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ABSTRACT 
 
Background: Self-harm prevalence is rising, yet service users encounter sLgmaLsing 
aZtudes and feel let down when they seek professional help. Co-design acLviLes can 
potenLally enable development of more acceptable and effecLve services.  
 
Objec5ves: To map exisLng literature describing how people with lived experience of self-
harm have engaged in co-designing self-harm intervenLons, understand barriers and 
facilitators to this engagement and how meaningfulness of co-design has been evaluated.  
 
Inclusion criteria: Studies where individuals with lived experience of self-harm (first-hand or 
carer) have co-designed self-harm intervenLons.   
 
Methods: In accordance with Joanna Briggs InsLtute (JBI) scoping review methodology we 
scoped PubMed, Embase, PsycINFO, Web of Science, Cochrane Library, PROSPERO, 
ClinicalTrials.gov and relevant websites on 24.12.22. A protocol was published online 
(hfp://dx.doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/P52UD). Results were screened at Ltle and abstract 
level, then full-text level by two researchers independently. Pre-specified data was 
extracted, charted, and sorted into themes.  
 
Results: We included twenty co-designed intervenLons across mobile health, educaLonal 
seZngs, prisons, and emergency departments. Involvement varied from designing content 
to mulL-stage involvement in planning, delivery, and disseminaLon. Included papers 
described the contribuLon of 110 female and 26 male co-designers. Few contributors 
idenLfied as from a minoriLzed ethnic or LGBTQ+ group. Six studies evaluated how 
meaningfully people with lived experience were engaged in co-design: by documenLng the 
impact of contribuLons on intervenLon design, or through post-design reflecLons. Barriers 
included difficulLes recruiLng inclusively, making Lme for meaningful engagement in 
stretched services, and safeguarding concerns for co-designers. Explicit processes for 
ensuring safety and wellbeing, flexible schedules, and adequate funding facilitated co-
design.  
 
Conclusions: To realise the potenLal of co-design to improve self-harm intervenLons, 
people with lived experience must be representaLve of those who use services. This 
requires processes that reassure potenLal contributors and referrers that co-designers will 
be safeguarded, remunerated, and their contribuLons used and valued.   
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ARTICLE SUMMARY 
 
Strengths and limita5ons of this study 

1. Comprehensive search strategy with no restricLon on publicaLon date to capture 
breadth of evidence  

2. All papers screened at Ltle/abstract and full-text level by two researchers 
independently  

3. Protocol uploaded to the Open Science Framework prior to conducLng scoping 
review  

4. Did not check all published self-harm intervenLon papers for evidence of co-design, 
so instances where co-design was not menLoned in the Ltle or abstract could have 
been missed  

5. Only the development paper for each intervenLon was included – follow up papers 
were excluded at full-text level which may have overlooked addiLonal co-design 
details 
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INTRODUCTION  
 
As health services shim from paternalisLc to person-centred care, there is increasing focus 
on engaging paLents and carers with lived experience in designing services (1). Co-designed 
services are more efficient and relevant for end-users, foster posiLve emoLons, and 
increase service-user knowledge (2). Gold standard co-design is both acLve and embedded, 
where those with lived experience are equal partners with a meaningful role incorporaLng 
creaLvity, problem-solving, and decision-making (3). Co-producLon comprises co-design 
alongside co-delivery (4, 5). Co-producLon guidelines state experienLal knowledge should 
be respected by sharing power and decision-making, and building/maintaining relaLonships 
through conLnued dialogue and reflecLon. Ground rules should be established, reciprocity 
valued, and flexibility is crucial. Diverse perspecLves should be sought, especially from 
underrepresented groups (6).  
 
Involvement of experts-by-experience in mental healthcare design is widespread across 
early psychosis, eaLng disorders, adult psychological therapies, and youth mental health (7, 
8). However, the state of the field of co-designed self-harm intervenLons has not to our 
knowledge been the topic of a published review. 
 
Self-harm is defined as direct, deliberate harm to one’s own body in the absence of suicidal 
intent, for reasons not socially sancLoned (9). The most prevalent forms are cuZng, 
burning, hiZng, and banging (10). Self-harm is common. A naLonally representaLve 
esLmate of self-harm in England revealed a lifeLme prevalence of 6.4%, with especially high 
rates in women aged 16-24, a quarter of whom self-harmed (11).   
 
Self-harm is prevalent in paLents with Complex EmoLonal Needs (12), with prevalence rates 
of 95% and 90% in adolescent and adult samples diagnosed with emoLonally unstable 
personality disorder (13). Self-harm behaviour occurs across a wide range of psychiatric 
diagnoses. People with depression, substance use, and anxiety disorders are at parLcularly 
high risk (14). Self-harm is also present in the absence of comorbidiLes (15), prompLng the 
inclusion of non-suicidal self-injury disorder as a condiLon in the DSM-V (16). High-risk 
groups include the LGBTQ+ populaLon (17) and those with chronic physical illnesses (18). 
There are ethnic differences in self-harm presentaLon, with prevalence highest in Black 
females and repeLLon least likely in Black and South Asian individuals (19, 20).   
 
