. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

22 
 

10. Morina N, Hoppen TH, Kip A. Study quality and efficacy of psychological interventions 

for posttraumatic stress disorder: a meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. Psychol 

Med. 2021;51(8):1260-1270. doi:10.1017/S0033291721001641. 

11. Weber M, Schumacher S, Hannig W, et al. Long-term outcomes of psychological 

treatment for posttraumatic stress disorder: a systematic review and meta-analysis. 

Psychol Med. 2021;51(9):1420-1430. 

12. Coventry PA, Meader N, Melton H, et al. Psychological and pharmacological 

interventions for posttraumatic stress disorder and comorbid mental health problems 

following complex traumatic events: Systematic review and component network meta-

analysis. PLos Med. 2020;17(8):e1003262. 

13. Gerger H, Werner CP, Gaab J, Cuijpers P. Comparative efficacy and acceptability of 

expressive writing treatments compared with psychotherapy, other writing treatments, and 

waiting list control for adult trauma survivors: a systematic review and network meta-

analysis. Psychol Med. 2021:1-13. doi:10.1017/S0033291721000143. 

14. Jericho B, Luo A, Berle D. Trauma‐focused psychotherapies for post‐traumatic stress 

disorder: A systematic review and network meta‐analysis. Acta Psychiatr Scand. 

2022;145(2):132-155. 

15. Mavranezouli I, Megnin-Viggars O, Daly C, et al. Psychological treatments for post-

traumatic stress disorder in adults: A network meta-analysis. Psychol Med. 

2020;50(4):542-555. 

16. Markowitz JC, Petkova E, Neria Y, et al. Is Exposure Necessary? A Randomized Clinical 

Trial of Interpersonal Psychotherapy for PTSD. Am J Psychiatry. 2015;172(5):430-440. 

doi:10.1176/appi.ajp.2014.14070908. 

17. Caldwell DM, Dias S, Welton NJ. Extending treatment networks in health technology 

assessment: how far should we go? Value in Health. 2015;18(5):673-681. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

23 
 

18. Cuijpers P, van Straten A, Bohlmeijer E, Hollon SD, Andersson G. The effects of 

psychotherapy for adult depression are overestimated: a meta-analysis of study quality 

and effect size. Psychol Med. 2010;40(2):211-223. doi:10.1017/S0033291709006114. 

19. Boterhoven de Haan, Katrina L., Lee CW, Fassbinder E, et al. Imagery rescripting and 

eye movement desensitisation and reprocessing as treatment for adults with post-

traumatic stress disorder from childhood trauma: randomised clinical trial. Br J 

Psychiatry. 2020;217(5):609-615. doi:10.1192/bjp.2020.158. 

20. Hutton B, Salanti G, Caldwell DM, et al. The PRISMA extension statement for reporting 

of systematic reviews incorporating network meta-analyses of health care interventions: 

checklist and explanations. Ann Intern Med. 2015;162(11):777-784. 

21. American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders: 

DSM-5. 5. ed. Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Publishing; 2013. 

22. World Health Organization. International classification of diseases, eleventh revision 

(ICD-11). Geneva: World Health Organization; 2021. 

23. Mills KL, Teesson M, Back SE, et al. Integrated exposure-based therapy for co-occurring 

posttraumatic stress disorder and substance dependence: A randomized controlled trial. 

JAMA. 2012;308(7):690-699. 

24. Jak AJ, Jurick S, Crocker LD, et al. SMART-CPT for veterans with comorbid post-

traumatic stress disorder and history of traumatic brain injury: a randomised controlled 

trial. Journal of Neurology, Neurosurgery & Psychiatry. 2019;90(3):333-341. 

25. Badura-Brack AS, Naim R, Ryan TJ, et al. Effect of attention training on attention bias 

variability and PTSD symptoms: randomized controlled trials in Israeli and US combat 

veterans. Am J Psychiatry. 2015;172(12):1233-1241. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

24 
 

26. Lazarov A, Suarez-Jimenez B, Abend R, et al. Bias-contingent attention bias modification 

and attention control training in treatment of PTSD: a randomized control trial. Psychol 

Med. 2019;49(14):2432-2440. 

27. Higgins JPT, Green S, eds. Cochrane handbook for systematic reviews of interventions. 

Repr. with corr. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell; 2009. Cochrane book series. 

28. Chambless DL, Hollon SD. Defining empirically supported therapies. J Consult Clin 

Psychol. 1998;66(1):7-18. doi:10.1037//0022-006x.66.1.7. 

29. Krakow B, Hollifield M, Johnston L, et al. Imagery rehearsal therapy for chronic 

nightmares in sexual assault survivors with posttraumatic stress disorder: a randomized 

controlled trial. JAMA. 2001;286(5):537-545. doi:10.1001/jama.286.5.537. 

