Supplementary file 6: Subgroup analyses, Diabetes distress



[bookmark: _Hlk113354834][bookmark: _Hlk113354955][bookmark: _Hlk113355171][bookmark: _Hlk113439732]When assessing diabetes distress, test for subgroup difference showed evidence of a difference when comparing type of diabetes (p=0.02) with a neutral effect of the experimental intervention in participants with type 1 diabetes and a negative effect in participants with type 2 diabetes; Guided self-determination method compared to self-determination theory-based interventions (p=0.007) showing benefits of guided self-determination and harms of self-determination based interventions; type of therapy (individual compared to group (p=0.004) showing harms of individual therapy compared to benefits of group therapy. We found no evidence of a difference when comparing adolescents to adults (p=0.15), length of intervention (p=0.14), or type of control intervention (standard care compared to waitlist design compared to attention control) (p=0.05).

We were not able to perform any of the remaining pre-planned subgroup analyses [1] due to lack of relevant data. 

Participants:
1. Type of diabetes: Type 1 diabetes compared to type 2 diabetes
Primary outcome: Diabetes distress
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2. Socioeconomic status (Low compared to high socioeconomic status). Not possible to conduct due to sparse data.
3. Number of comorbidities. Not possible to conduct due to sparse data.

4. Effect in men compared to women. Not possible to conduct due to sparse data.

5. Effect in adolescents (13-18 years) compared to adults (> 18 years):
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Intervention:
6. Trials investigating self-determination theory-based interventions compared to guided self-determination method.
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1. 7. Interventions above or below the mean difference in intervention length. The mean difference of the four trials reporting on quality of life was 228 days (range 98-608). Not possible to conduct due to sparse data.

8. Individual compared to group interventions:
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97.2Type 1 diabetes
Husted et al. 2014 (1) 26 1689 22 22 1947 30 21.0%  400[584,13.84) —1
Mohn et al. 2017 (2) 208 189 48 302 195 B3 306% -4.40[1121,241] —
Zofmannetal 2006 (3 256 1473 30 3672 2012 20 199% -11.12(21.40,080 ~ ——=—
Zofmannetal 2015 (4) 2504 1818 82 3415 2507 59 285% -811[1651-171] —
Subtotal (95% C) 192 192 100.0% -531[-11.12,0.50] -
Heterageneity Talr = 16.62; ChF = 5.74, = 3 (P = 0.12); F= 48%
Test for overal eflect 2= 1.7 (P= 0.07)
97.3Type 2 diabetes
Glasgowetal. 2004 (5) 2812 074 247 273 07 220 1000%  182([1.68,1.95] [ |
Mathiesen etal. 2019(6) 30 175 10 326 218 8 00% -260121.20,16.00] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 257 228 1000%  1.82[1.60,1.95] |
Heterogeneity: Tau = 0.00; ChP= 0.22, =1 (P= 0.64) F= 0%
Test for veral eflect Z= 27.30 (P < 0.00001)
EONED 2

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Test for subgroup difierences: ChP= 5,79, df= 1 (P=0.02), = 82.7%
Footnotes Risk of bias legend
(1) PAID, assessed atthe end of 6 manths follow-up, 18 months after randomisation (&) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(2) PAID, assessed at longest follow up (17.6 months (mean) after randomisation for the intervention... (B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(3)PAID, assessed 1 year afer randomisation (©)Biinding of partcipants and personnel (performance bias)
() PAID, assessed at 18-months follow-up (D) Biinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(5) Number of participants adjusted for the design effect (B) Incomplete outcome data (atriion bias)
(6) PAID, assessed at 4-months follow-up (F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(6) Other bias
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9.8.1 Adolescents (13-18 years)

Husted et al 2014 (1) 26 1689 22 22 1947 30 1000%  4.001584,13.84) t
Subtotal (95% C1) 2 30 1000%  400(5.34,1334]

Heterogeneity: Not applicatle

Testfor overal effect. Z= 0.80 (P = 0.43)