Self-harm can serve to regulate distressing emoLons and escape from negaLve internal 
states, communicate distress and self-punishment, and can serve an anL-suicide funcLon 
for some (21, 22). However, self-harm is a strong risk factor for future non-suicidal self-harm 
and completed suicide, with suicide risk up to 49 Lmes the general populaLon (23, 24).  
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All paLents presenLng with self-harm should receive informaLon, have family/carers 
involved, undergo psychosocial assessment, and have a personalised care plan and risk 
assessment (25). A series of Cochrane reviews quesLon the efficacy of exisLng psychological 
intervenLons. In children and adolescents, consistently posiLve outcomes were found for 
DialecLcal Behaviour Therapy only (26), and in adults only CogniLve Behavioural Therapy-
based psychotherapy and MentalisaLon-Based therapy showed promise (27, 28).  
  
Several streams of evidence suggest exisLng self-harm intervenLons are not fit for purpose. 
There are accounts of paLents being refused pain relief in the emergency department due 
to the self-inflicted nature of their wounds - “I thought you liked pain” (29), or denied 
medical treatment under assumpLons they would re-engage in self-harm (30). PaLents 
recount sLgmaLsing aZtudes from healthcare professionals, labelled ‘afenLon-seeking’ for 
seeking help (31). Given the rise in self-harm in young people, it is parLcularly concerning 
that this age group report feeling let down by clinical services and dropped on discharge 
(32).   
 
PaLents’ percepLons are not unfounded. Clinical staff across emergency departments, 
general medical, and psychiatric seZngs had feelings of irritaLon and anger towards those 
presenLng with self-harm (33). Unfortunately, these experiences are not unique to 
healthcare seZngs. Prison officers, nurses, and doctors reportedly exhibited hosLlity 
towards prisoners who engaged in self-harm (34).   
 
CollaboraLon with paLents and carers to design and implement new approaches and 
intervenLons may improve their acceptability and efficacy and build relaLonships with staff. 
While one systemaLc review noted that service-user evaluaLon of pre-designed 
psychosocial self-harm intervenLons was rare (35), there have been no afempts to 
synthesise research regarding whether and how people with lived experience have co-
designed self-harm intervenLons. Given the sLgma surrounding self-harm from medical 
professionals, as well self-sLgma and the high number of people who self-harm who are not 
in contact with services (36), engaging this lived experience group may be parLcularly 
challenging. A review in this area is important to idenLfy how co-design has been conducted 
and unique requirements and challenges to lived experience involvement.   

 
OBJECTIVES 
  
The primary objecLve of this scoping review was to map the extent of lived experience 
involvement in co-designing self-harm intervenLons. We also sought to describe how 
representaLve co-designers have been of intervenLon end-users and explore benefits, 
challenges, barriers, and facilitators to co-design. AddiLonally, we aimed to examine how 
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the meaningfulness of co-design has been evaluated. Scoping methodology afforded 
flexibility to idenLfy and map key concepts and gaps in the literature (37).   
 
METHODS  
  
This work followed the Joanna Briggs InsLtute (JBI) methodology for scoping reviews (38). 
The protocol is published (hfp://dx.doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/P52UD, Supplementary 
Material 1). PaLents or the public were not involved in conducLng this review.  
  
Eligibility criteria: We included studies where individuals with first-hand or carer experience 
of self-harm co-designed intervenLons, materials, or guidelines for self-harm. There were no 
restricLons on age, gender, diagnosis, or publicaLon date. Primary studies, systemaLc 
reviews, meta-analyses, and grey literature were included. Only English language studies 
were included. Various collaboraLve design concepts such as co-design, co-producLon, co-
creaLon, and PaLent and Public Involvement were incorporated. IntervenLons solely for 
self-harm where the intenLon was to die were excluded. Involvement restricted to 
consultaLon or giving feedback on pre-exisLng intervenLons was excluded.   
  
Informa5on sources: On 24th December 2022 we searched the following databases using a 
comprehensive search strategy comprising three concepts (‘co-design’, ‘self-harm’, and 
‘intervenLon’): PubMed, Embase, PsycINFO, Web of Science and Cochrane Library, as well 
as grey literature in PROSPERO, and ClinicalTrials.gov. Supplementary Materials 2 and 3 
detail the complete search strategy and example search. Websites were also scoped for 
relevant content: Department of Health, NaLonal InsLtute for Health and Care Research 
[NIHR], NaLonal InsLtute for Health and Care Excellence [NICE], The McPin FoundaLon, 
Royal College of Psychiatrists, Harmless, YoungMinds, MQ Mental Health Research and 
Mind.  
 
Procedures for analysis: Following de-duplicaLon, all records were screened for eligibility at 
Ltle and abstract level, then at full-text level, by two researchers independently (LCW and 
NC). Disagreements were resolved via discussion with a third person (CC). Decisions were 
recorded using Rayyan (hfps://www.rayyan.ai/). 

LCW extracted the following data from included arLcles: authors, year and publicaLon type, 
country, seZng, intervenLon, self-harm definiLon, aims, methods, populaLon, extent of co-
design involvement, benefits/challenges, facilitators/barriers, remuneraLon. Pre-, during, 
and post- co-design acLviLes were evaluated against key principles in NIHR guidelines for 
co-produced work including sharing power, including all perspecLves, valuing contributor 
knowledge, reciprocity, and building and maintaining relaLonships (6). In line with scoping 
review guidelines, we did not formally assess the quality of included papers (39).   
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RESULTS 
 
Database searching returned 2737 records. Following deduplicaLon, 1814 Ltle and abstracts 
were screened for eligibility. 71 full texts were assessed, of which 17 were included. Two 
addiLonal materials were idenLfied through web searches and one through references. A 
final 20 studies were included. The PRISMA flowchart in Figure 1 summarises the selecLon 
process. 
 