30. Foa EB, McLean CP, Zang Y, et al. Effect of Prolonged Exposure Therapy Delivered 

Over 2 Weeks vs 8 Weeks vs Present-Centered Therapy on PTSD Symptom Severity in 

Military Personnel: A Randomized Clinical Trial. JAMA. 2018;319(4):354-364. 

doi:10.1001/jama.2017.21242. 

31. Ehlers A, Clark DM, Hackmann A, et al. A randomized controlled trial of cognitive 

therapy, a self-help booklet, and repeated assessments as early interventions for 

posttraumatic stress disorder. Arch Gen Psychiatry. 2003;60(10):1024-1032. 

doi:10.1001/archpsyc.60.10.1024. 

32. Foa EB, Dancu CV, Hembree EA, Jaycox LH, Meadows EA, Street GP. A comparison of 

exposure therapy, stress inoculation training, and their combination for reducing 

posttraumatic stress disorder in female assault victims. J Consult Clin Psychol. 

1999;67(2):194-200. doi:10.1037//0022-006x.67.2.194. 

33. Neuner F, Schauer M, Klaschik C, Karunakara U, Elbert T. A comparison of narrative 

exposure therapy, supportive counseling, and psychoeducation for treating posttraumatic 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

25 
 

stress disorder in an African refugee settlement. J Consult Clin Psychol. 2004;72(4):579-

587. doi:10.1037/0022-006x.72.4.579. 

34. Resick PA, Nishith P, Weaver TL, Astin MC, Feuer CA. A comparison of cognitive-

processing therapy with prolonged exposure and a waiting condition for the treatment of 

chronic posttraumatic stress disorder in female rape victims. J Consult Clin Psychol. 

2002;70(4):867-879. doi:10.1037//0022-006X.70.4.867. 

35. Ehlers A, Hackmann A, Grey N, et al. A randomized controlled trial of 7-day intensive 

and standard weekly cognitive therapy for PTSD and emotion-focused supportive therapy. 

Am J Psychiatry. 2014;171(3):294-304. doi:10.1176/appi.ajp.2013.13040552. 

36. Blake DD, Weathers FW, Nagy LM, et al. The development of a Clinician-Administered 

PTSD Scale. J Trauma Stress. 1995;8(1):75-90. doi:10.1007/bf02105408. 

37. Lipsey MW, Wilson DB. Practical meta-analysis. [Nachdr.]. Thousand Oaks, Calif.: 

SAGE Publ; 2009. Applied social research methods series; 49. 

38. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. http://www.R-

project.org/. 

39. dplyr: A grammar of data manipulation; 2021. 

40. Eddelbuettel D, Balamuta JJ. Extending R with C++: A brief introduction to Rcpp. The 

American Statistician. 2018;72(1):28-36. 

41. readxl: Read excel files; 2019. 

42. Netmeta: Network meta-analysis using frequentist methods; 2021. 

43. Viechtbauer W. Conducting Meta-Analyses in R with the metafor Package. J Stat Soft. 

2010;36(3):1-48. doi:10.18637/jss.v036.i03. 

44. Cohen J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. 2nd ed. Hoboken: Taylor 

and Francis; 2013. http://gbv.eblib.com/patron/FullRecord.aspx?p=1192162. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

26 
 

45. Krahn U, Binder H, König J. A graphical tool for locating inconsistency in network meta-

analyses. BMC Medical Research Methodology. 2013;13(1):1-18. 

46. Dias S, Welton NJ, Caldwell DM, Ades AE. Checking consistency in mixed treatment 

comparison meta-analysis. Stat Med. 2010;29(7-8):932-944. 

47. DerSimonian R, Laird N. Meta-Analysis in Clinical Trials. Controlled Clinical Trials. 

1986;7:177-188. 

48. Higgins JPT, Thompson SG, Deeks JJ, Altman DG. Measuring inconsistency in meta-

analyses. BMJ. 2003;327(7414):557-560. 

49. Cochran WG. The combination of estimates from different experiments. Biometrics. 

1954;10(1):101-129. 

50. Egger M, Smith GD, Schneider M, Minder C. Bias in meta-analysis detected by a simple, 

graphical test. BMJ. 1997;315(7109):629-634. 

51. Tabachnick BG, Fidell LS. Using multivariate statistics. 6. ed., internat. ed. Boston, 

Mass.: Pearson; 2013. Always learning. 

52. Bradburn MJ, Deeks JJ, Berlin JA, Localio R. Much ado about nothing: a comparison of 

the performance of meta-analytical methods with rare events. Stat Med. 2007;26(1):53-77. 

53. Kuss O. Statistical methods for meta‐analyses including information from studies without 

any events—add nothing to nothing and succeed nevertheless. Stat Med. 

2015;34(7):1097-1116. 