9.8.2 Adults (>18 years)

Glasgowetal. 2004 (2) 2012 074 247 273 07 220 304%  1.82(1.69,1.95 -
Malhesenetal 2018 () 30 175 10 326 218 8 85% -260(2120,1600  ———

Mahn et al. 2017 (4) 208 183 48 342 196 83 226% -440F1121,241] —
Zofmannetal. 2006(5) 256 1478 30 3672 2012 20 17.0% -111202140,-084  ——=—|
Zofmannetal 2015 (6) 2504 1818 82 3415 2507 50 216% 811 [1651,1.71] —

Subtotal (95% CI) 421 390 1000% -451[10.87,1.85] -
Heterogeneity. Tau= 34 63; Ch*= 17.98,df= 4 (P = 0.001) F= 78%
Testfor overal effect. Z= 1.39 (°= 0.16)

2o A0 10 20
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi= 203, df= 1 (P = 0.18), F= 50.6%
Footnotes Risk of bias legend

(1) PAID, assessed at the end of & months follow-up, 18 months after randomisation (A)Random sequence generation (sslection bias)

(2) Number of participants adjusted for the design efect (8) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(3) PAID, assessed at 4-months follow-up (C)Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(4) PAID, assessed atlongest follow up (17.6 months (mean) after randomisation for the intervention... (D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(5) PAID, assessed 1 year after randomisation (E) Incomplete outcome data (atition bias)

(6) PAID, assessed at 18-months follow-up (F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(6) Other bias
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2.4.1 Guided self-determination
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Testfor overal effect Z 008)

Glasgowetal. 2004 6) 2812 074 247 273 07 220 1000%  182[1.68,1.95] [ |
Subtotal (95% C1) 247 220 1000%  182[169,1.95] ]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor oversll effect Z= 27.30 (P < 0.00001)

0o 020
Favours [experimentall Favours (control]
Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi= 7.34,df= 1 (P = 0.007), F= 86.4%
Eootnotes Risk of bias legend
(1) PAID, assessed atthe end of 6 months follow-up, 18 months afer randomisation (&) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(2) PAID, assessed at 4-months follow-up. (B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(3) PAID, assessed atlongestfollow up (17.6 months (mean) after randormisation for the intervention... (C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(4) PAID, assessed 1 year after randomisation (D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(5) PAID, assessed at 18-months follow-up. (E)Incomplete outcome data (atttion bias)
(6) Number of participants adjusted for the design effect (F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(6) Other bias
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2.5.1 Individual

Glasgowetal 2004 (1) 2912 074 247 273 07 220 1000%  182(169,195]

Husted etal. 2014 (2) 26 1689 22 22 1947 30 00%  400(584,1384 [
Mathiesen etal 2019 (3) 30 175 10 326 218 B 00% -260[2120,1600] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 279 258 1000%  1.82[1.69,1.95]

Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.00; Chi= 0.41, df=2 (P = 0.82)
Testfor oversll effect: 2= 27.31 (P < 0.00001)

2.5.2 Group interventions
Mahn etal. 2017 (4) 208 189 48 342 196 83 6T.A%  -440[1121,241] —
Zofmann etal 2006 (5 256 1479 30 3672 2012 20 328% -1112F21.40,-084] —=—]
Subtotal (95% C) 78 103 100.0% -6.61(12.80,-0.42] -
Heterageneity: Talr = 2.78; ChP=1.14, 0= 1 (P=0.28), F=12%
Test for overall eflect Z= 2.08 (P = 0.04)

EONED 2

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi = 7.13, df= 1 (P = 0.008), F= 86.0%
Footnotes Risk of bias legend

(1) Number of participants adjusted for the design efect (A)Random sequence generation (sslection bias)

(2) PAID, assessed at the end of & months follow-up, 18 months after randomisation (8) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(3) PAID, assessed at 4-months follow-up (C)Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(4) PAID, assessed atlongest follow up (17.6 months (mean) after randomisation for the intervention... (D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(5) PAID, assessed 1 year after randomisation (E) Incomplete outcome data (atition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(6) Other bias