Details of co-designed intervenLons, materials, and guidelines are outlined separately for 
young people (40-49) (Table 1) and adults (50-59) (Table 2). We included 13 qualitaLve 
studies, one quanLtaLve, one mixed methods, one commentary, two protocols (for future 
co-design and evaluaLon of self-harm intervenLons), and two web pages outlining co-
produced materials. Thirteen studies took place in the UK, the rest in Australia, India, USA, 
New Zealand, Canada, and Taiwan. All were published between 2005 and 2022.  
 
Four intervenLons were for non-suicidal self-harm (40, 46, 52, 59), while six intervenLons 
did not discriminate based on suicidal intent (43, 44, 45, 47, 49, 58). The remaining sources 
did not define self-harm or the definiLon did not reference intent.  
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Table 1. Descrip/on of included studies involving young people in co-design of self-harm interven/ons 
Author/year
/country  

Interven0on / 
guideline / resource 

Intended 
se6ng 

Co-design aims  Methods Stakeholders  Extent of involvement 

Bailey et al., 
(2019). UK 
(40) 
 

Self-help materials 
for young people  

Primary care Develop materials to aid 
general pracEce self-harm 
consultaEons  

ParEcipatory acEon research: focus groups 
with young people, general pracEEoners, 
pracEce nurses; themaEc analysis on focus 
group transcripts 

N=15 aged 16-25 years with experience of self-harm 
recruited by snowball sampling  
1 mixed race, 14 white; 8 M, 7 F 
14 GPs and 16 pracEse nurses 

Review and create materials, share help-seeking 
experiences 

LaEf et al., 
(2017). UK 
(41) 

Our Care through 
Our Eyes e-learning 
for rCNs 

General 
hospital 

Co-produce a digital 
educaEonal programme for 
rCNs caring for CYP who 
self-harm 

rCN workshop: set prioriEes for their learning 
 
CYP workshop: generate ideas for e-learning 

4 CYP admi[ed to CAMHS for self-harm treatment in past 12 
months 
Mean age 15 years. All F 
19 nurses 

Development workshop – shared hospital 
experiences, used flip charts and story boards to 
design training package, suggested how e-learning 
could be more engaging  

Hetrick et 
al., (2018). 
Australia 
(42) 

Symptom 
monitoring app 
‘Wellbeing tracker’  
Safety features  

App for those 
in face-to-
face 
treatment 

Co-design app for young 
people with major 
depression/at risk of self-
harm to self-monitor mood  

4 co-design workshops with young people  
 
2 co-design workshops with clinicians – 
idenEfy concerns  

Current/former mental health service clients, treated for 
depression which may have included self-harm 
Gender: 3 M, 8 F; Mean age 21.4 years  
16 clinicians   

Designed app features, individually and as group  
1 young person presented design to clinicians  
App designers sorted focus group notes into 
themes  

Owens and 
Charles 
(2016). UK 
(43) 
 

TeenTEXT: self-
management text-
messaging 
intervenEon  

App for 
adolescents 
under CAMHS 
clinician  

Re-develop adult text-
messaging intervenEon for 
adolescents  
 
 

Re-development: tailored components of 
adult intervenEon 
Adapt intervenEon through its use 
Focus group with CAMHS team – understand 
barriers to implementaEon  

Development work: CAMHS paEents with experience of self-
harm, 3 clinicians  
 
Feasibility work: 1 clinician-client dyad  
 

Development work: creaEve workshops to alter 
adult intervenEon, delivery design by researchers, 
sohware developers, clinicians  
Feasibility work: use intervenEon for 6 months 
and provide feedback   

Stallard et 
al., (2018). 
UK (44) 
 

BlueIce smartphone 
app: toolbox of 
CBT/DBT strategies  

App for 12–
17-year-olds 
in face-to-
face therapy 

Create, refine, evaluate 
smartphone app  
 
Evaluate BlueIce 

Co-producEon between young people, clinical 
staff, academics, app developers  
Workshops with clinicians 
Phase 1 evaluaEon of acceptability, safety 

Development: young people with lived experience of self-
harm and clinicians (n unknown, recruitment source 
unknown)  
EvaluaEon: 40 young people with current/past self-harm 

Co-produced app – design, layout, flow, content  
 
 

Aggarwal et 
al., (2021). 
India (45) 
 

ATMAN: counsellor 
delivered 
psychological 
intervenEon  

Youth in LMIC Co-design a scalable 
psychological intervenEon 
to reduce self-harm and 
improve funcEoning  
 

Phenomenological themaEc analysis of 
interviews; SystemaEc review - idenEfy 
effecEve elements of exisEng intervenEons  
2 rounds of development workshops  

Youth aged 15-24 who presented to psychiatry department 
aher self-harm (n=15); caregivers (n=4) 
Development work: N=6 young people, N=5 MHPs health 
professionals (MHPs)  
Finalising structure: N=7 young people, N=5 MHPs  

Interviews on self-harm experience – idenEfy 
intervenEon outcomes 
Workshop round 1 - reflect on experiences, 
feedback on review, idenEfy missing elements  
Workshop round 2 – feedback to finalise structure  

Kokaliari & 
Lanzano 
(2005). USA 
(46) 

Consumer-therapist 
co-run self-injury 
group  

American 
colleges 

Design and run group for 
self-injury on principles of 
consumer empowerment  

Plan and facilitate group  Members of consumer-run, campus mental health 
organisaEon with experience of self-injury 
2 student consumers, 2 counsellors  

Brainstormed soluEons to increased self-injury   
Planned group, delivered with professionals 
Equal team members, all decisions made jointly 