54. Ioannidis JPA, Patsopoulos NA, Evangelou E. Uncertainty in heterogeneity estimates in 

meta-analyses. BMJ. 2007;335(7626):914-916. 

55. Barendregt JJ, Doi SA, Lee YY, Norman RE, Vos T. Meta-analysis of prevalence. J 

Epidemiol Community Health. 2013;67(11):974-978. 

56. Agresti A, Coull BA. Approximate is better than “exact” for interval estimation of 

binomial proportions. Am Stat. 1998;52(2):119-126. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

27 
 

57. Sterne JAC, Sutton AJ, Ioannidis JPA, et al. Recommendations for examining and 

interpreting funnel plot asymmetry in meta-analyses of randomised controlled trials. BMJ. 

2011;343:d4002. doi:10.1136/bmj.d4002. 

58. Duval S, Tweedie R. Trim and fill: A simple funnel-plot-based method of testing and 

adjusting for publication bias in meta-analysis. Biometrics. 2000;56(2):455-463. 

doi:10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x. 

59. van der Kolk BA, Spinazzola J, Blaustein ME, et al. A randomized clinical trial of eye 

movement desensitization and reprocessing (EMDR), fluoxetine, and pill placebo in the 

treatment of posttraumatic stress disorder: treatment effects and long-term maintenance. J 

Clin Psychiatry. 2007;68(1):37-46. doi:10.4088/jcp.v68n0105. 

60. Schaal S, Elbert T, Neuner F. Narrative exposure therapy versus interpersonal 

psychotherapy. A pilot randomized controlled trial with Rwandan genocide orphans. 

Psychother Psychosom. 2009;78(5):298-306. doi:10.1159/000229768. 

61. Robjant K, Koebach A, Schmitt S, Chibashimba A, Carleial S, Elbert T. The treatment of 

posttraumatic stress symptoms and aggression in female former child soldiers using 

adapted Narrative Exposure therapy - a RCT in Eastern Democratic Republic of Congo. 

Behav Res Ther. 2019;123:103482. doi:10.1016/j.brat.2019.103482. 

62. Lindauer RJL, Gersons BPR, van Meijel EPM, et al. Effects of brief eclectic 

psychotherapy in patients with posttraumatic stress disorder: randomized clinical trial. J 

Trauma Stress. 2005;18(3):205-212. doi:10.1002/jts.20029. 

63. Gersons BP, Carlier IV, Lamberts RD, van der Kolk BA. Randomized clinical trial of 

brief eclectic psychotherapy for police officers with posttraumatic stress disorder. J 

Trauma Stress. 2000;13(2):333-347. doi:10.1023/A:1007793803627. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

28 
 

64. Capezzani L, Ostacoli L, Cavallo M, et al. EMDR and CBT for Cancer Patients: 

Comparative Study of Effects on PTSD, Anxiety, and Depression. J EMDR Prac Res. 

2013;7(3):134-143. doi:10.1891/1933-3196.7.3.134. 

65. Acarturk C, Konuk E, Cetinkaya M, et al. The efficacy of eye movement desensitization 

and reprocessing for post-traumatic stress disorder and depression among Syrian refugees: 

results of a randomized controlled trial. Psychol Med. 2016;46(12):2583-2593. 

doi:10.1017/S0033291716001070. 

66. Rothbaum BO, Astin MC, Marsteller F. Prolonged Exposure versus Eye Movement 

Desensitization and Reprocessing (EMDR) for PTSD rape victims. J Trauma Stress. 

2005;18(6):607-616. doi:10.1002/jts.20069. 

67. Beck JG, Coffey SF, Foy DW, Keane TM, Blanchard EB. Group cognitive behavior 

therapy for chronic posttraumatic stress disorder: an initial randomized pilot study. Behav 

Ther. 2009;40(1):82-92. doi:10.1016/j.beth.2008.01.003. 

68. Monson CM, Fredman SJ, Macdonald A, Pukay-Martin ND, Resick PA, Schnurr PP. 

Effect of cognitive-behavioral couple therapy for PTSD: a randomized controlled trial. 

JAMA. 2012;308(7):700-709. doi:10.1001/jama.2012.9307. 

69. Litz BT, Engel CC, Bryant RA, Papa A. A randomized, controlled proof-of-concept trial 

of an Internet-based, therapist-assisted self-management treatment for posttraumatic stress 

disorder. Am J Psychiatry. 2007;164(11):1676-1683. 

doi:10.1176/appi.ajp.2007.06122057. 

70. Niles BL, Klunk-Gillis J, Ryngala DJ, Silberbogen AK, Paysnick A, Wolf EJ. Comparing 

mindfulness and psychoeducation treatments for combat-related PTSD using a telehealth 

approach. Psychol Trauma. 2012;4(5):538-547. doi:10.1037/a0026161. 