Meinhardt 
et al., 
(2022). New 
Zealand (47)  

New Zealand specific 
guidelines for school 
staff managing self-
harm 

New Zealand 
high schools 
(age 12-19 
years) 
 
  

Develop culturally 
responsive guidelines for 
school staff supporEng 
students who self-harm, 
consistent with bi-cultural 
principles  

Delphi consensus method: 
Literature review  
Interviews with school staff  
Expert panels (youth and stakeholders) chose 
items for guidelines 
Rōpū Mātanga Māori resolved discrepancies 

N=30 youth: aged >16 (2 no experience, 15 lived experience, 
22 knew someone, 19 supported someone; 24 F, 5 M, 1 
trans woman) recruited from youth advisory group 
N=34 researchers, MHPs, school staff (1 no experience, 6 
lived experience, 26 know someone, 28 supported someone)  
46.9% European, 28.1% Māori, 18.8% Pacific Peoples, 6.3% 
Asian 

QuesEonnaires – suggest new recommendaEons  
Voted on which recommendaEons included in 
guideline 
Acknowledged as guideline contributors  

Bush (2016). 
UK (48) 
 

No Harm Done: 
digital informaEon 
pack, 3 short films  

Variety Co-create resources for 
people supporEng those 
who self-harm  

CollaboraEon between YoungMinds, The 
Charlie Walker Memorial Trust, Royal College 
of Psychiatrists 

Young people, parents Shared their stories  

Knowles et 
al., (2022). 
New Zealand 
& UK (49) 
 

Outcomes for 
Cochrane review of 
self-harm 
intervenEons for 
educaEonal sewngs 
 

EducaEonal 
sewngs 
 

IdenEfy methods to 
generate outcomes, design 
outcomes important to 
young people, compare to 
typical review outcomes 

ParEcipatory co-design workshops  
ThemaEc analysis on generated ideas 
 
 

N=28 young people with individual or friend/family 
experience of self-harm  
New Zealand: 5 M, 8 F between 16-23 years: 6 Mãori, 4 New 
Zealand Europeans, 4 Asian  
UK: 11 F, 3 M, 1 non-binary  
Recruited from professional networks and young people’s 
organisaEons 

Workshops: design review and generate 
outcomes  
Pick 3 ‘must include’ and ‘must exclude’ outcomes 
CollaboraEon to reach final 6 outcome themes 
Input on how outcomes could be measured 

GP = general pracEce; CYP = children and young people; rCN = registered children’s nurses; CAMHS = child and adolescent mental health services; CBT = cogniEve behavioural therapy; DBT = dialecEcal behavioural therapy; LMIC = low- or middle-income country; MHPs = 
mental health professionals; F = female; M = male 
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Table 2. Descrip/on of included studies involving adults in co-design of self-harm interven/ons 
Author/year/ 
country  

Interven0on / guideline 
/ resource 

Intended 
se6ng 

Co-design aims  Methods Stakeholders Extent of involvement 

Maclean et al., 
(2018). Canada 
(50) 
 

BEACON Smartphone 
assisted problem solving 
therapy  

Emergency 
department 
(ED) 

Design self-harm intervenEon for 
men and develop recruitment 
strategy to engage men who 
present to ED with self-harm 

Design intervenEon and subsequent 
randomised controlled trial 
Held conference - discuss service user-
researcher collaboraEon  

Unknown for app development 
 
Co-invesEgators: 2 service-users with lived-
experience of self-harm 

Designed intervenEon  
Involved in all stages: grant phase, development of protocol, 
steering commi[ee, creaEon of Service User and Caregiver 
Research Interest Group in suicide prevenEon 

Owens et al., 
(2011). UK (51) 
 

Txt4shs (Text for Self-
Harm Support): personal 
coping statements on 
demand 

Emergency 
department  

Develop text-messaging 
intervenEon to reduce self-harm  
Decide right message, right 
person, right Eme  

6 parEcipatory workshops 8 mental health service-users with history of 
self-harm (6 F, 2 M, aged 18-50+ years, all self-
harmed for >5 years), 1 carer 
Recruited from exisEng networks 
3 clinicians 

Workshops to discuss style, content, and Eme of messages  
Shaped intervenEon to be tailored to the individual  
Changed from push to pull messaging 

Birbeck et al., 
(2017). UK (52) 
 
 

7 digital designs including 
mood tracker, digital 
stress ball, harm 
reducEon intervenEon, 
plazorm for caregivers  

Variety of 
sewngs 

Conduct a hackathon involving 
those who would use self-harm 
technologies 

‘Self Harmony’ hackathon – create 
new self-harm digital intervenEons 
Outputs presented to statutory and 
voluntary service providers for 
feedback 

N=8 with lived experience of self-harm  
Medical trainees (n=4), researchers (n=4), 
technologists (n=15), designers (n=5), charity 
workers (n=5), members of public (n=4) 
N=3 lived experience mentors 
Recruited via adverEsements 

Provide accounts of self-harm to be incorporated into study 
design  
Lived experience speaker to inspire parEcipants  
Involved in intervenEon design process 
Mentors ensured sensiEve engagement with self-harm 

Chang (2022). 
Taiwan (53) 

Text and web-based Brief 
Contact IntervenEon  

Mobile 
health 

Co-design and evaluate feasibility 
of brief contact intervenEon 
(BCI) to reduce repeated self-
harm 

Establish co-design team  
Evaluate feasibility in 30 parEcipants 
through delivery of BCI for 5 months  