71. Bisson JI, van Deursen R, Hannigan B, et al. Randomized controlled trial of multi-

modular motion-assisted memory desensitization and reconsolidation (3MDR) for male 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

29 
 

military veterans with treatment-resistant post-traumatic stress disorder. Acta Psychiatr 

Scand. 2020;142(2):141-151. doi:10.1111/acps.13200. 

72. Krupnick JL, Green BL, Stockton P, Miranda J, Krause E, Mete M. Group interpersonal 

psychotherapy for low-income women with posttraumatic stress disorder. Psychother Res. 

2008;18(5):497-507. doi:10.1080/10503300802183678. 

73. Neuner F, Kurreck S, Ruf M, Odenwald M, Elbert T, Schauer M. Can asylum-seekers 

with posttraumatic stress disorder be successfully treated? A randomized controlled pilot 

study. Cogn Behav Ther. 2010;39(2):81-91. doi:10.1080/16506070903121042. 

74. Orang T, Ayoughi S, Moran JK, et al. The efficacy of narrative exposure therapy in a 

sample of Iranian women exposed to ongoing intimate partner violence-A randomized 

controlled trial. Clin Psychol Psychother. 2018;25(6):827-841. doi:10.1002/cpp.2318. 

75. Ertl V, Pfeiffer A, Schauer E, Elbert T, Neuner F. Community-implemented trauma 

therapy for former child soldiers in Northern Uganda: a randomized controlled trial. 

JAMA. 2011;306(5):503-512. 

76. Sloan DM, Marx BP, Greenberg EM. A test of written emotional disclosure as an 

intervention for posttraumatic stress disorder. Behav Res Ther. 2011;49(4):299-304. 

77. Gerger H, Munder T, Gemperli A, et al. Integrating fragmented evidence by network 

meta-analysis: relative effectiveness of psychological interventions for adults with post-

traumatic stress disorder. Psychol Med. 2014;44(15):3151-3164. 

78. Seidler GH, Wagner FE. Comparing the efficacy of EMDR and trauma-focused 

cognitive-behavioral therapy in the treatment of PTSD: a meta-analytic study. Psychol 

Med. 2006;36(11):1515-1522. 

79. Khan AM, Dar S, Ahmed R, Bachu R, Adnan M, Kotapati VP. Cognitive Behavioral 

Therapy versus Eye Movement Desensitization and Reprocessing in Patients with Post-

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

30 
 

traumatic Stress Disorder: Systematic Review and Meta-analysis of Randomized Clinical 

Trials. Cureus. 2018;10(9):e3250. doi:10.7759/cureus.3250. 

80. American Psychological Association. Clinical Practice Guideline for the Treatment of 

PTSD. Washington, DC: American Pychological Association; 2017. 

https://www.apa.org/ptsd-guideline/ptsd. 

81. Johnson DM, Palmieri PA, Zlotnick C, et al. A Randomized Controlled Trial Comparing 

HOPE Treatment and Present-Centered Therapy in Women Residing in Shelter with 

PTSD from Intimate Partner Violence. Psychol Women Q. 2020;44(4):539-553. 

doi:10.1177/0361684320953120. 

82. Leichsenring F, Steinert C, Rabung S, Ioannidis JPA. The efficacy of psychotherapies and 

pharmacotherapies for mental disorders in adults: an umbrella review and meta‐analytic 

evaluation of recent meta‐analyses. World Psychiatry. 2022;21(1):133-145. 

83. van Dis EAM, van Veen SC, Hagenaars MA, et al. Long-term Outcomes of Cognitive 

Behavioral Therapy for Anxiety-Related Disorders: A Systematic Review and Meta-

analysis. JAMA Psychiatry. 2020;77(3):265-273. doi:10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2019.3986. 

84. Bisson JI, Olff M. Prevention and treatment of PTSD: the current evidence base. Eur J 

Psychotraumatol. 2021;12(1):1824381. doi:10.1080/20008198.2020.1824381. 

85. Hoppen TH, Lindemann AS, Morina N. Safety of psychological interventions for adult 

post-traumatic stress disorder: meta-analysis on the incidence and relative risk of 

deterioration, adverse events and serious adverse events. Br J Psychiatry. In print. 

doi:10.1192/bjp.2022.111. 

86. Cuijpers P, Quero S, Papola D, Cristea IA, Karyotaki E. Care-as-usual control groups 

across different settings in randomized trials on psychotherapy for adult depression: a 

meta-analysis. Psychol Med. 2021;51(4):634-644. doi:10.1017/S0033291719003581. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


EFFICACY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF PSYCHOTHERAPY FOR PTSD   
 

31 
 

87. Cuijpers P, Quero S, Noma H, et al. Psychotherapies for depression: a network meta‐

analysis covering efficacy, acceptability and long‐term outcomes of all main treatment 

types. World Psychiatry. 2021;20(2):283-293. 

88. Ciharova M, Furukawa TA, Efthimiou O, et al. Cognitive restructuring, behavioral 

activation and cognitive-behavioral therapy in the treatment of adult depression: A 

network meta-analysis. J Consult Clin Psychol. 2021;89(6):563-574. 

89. Hoppen TH, Morina N. Is high-quality of trials associated with lower treatment efficacy? 

A meta-analysis on the association between study quality and effect sizes of 

psychological interventions for pediatric PTSD. Clin Psychol Rev. 2020;78:101855. 

doi:10.1016/j.cpr.2020.101855. 

90. Department of Veterans Affairs, Department of Defense, eds. VA/DoD clinical practice 

guideline for the management of posttraumatic stress disorder and acute stress disorder. 

Washington, D.C.: VA/DoD; 2017. https://www.healthquality.va.gov/. 

 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 16, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.03.22274616
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Table 1 Comparative short-term efficacy of psychological interventions (PIs) 
Reference group                            PIs k (N) SMD 95% CI p I2 (τ2) 

 Main analysis (i.e., irrespective of trial quality and delivery format)  

relative to PCC 

TF-CBT 53 (2,844) 1.14 1.01 – 1.26 < .001 69.10 
*** 

(0.16) 
 

EMDR 7 (396) 1.06 0.84 – 1.28 < .001 
other-TF-PIs 6 (385) 0.83 0.56 – 1.11 < .001 
non-TF-PIs 18 (911) 0.96 0.81 – 1.12 < .001 

 ACC 5 (154) 0.53 0.36 – 0.70 < .001 

relative to ACC 

TF-CBT 31 (1,736) 0.60 0.46 – 0.75 < .001 
EMDR 11 (449) 0.53 0.31 – 0.75 < .001 

other-TF-PIs 1 (71) 0.30 0.01 – 0.60 .043 
non-TF-PIs 16 (1,026) 0.43 0.27 – 0.60 < .001 

relative to EMDR 
TF-CBT 10 (359) 0.07 -0.14 – 0.28 .495 

other-TF-PIs 2 (224) -0.23 -0.54 – 0.08 .153 
non-TF-PIs 1 (46) -0.10 -0.33 – 0.14 .412 

relative to other-TF-PIs TF-CBT 2 (204) 0.30 0.02 – 0.58 .033 
non-TF-PIs 2 (173) 0.13 -0.16 – 0.42 .377 

relative to non-TF-PIs TF-CBT 25 (2,587) 0.17 0.03 – 0.31 .017 
 Sensitivity analysis: high quality trials only  

relative to PCC 

TF-CBT 22 (1,535) 1.02 0.83 – 1.22 < .001 75.80 
*** 

(0.17) 
 

EMDR 2 (200) 0.97 0.61 – 1.34 < .001 
other-TF-PIs 2 (66) 0.83 0.40 – 1.26 < .001 
non-TF-PIs 4 (317) 0.90 0.63 – 1.18 < .001 

 ACC 1 (52) 0.51 0.22 – 0.80 < .001 

relative to ACC 

TF-CBT 13 (1,036) 0.51 0.28 – 0.74 < .001 
EMDR 3 (162) 0.46 0.10 – 0.82 < .001 

other-TF-PIs 0 (0) 0.32 0.28 – 0.74 .178 
non-TF-PIs 4 (366) 0.39 0.10 – 0.68 .008 

relative to EMDR 
TF-CBT 2 (128) 0.05 -0.30 – 0.40 .774 

other-TF-PIs 2 (224) -0.14 -0.59 – 0.30 .525 
non-TF-PIs 1 (46) -0.07 -0.46 – 0.32 .726 

relative to other-TF-PIs TF-CBT 2 (204) 0.19 -0.22 – 0.62 .362 
non-TF-PIs 0 (0) 0.08 -0.39 – 0.54 .752 

relative to non-TF-PIs TF-CBT 11 (1,390) 0.12 -0.11 – 0.35 .313 
 Sensitivity analysis: trials with individual face-to-face delivery of PIs only  

relative to PCC 

TF-CBT 45 (2,444) 1.19 1.04 – 1.34 < .001 71.80 
*** 

(0.19) 
 

EMDR 6 (349) 1.15 0.90 – 1.40 < .001 
other-TF-PIs 4 (198) 0.93 0.58 – 1.27 < .001 
non-TF-PIs 11 (653) 1.02 0.81 – 1.23 < .001 