Aiming for 4-6 service users, 4-6 service 
providers 

Focus groups - design content, frequency, sewng, outcome 
measures 
Interviews on parEcipaEon in co-design team 

Harmless (n.d.). 
UK (54) 

Self-harm workbook:  Variety -  -  Service users, therapists  Workbook developed collaboraEvely with service users, 
therapists, and InsEtute of Mental Health 

NICE (2012). UK 
(55) 

Changing Minds training 
course, staff awareness 
training 

Variety Trainers to design and co-deliver 
mental health awareness training 
courses  

9-month part Eme training course – 
develop skills to co-design and co-
deliver training  

Previous secondary mental healthcare 
inpaEents or in contact with secondary mental 
health services  

Deliver training on self-harm awareness 
Once experienced design own courses, provide support and 
mentor  

Ward et al., 
(2012). UK (56) 
 

At Arm’s Length: staff 
self-harm awareness 
training  

Women’s 
prison 

Develop staff awareness training 
session about self-harm  

ParEcipatory acEon research: 
planning, acEon, and criEcal reflecEon 
stages  

Women prisoners with lived experience of self-
harm (N=6 for focus group, N=2 for 
development) – self-selecEon 
Prison staff  
 

QuesEonnaires/interviews – idenEfy need for training  
Focus group - helpful management, responses from staff, 
key messages  
Development of training package  
Co-delivery of the training sessions with researcher 

Ward and 
Bailey (2013). 
UK (57) 
 

Self-harm management 
pathway: training 
package, sensory room, 
in-cell acEviEes, trauma 
service  

Women’s 
prison 

Outline service user involvement 
conducted in a custodial sewng 
to develop a care pathway for 
self-harm  

ParEcipatory acEon research  
 
Literature review on self-harm in 
prisons 

Prisoners with recorded history of self-harm 
invited to take part 
Process mapping events: N=9 women, N=7 staff 
Interviews: N=15 women, N=13 staff 
 

Share narraEve accounts of self-harm  
QuesEonnaires and interviews on self-harm, suggesEons for 
care development  
Combined with review data  
Focus groups to discuss themes 

Mitchell et al., 
(2019). UK (58) 
 
 

COVER: Medical skin 
camouflage (MSC) clinics 
for self-harm scarring 
 
 

Women’s 
prison 

Train long-term prisoners to 
deliver intervenEon  
 
Assess feasibility and 
acceptability of MSC  

PaEent and public involvement (PPI)  
Phase 1) Focus groups  
Phase 2) adaptaEon of MSC 
intervenEon, develop 
training/intervenEon protocols 
Training of long-term prisoners  
Randomised controlled trial (RCT) 

Separate focus groups (N=10 women prisoners 
with self-harm experience; N=10 prison staff)  
2 experts-by-experience 
Aim to train 6-10 long-term prisoners with 
personal experience of self-harm and at least 10 
years leh on sentence, who already hold a 
prison posiEon of responsibility  

PPI – informed outcome measures  
Select women-centred outcomes, decision to be trained by 
other prisoners, use of diary  
Co-designed all materials for parEcipants  
Will train long-term prisoners to deliver MSC 
Will design disseminaEon event to present RCT outcomes 
Post-RCT reflecEve focus groups 

Pengelly et al., 
(2008). UK (59) 
 

AlternaEves to Self-harm 
Service User Handbook   

Adult mental 
health trusts  

Develop a handbook to promote 
collaboraEve working between 
people who repeatedly self-harm 
and front-line health 
professionals  

Content from:  
Literature search and website 
searches 
Interviews with service users 
Input from mental health staff  

N=6 service users with long histories of self-
harm (recruitment source unknown) 
N=6 nurses and N=4 managers from self-harm 
teams 
Feedback from N=6 service-users (from user 
groups) and N=13 professionals   

Content determined by literature, interviews, 
correspondence with self-harm teams  
Modified handbook based on feedback 
Service users involved in training on handbook’s use 

ED = emergency department; BCI = brief contact intervenEon; MSC = medical skin camouflage; PPI = paEent and public involvement; RCT = randomised controlled trial; F = female; M = male
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What interven5ons have been co-designed?  
 
Of the 10 intervenLons designed by and for children and young people, three were mobile 
health technologies for use between face-to-face sessions with mental health professionals 
(42-44). Four were resources to support care providers – primary care pracLLoners (40), 
general hospital children’s nurses (41), parents and teachers (48), and school staff (47). In 
educaLonal seZngs, young people co-designed and co-ran a self-injury group (46) and co-
designed outcomes for self-harm intervenLons which informed a Cochrane review (49). 
Youth in India co-designed a psychological intervenLon for use in low and middle-income 
countries (45).  
 
Mobile health intervenLons were also the focus of three intervenLons co-designed by 
adults with lived experience of self-harm (50-52), and one protocol for a planned brief 
contact intervenLon (53). Adults also co-designed materials to aid professionals and carers, 
including a handbook for mental health trusts (59) and self-harm awareness training 
delivered by experts-by-experience (55). Women’s prisons were the focus of three 
intervenLons (56, 57, 58). Finally, adults co-designed an acLvity workbook for self-harm 
recovery (54).  
 
 
To what extent were individuals with lived experience involved? 
 
Before co-design:  
Four studies describe how people with lived experience were involved in planning how 
studies would be conducted or evaluated, or in securing funding. In one study, people with 
lived experience idenLfied the need for a co-run self-injury group within their American 
college campus (46). Service-users were also involved at the grant phase and protocol 
development (50), and informed study outcomes (58).  
 