 ACC 5 (154) 0.64 0.42 – 0.86) < .001 

relative to ACC 

TF-CBT 27 (1,558) 0.55 0.37 – 0.73 < .001 
EMDR 11 (449) 0.51 0.27 – 0.75 < .001 

other-TF-PIs 0 (0) 0.29 -0.08 – 0.66 .128 
non-TF-PIs 4 (280) 0.38 0.14 – 0.62 .002 

relative to EMDR 
TF-CBT 10 (359) 0.04 -0.19 – 0.27 .743 

other-TF-PIs 2 (224) -0.22 -0.59 – 0.15 .241 
non-TF-PIs 1 (46) -0.13 -0.41 – 0.15 .365 

relative to other-TF-PIs TF-CBT 2 (204) 0.26 -0.08 – 0.60 .135 
non-TF-PIs 2 (173) 0.09 -0.27 – 0.46 .618 

relative to non-TF-PIs TF-CBT 19 (1,637) 0.17 -0.02 – 0.36 .086 
Bold prints highlight significant differences. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, correspond to the respective Q-statistic. 
ACC – active control conditions (e.g., treatment-as-usual), EMDR – eye movement desensitization and reprocessing, k – 
number of trials for the given comparison, N – number of participants for the given comparison, non-TF-PIs – non-trauma-
focused psychological interventions, other-TF-PIs – other trauma-focused psychological interventions (i.e., other than TF-
CBT and EMDR), PCC – passive control conditions (e.g., waitlist), PIs – psychological interventions, SMD – standardized 
mean differences (i.e., Hedges’ g), TF-CBT – trauma-focused cognitive behaviour therapy 
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Table 2 Comparative long-term efficacy of psychological interventions 

Reference group                          PIs k (N) SMD 95% CI p I2 (τ2) 
 FU1 (i.e., ≤ 5 months follow-up) - main analysis  

relative to PCC 

TF-CBT 14 (761) 0.92 0.71 – 1.13 < .001 64.00 
*** 

(0.12) 
EMDR 2 (145) 0.84 0.50 – 1.18 < .001 

other-TF-PIs 1 (42) 0.80 0.18 – 1.42 .012 
non-TF-PIs 4 (256) 0.69 0.44 – 0.93 < .001 

 ACC 1 (52) 0.36 0.10 – 0.62 .007 

relative to ACC 

TF-CBT 18 (872) 0.56 0.38 – 0.74 < .001 
EMDR 3 (116) 0.48 0.14 – 0.82 .005 

other-TF-PIs 0 (0) 0.44 -0.20 – 1.08 .182 
non-TF-PIs 7 (434) 0.33 0.12 – 0.54 .002 

relative to EMDR 
TF-CBT 4 (99) 0.08 -0.25 – 0.40 .638 

other-TF-PIs 1 (129) -0.05 -0.65 – 0.55 .881 
non-TF-PIs 1 (46) -0.16 -0.50 – 0.19 .375 

relative to other-TF-PIs TF-CBT 0 (0) 0.12 -0.50 – 0.75 .670 
non-TF-PIs 0 (0) -0.11 -0.75 – 0.53 .738 

relative to non-TF-PIs TF-CBT 17 (1,878) 0.23 0.06 – 0.40 .007 
 Sensitivity analysis: trials with individual face-to-face delivery of PIs only  

relative to PCC 

TF-CBT 12 (670) 0.98 0.72 – 1.24 < .001 65.30 
*** 

(0.14) 
EMDR 1 (98) 0.96 0.56 – 1.36 < .001 

other-TF-PIs 1 (42) 0.87 0.20 – 1.54 .011 
non-TF-PIs 1 (147) 0.75 0.41 – 1.09 < .001 

 ACC 1 (52) 0.48 0.15 – 0.81 .005 

relative to ACC 

TF-CBT 16 (727) 0.50 0.27 – 0.73 < .001 
EMDR 3 (116) 0.48 0.10 – 0.87 .014 

other-TF-PIs 0 (0) 0.39 -0.31 – 1.09 .275 
non-TF-PIs 1 (53) 0.27 -0.05 – 0.59 .095 

relative to EMDR 
TF-CBT 4 (99) 0.02 -0.35 – 0.38 .933 

other-TF-PIs 1 (129) -0.09 -0.74 – 0.55 .775 
non-TF-PIs 1 (46) -0.21 -0.62 – 0.20 .312 

relative to other-TF-PIs TF-CBT 0 (0) 0.11 -0.57 – 0.79 .750 
non-TF-PIs 0 (0) -0.12 -0.83 – 0.59 .745 

relative to non-TF-PIs TF-CBT 11 (968) 0.23 -0.02 – 0.47 .067 
 FU2 (i.e., > 5 months follow-up) - main analysis  

relative to PCC 

TF-CBT 5 (399) 0.71 0.43 – 0.98 < .001 45.00 
** 

(0.04) 
EMDR 1 (102) 0.42 0.01 – 0.83 .045 

other-TF-PIs 0 (0) 0.62 0.18 – 1.05 .005 
non-TF-PIs 0 (0) 0.51 0.19 – 0.82 .002 

 ACC 1 (51) -0.01 -0.33 – 0.31 .963 

relative to ACC 

TF-CBT 15 (677) 0.71 0.53 – 0.90 < .001 
EMDR 0 (0) 0.43 0.02 – 0.83 .038 

other-TF-PIs 0 (0) 0.62 0.23 – 1.02 .002 
non-TF-PIs 1 (102) 0.52 0.29 – 0.75 < .001 

relative to EMDR 
TF-CBT 2 (148) 0.29 -0.07 – 0.65 .115 

other-TF-PIs 1 (106) 0.20 -0.21 – 0.60 .337 
non-TF-PIs 0 (0) 0.09 -0.30 – 0.48 .647 

relative to other-TF-PIs TF-CBT 2 (204) 0.09 -0.26 – 0.44 .612 
non-TF-PIs 0 (0) -0.11 -0.49 – 0.28 .586 

relative to non-TF-PIs TF-CBT 13 (1,549) 0.20 0.04 – 0.35 .012 
Bold prints highlight significant differences. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, correspond to the respective Q-statistic. 
ACC – active control conditions (e.g., treatment-as-usual), EMDR – eye movement desensitization and reprocessing, k – 
number of trials for the given comparison, N – number of participants for the given comparison, non-TF-PIs – non-trauma-
focused psychological interventions, other-TF-PIs – other trauma-focused psychological interventions (i.e., other than TF-
CBT and EMDR), PCC – passive control conditions (e.g., waitlist), PIs – psychological interventions, SMD – standardized 
mean differences (i.e., Hedges’ g), TF-CBT – trauma-focused cognitive behaviour therapy 
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Table 3 Efficacy rankingsa of psychotherapies and control conditions 

 SMDpost SMDpost-HQ SMDpost-F2F SMDFU1 SMDFU1-F2F SMDFU2 
TF-CBT 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.87 0.88 0.92 
EMDR 0.81 0.79 0.74 0.73 0.72 0.54 
other-TF-PIs 0.44 0.46 0.45 0.69 0.68 0.75 
non-TF-PIs 0.60 0.60 0.66 0.50 0.50 0.59 
ACC 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.11 
PCC 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 

aRanked by means of “surface under the cumulative ranking” (SUCRA) for standardized mean differences 
(SMD) at treatment endpoint (post), ≤ 5 months follow up (FU1), and > 5 months follow-up (FU2). ACC – 
active control conditions (e.g., treatment-as-usual), EMDR – eye movement desensitization and reprocessing, 
F2F – sensitivity-analysis on trials with individual face-to-face delivery of psychotherapies only (i.e., adjusting 
for the potential influence of other delivery formats such as group or online therapy), HQ – sensitivity-analysis 
on high-quality trials only (i.e., adjusting for risk of bias through methodological limitations), non-TF-PIs – non-
trauma-focused psychological interventions, other-TF-PIs – other trauma-focused psychological interventions 
(i.e., other than TF-CBT and EMDR), PCC – passive control conditions (e.g., waitlist), SMD – standardized 
mean differences (i.e., Hedges’ g), TF-CBT – trauma-focused cognitive behaviour therapy 
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Table 4 Comparative acceptability of psychological interventions (PIs) and in comparison to control conditions 

Reference 
Group (RG) PIs RR of 

DO 95% CI k p I2 
DO 
rate 
RG 

95% CI I2 ka 
DO 
rate 
PIs 

95% CI I2 ka 

PCC 

TF-CBT 1.53 1.23 – 1.90 45 < .001 14.90 7.90% 5.52% - 10.58% 57.30*** 53 15.26% 11.56% - 19.31% 74.40*** 53 
TF-CBT# n.a. (Egger’s test non-significant) 12.71% 9.42% - 16.33% 71.60*** 69 23.80% 18.58% - 29.40% 83.60*** 70 
EMDR 1.40 0.63 – 3.11 6 .328 36.20 11.76% 3.80% - 22.62% 74.90*** 7 22.85% 16.77% - 29.50% 43.00 7 

other-TF-PIs 1.35 1.00 – 1.83 6 .050 0.00 15.82% 4.77% - 30.91% 84.10*** 6 26.34% 10.38% - 46.01% 87.50*** 6 
non-TF-PIs 1.09 0.73 – 1.62 15 .650 9.60 8.65% 3.47% - 15.37% 73.10*** 18 12.69% 7.11% - 19.35% 72.50*** 18 

 non-TF-PIs+ 1.27 0.84 – 1.92 14 .230 0.00 6.98% 2.84% - 12.33% 64.10*** 17 n.a. (no outlier observed)  