During co-design:  
One study engaged people in online workshops (49) while the remaining co-design was face-
to-face via workshops, focus groups, and interviews. Using sLcky notes, co-designers wrote 
and themaLcally sorted triggers, urge-reducLon messages, and characterisLcs of groups 
who self-harm for Txt4shs, with further workshops to personalise and refine the 
intervenLon (51). Over four workshops young people sketched intervenLon features as 
individuals, obtained group feedback, then prioriLsed opLmal features for the final group 
design (42).  
 
Using informaLon gleaned from other stakeholders or literature alongside service-user 
design was common (59). Themes emerging from staLsLcal analysis of medical records and 
challenges idenLfied by general pracLce staff guided focus groups to source and create self-
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help materials for self-harm consultaLons (40). Registered children’s nurses idenLfied their 
training needs, upon which workshops were held with children and young people who used 
storyboards to reflect on their experiences and decide what should be included (41).  
 
VoLng was frequently used in decision-making. Designing a psychological intervenLon, 
youth added missing elements to those idenLfied through interviews and a systemaLc 
review, voted on elements for inclusion and built elements into modules (45). Young people 
co-designed a review for self-harm intervenLons by anonymously suggesLng review 
outcomes which were combined with typical outcomes recorded in trials and voted on for 
inclusion (49). Using the Delphi consensus method, stakeholders voted on 
recommendaLons obtained from literature searches and interviews with professionals and 
experts-by-experience for inclusion in school self-harm management guidelines (47).  
 
The Self Harmony hackathon uniquely included people with lived experience as designers, 
as inspiraLon through sharing their experiences, and as mentors to ensure sensiLve 
engagement with self-harm (52). No Harm Done materials were also unique since sharing 
self-harm stories on film was the co-creaLon contribuLon, using real-life experiences to 
dispel myths (48).  
 
Extent of co-design involvement was less clear when intervenLons were not afforded a 
separate development paper (50) - creaLve workshops (43), creaLng, refining, and 
evaluaLng an app (44), and collaboraLve development of a prison self-harm pathway (53) 
and self-harm workbook (54). Service-users will be involved in developing the content, 
seZngs, and outcomes of a brief contact intervenLon (53).   
 
Four studies involved co-delivery. Students planned topics for and facilitated a college self-
injury group alongside counsellors (46). People with lived experience also designed and co-
delivered self-harm awareness training (55). In prisons, women designed outcomes for an 
exisLng intervenLon (58) and a staff training package (56) which will be delivered by other 
prisoners with self-harm experience.   
 
All decisions regarding the co-run self-injury group were made between consumers and 
counsellors who were viewed as equals (46). However, elements of some intervenLons 
were determined prior to lived experience involvement - content type and web-based 
nature (53), mood monitoring features (42), and an exisLng intervenLon for re-
development (43). 
 
Amer co-design:  
App design ideas (42), handbook training (59), and findings (58) were co-disseminated. Only 
one paper explicitly stated those with lived experience were acknowledged as contributors 
on final guidelines (47). ConLnued dialogue was rare, though people with lived experience 
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not only co-designed the BEACON intervenLon but were co-invesLgators in a subsequent 
randomised controlled trial (50). 
 
RemuneraLon:  
This varied from a cerLficate (47) to travel reimbursement and food provision (52), vouchers 
(41, 47, 49), hourly pay (42, 51) and unspecified payment for service delivery (55). More 
afracLve incenLves were proposed to encourage recruitment (41). Prison seZngs did not 
detail reimbursement, but stated the intervenLon would not interfere with women’s 
income (58). Others offered training opportuniLes such as conference afendance (50). No 
papers outlined the raLonale for their chosen reimbursement, nor the Lme commitment of 
contributors.  
 
 
Who is involved in co-design?  
 
Most work included individuals with personal self-harm experience recruited via services 
(41, 45), exisLng team networks (42, 47, 51), young people’s organisaLons (48, 49), 
adverLsements (52), or college mental health organisaLons (46). Snowball sampling was 
common (40, 42, 50). To manage risk, some studies excluded individuals who self-harmed in 
the past three months (42) or were receiving acute hospital care for their self-harm (41). 
There was some gatekeeping to involvement by healthcare professionals and prison staff 
who excluded people if they were not deemed suitable for workshops (41) and selected 
prisoners who were most 'suitable’ for intervenLon delivery or already held posiLons of 
responsibility (56, 58). Five studies also involved parents or carers (45, 48, 49, 47, 51). In 
some studies, co-designers varied across the development process (51) or new individuals 
were added to make final modificaLons (45).  
 
In studies reporLng demographics of lived experience co-designers, 110 were female and 26 
were male (40, 41, 42, 47, 49, 51, 56, 57, 58). One non-binary person and one trans woman 
were also included (47, 49). Few studies reported ethnicity. Young people who co-designed 
materials for UK general pracLce were overwhelmingly white (40), while New Zealand 
studies sought Māori and non-Māori representaLon and recruited a Rōpū Mātanga Māori 
(clinical cultural governance group) to ensure Māori-centred work, given higher self-harm 
rates among this populaLon (47, 49). A study based in India recruited from the local 
populaLon to develop an intervenLon for low- and middle-income countries (45). No 
studies presented informaLon on sexual orientaLon, self-harm frequency (besides meeLng 
an inclusion cut-off), or comorbidiLes. 
 
 
Was co-design meaningful?  
 

 . 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 20, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Meaningfulness of lived experience involvement may be discerned from how co-design 
benefited the intervenLon or reports from co-designers on the impact of their involvement. 
Several papers outlined posiLve impacts of their co-design efforts but did not report how 
these were assessed, for example enabling the lived experience voice to be heard (41, 42, 
46, 49) and making intervenLons relevant to end-users (41, 47, 50). Co-deliverers reportedly 
broke down barriers to professional-run groups, served as role models for afendees (46), 
developed transferable skills (55), provided meaningful work, and addressed the inmate-
officer divide of a prison seZng (57, 58). However, few studies quanLfied the degree or 
success of these acLviLes. 
 
Three studies explicitly documented how lived experience contribuLons impacted 
intervenLon design. Young people idenLfied more asset-based outcomes for self-harm 
intervenLons (‘befer coping’ and ‘safer environment to talk about self-harm’) than typical 
self-harm reducLon/cessaLon, prompLng researchers to transform their review (49). 
Researchers were challenged on their preconceived idea to sub-categorise people who self-
harm and send generic support messages at pre-specified Lmes. HighlighLng the personal 
nature of self-harm and potenLally detrimental effects of receiving blanket messages paved 
the way for the highly personalised Txt4shs app (51). The Self Harmony hackathon informed 
a pla}orm where digital mental health tools will be open-sourced (52).  
 
Three studies involved reflecLons on the co-design process. Assessments conducted with 
Changing Minds co-trainers revealed involvement gave them a valued role, increased self-
esteem, and confidence to develop supporLve social networks and challenge discriminaLon 
(55). One co-deliverer of prison self-harm awareness training reflected how the experience 
increased their self-esteem, confidence, and acceptance of their own self-harming 
frequency. AddiLonally, most staff recipients reflected that the lived experience perspecLve 
was the most useful element (56). ReflecLve focus groups with young people and clinicians 
highlighted short consultaLons as a limiLng factor of their co-designed materials (40). Some 
studies conducted debriefing but did not include what was discussed (46, 49). 
 
 
What were the barriers and facilitators to self-harm interven5on co-design?  
 
RecruiLng people with lived experience:  
Recruitment challenges precluded co-design (41), and co-designers were only included if 
deemed suitable by parents/guardians, clinical, or prison staff (41, 56, 58). AfriLon was high 
due to individuals being too unwell (43), fluctuaLons in mental state and personal 
circumstances (51), and study length (47). Support to withdraw and re-join (50), more 
incenLves, and online opportuniLes were suggested strategies to encourage involvement 
(41).  
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Safeguarding:  
Feared repercussions by people with lived experience may have prohibited their 
involvement, for example peers becoming aware of their self-harm history (42), relaLonship 
issues between prisoners and staff (56), and self-harm exacerbaLon (57). Indeed, an 
individual with self-harm lived experience reported that co-running a self-harm group was 
intense and draining (46). Researchers reported various measures to miLgate for some of 
these concerns (41) such as ground rules regarding personal disclosure (45, 49), compleLon 
of a “wellness plan” (not elaborated on) prior to parLcipaLon (42), support from youth 
workers and clinical psychologists (49), mental health charity input to ensure co-design 
acLviLes are sensiLve, and provision of safe spaces to relax or obtain support from 
volunteers (52). Studies used follow-up debriefing and phone-calls to check wellbeing (46, 
49).  
 
Enabling collaboraLve involvement:  
Too didacLc or formal methods with minutes and agendas were difficult to engage with (49, 
50). A ‘persona’ method was used to overcome challenges eliciLng review outcomes 
whereby cases of young people self-harming were presented, and co-designers were asked 
how cases would be befer amer a successful intervenLon (49). Skills deficits, for example in 
scienLfic literature searching, limited lived experience involvement (51). Power imbalances, 
parLcularly within the prison system, were a barrier to collaboraLve involvement (57). 
Facilitatory measures included creaLng a safe space (50) and assuring there were no right or 
wrong answers (41). Placing service-users in leadership roles also avoids tokenisLc 
involvement (55, 57). Ensuring co-design was a two-way relaLonship was an addiLonal 
facilitator, with service-users benefiZng from skill development (42), training opportuniLes 
(50) and payment (55). 
 
Time and funding:  
Radical revision of predetermined ideas slowed development of a co-designed app and 
required flexibility, only possible with funding bodies willing to tolerate uncertainty (51). 
Adequate funding is needed to build relaLonships with clinical teams and cover the 
Lmespan necessary to incorporate lived experience input (43, 55).  
 
Wider mental health system:  
Service-user designs must be considered against clinician availability (42) and professional 
views (59). TeenTEXT was unable to go through further co-development as new technology 
burdened burnt out Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (43). InsLtuLonal sLgma 
regarding the capacity of service-users to deliver training was a barrier to co-delivery (55). 
Presence of professionals facilitated co-producLon, supporLng those who may otherwise 
have been reluctant to run a self-injury group (46). Barriers like service capacity should be 
anLcipated and recLfied early (43), and new pracLces are required rather than trying to fit 
co-design into typical research pracLces (50).  
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DISCUSSION  
 
In this scoping review we idenLfied twenty co-designed intervenLons, approaches, and 
materials for self-harm across seZngs. Though co-design arose in the 1970s (60), most 
studies were published in the 2010s, in the UK. This surge in co-design publicaLons is 
perhaps unsurprising given increasing self-harm prevalence parLcularly in young people and 
the recent push towards lived experience involvement (61, 62). Ten intervenLons were 
designed by and for children and young people and ten by adults. Where characterisLcs 
were reported, co-designers were predominantly women and were in contact with mental 
health or prison services. This was the first review to explore depth of lived experience 
involvement in the self-harm field, factors that help and hinder co-design, and 
meaningfulness of involvement. A robust search strategy across mulLple databases enabled 
thorough examinaLon of the literature.   
 