ACC 

TF-CBT 1.02 0.89 – 1.17 28 .806 0.00 16.67% 12.65% - 21.07% 59.80*** 31 15.62% 11.07% - 20.71% 71.30*** 31 
TF-CBT# n.a. (Egger’s test non-significant) 23.23% 18.00% - 28.86% 73.60*** 42 n.a. (Egger’s test non-significant) 
EMDR 1.12 0.76 – 1.67 7 .485 0.00 10.52% 4.77% - 17.77% 49.70* 10 13.21% 7.23% - 20.36% 46.00 10 

other-TF-PIs n.a. (k = 2)  
non-TF-PIs 1.03 0.80 – 1.33 15 .817 11.80 20.56% 14.06% - 27.85% 73.50*** 16 18.71% 11.76% - 26.72% 79.20*** 16 

TF-CBT  

EMDR 1.00 0.61 – 1.65 6 .999 0.00 10.83% 3.08% - 21.48% 71.60*** 10 12.17% 4.65% - 21.92% 61.20** 10 
EMDR+ n.a. (Egger’s test not performed since k = 6) n.a. (Egger’s test non-significant) 16.37% 7.04% - 28.02% 68.20*** 12 

other-TF-PIs n.a. (k = 2)  
non-TF-PIs 1.36 1.08 – 1.70 22 .011 45.20* 24.63% 17.09% - 32.98% 89.70*** 25 17.40% 11.55% - 24.07 84.30*** 25 

EMDR other-TF-PIs n.a. (k = 2)  
non-TF-PIs n.a. (k = 1)  

other-TF-PIs non-TF-PIs n.a. (k = 2)  
Bold prints highlight significant differences. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, correspond to the respective Q-statistic. aMay differ from number of trials for calculated RR since trials with zero 
dropouts for both groups are omitted from RR calculations (i.e., zero absolute risk). #trim-and-fill-adjusted analysis. +outlier-adjusted analysis. ACC – active control conditions (e.g., treatment-as-
usual), CI – confidence interval, DO rate – all-cause dropout rate pre-to-post-treatment assessment (i.e., acceptability of intervention), EMDR – eye movement desensitization and reprocessing, k – 
number of trials for the given comparison, n.a. – not applicable (reason), non-TF-PIs – non-trauma-focused psychological interventions, other-TF-PIs – other trauma-focused psychological 
interventions (i.e., other than TF-CBT and EMDR), PCC – passive control conditions (e.g., waitlist), PIs – psychological interventions, RG – reference group for given comparison, RR of DO – 
relative risk of all-cause dropout between comparison groups, TF-CBT – trauma-focused cognitive behaviour therapy 
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Figure 1 PRISMA flow chart of study selection 
 

Records identified through database 
searching (Medline, PsycINFO, Web of 
Science, & PTSD pubs):  

12,277 

Additional records identified through other sources:  
- 176 related qualitative or quantitative reviews  
  (see references in Appendix D) 
-Reference lists of included trials 
-US Veteran Affairs (VA) trial repository 
 

Records after duplicates removed: 
9,473 

 

Abstracts excluded based on 
inclusion and exclusion criteria: 

5,526 

Full-text articles assessed for 
eligibility: 

206 

185 full-text articles excluded for 
the following reasons: 
-Secondary analysis (k = 37) 
-Baseline PTSD diagnostics not 
interview-based (k = 34) 
-No meaningful comparison 
possible (k = 26) 
-No RCT (k = 17) 
-Mean age < 18.0 years (k = 14) 
-No psychol. intervention (k = 14) 
-PTSD not primary focus (k = 14) 
-PTSD+SUD/TBI (k = 7) 
-PTSD not assessed as outcome (k = 
6) 
-Group n < 10 (k = 5) 
-No chronic PTSD (k = 3) 
-Prevention focus (k = 3) 
-Baseline PTSD rate < 70% (k = 2) 
-Interim report (k = 1) 
 

Trials included in meta-
analysis:  

157 

 

Transferred from 
Morina et al., 2021:  

136 

Eligible trials from new search: 
21 
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Figure 2 Network graph for the NMA on short-term efficacy 

Nodes sizes are proportional to the number of included participants per dyad and the thickness of lines is 
proportional to the number of direct comparisons. ACC – active control conditions (e.g., treatment-as-usual), 
EMDR – eye movement desensitization and reprocessing, non-TF-PIs – non-trauma-focused psychological 
interventions, other-TF-PIs – other trauma-focused psychological interventions (i.e., other than TF-CBT and 
EMDR), PCC – passive control conditions (e.g., waitlist), TF-CBT – trauma-focused cognitive behaviour therapy 
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Figure 3 Bean plot of mean age across comparison dyads for the NMA on short-term efficacy 

ACC – active control conditions (e.g., treatment-as-usual), EMDR – eye movement desensitization and 
reprocessing, non-TF-PIs – non-trauma-focused psychological interventions, other-TF-PIs – other trauma-focused 
psychological interventions (i.e., other than TF-CBT and EMDR), PCC – passive control conditions (e.g., 
waitlist), TF-CBT – trauma-focused cognitive behaviour therapy 
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