Our findings indicate lived experience co-design varied from designing aspects of 
intervenLons with considerable input from the literature and other stakeholders, through to 
mulL-stage involvement in design, delivery, and disseminaLon, with equal decision-making 
say. It may be misinformed to aim for equal involvement in all decisions - guidelines state 
there can sLll be a leader, whether they are a service-user or another stakeholder (6). Few 
studies fostered involvement beyond iniLal design acLviLes which may be viewed as 
tokenisLc if co-designers are unable to see the impact of their involvement, parLcularly 
having shared personal informaLon (63, 64).  
 
Many stated benefits of co-design such as making intervenLons relevant to end-users and 
breaking down the staff—service-user divide lacked tangible empirical or qualitaLve 
evidence. Barriers and facilitators of co-design fell into themes of recruitment, safeguarding, 
involvement methods, Lme and funding, and mental health services. Meaningful co-
producLon should be “equitably remunerated” (65) and “commensurate with the nature 
and demands of the acLvity” (66) though, where reported, remuneraLon varied from a 
cerLficate of parLcipaLon to hourly pay and did not meet recommendaLons (67, 68). More 
transparency is therefore required in the compensaLon process. 
 
UnrepresentaLve stakeholders, or involvement acLviLes that exclude the most vulnerable 
in society could perpetuate power imbalances in self-harm intervenLons. Co-designers were 
predominantly cis-gender women, especially in prison systems where co-design only took 
place in women’s insLtuLons. While this gender imbalance reflects self-harm prevalence, a 
significant number of men are affected (69, 70). Ethnicity was infrequently reported. Higher-
risk groups including those acutely unwell, the LGBTQ+ populaLon (71), and those with 
physical or mental health comorbidiLes were underrepresented. Self-harm may present 
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differently in the context of certain condiLons and tailored intervenLons may be required. 
AddiLonally, since self-harm is a somewhat hidden phenomenon, intervenLons designed by 
those in contact with services may not represent needs of the wider populaLon who self-
harm (62). While online workshops remove geographical constraints to parLcipaLon, they 
may be prohibiLve for those lacking technology access. Indeed, research suggests experts-
by-experience should be provided with the necessary equipment to remove barriers to 
involvement (64). 
 
Strategies such as snowball sampling and recruitment via exisLng networks may explain the 
lack of diversity in these lived experience samples. There was an element of clinician 
gatekeeping such that only those deemed suitable to take part acted as co-designers, 
though the criteria for suitability was omen not reported. It is conceivable that ethics 
commifees may have prohibited involvement of those at greatest risk to themselves, but 
greater transparency documenLng the inclusion process is required to confirm this. 
 
Limita5ons  
 
Though our search strategy was comprehensive across mulLple databases, papers where 
search terms were not referenced in the Ltle or abstract may have been overlooked. Our 
exploraLon of the representaLveness of co-designers was limited by several papers not 
describing characterisLcs of those involved. Given the imperaLve for co-design of services in 
many countries, the relaLve paucity of evidence found suggests many co-design acLviLes 
may be unpublished.  
 
Conclusions  
 
Co-design of self-harm intervenLons is becoming more frequent, but work is required to 
improve representaLon from ethnically diverse, male, and higher-risk individuals. AddiLonal 
safeguarding measures and support from relevant mental health or LGBTQ+ champions to 
ensure sensiLve involvement could empower a wider group to have their voices heard. 
Conceivable financial, technological, and systemic barriers must be broken down and 
awareness raised of co-design opportuniLes to increase accessibility. Importantly, more 
transparency is required when documenLng decisions surrounding the co-design process.  
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Figures 

 
Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart of the screening process  
 
 
 
 
 

 . 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 20, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 
REFERENCES 
1. Sunkel C, Sartor C. Perspectives: involving persons with lived experience of mental 
health conditions in service delivery, development and leadership. BJPsych Bulletin. 
2022;46(3):160-4. 
2. Steen M, Manschot M, De Koning N. Benefits of co-design in service design projects. 
International Journal of Design. 2011;5(2). 
3. Rethink Mental Illness. Progress through partnership: involvement of people with 
lived experience of mental illness in CCG commissioning [online]. 2017. 
https://www.rethink.org/media/2251/progress-through-partnership.pdf (accessed 6 April 
2023) 
4. Burkett I. An introduction to co-design. Sydney: Knode. 2012:12. 
5. National Co-production Advisory Group. Ladder of co-production [online]. 2021. 
https://www.thinklocalactpersonal.org.uk/Latest/Co-production-The-ladder-of-co-production/  
(accessed 6 April 2023)   
6. NIHR National Institute for Health and Care Research. Guidance on co-producing a 
research project [online]. 2021. 
https://www.learningforinvolvement.org.uk/content/resource/nihr-guidance-on-co-producing-
a-research-project. (accessed 6 April 2023) 
7. Green T, Bonner A, Teleni L, et al. Use and reporting of experience-based codesign 
studies in the healthcare setting: a systematic review. BMJ quality & safety. 2020;29(1):64-
76. 
8. Lewis HK, Foye U. From prevention to peer support: a systematic review exploring 
the involvement of lived-experience in eating disorder interventions. Mental Health Review 
Journal. 2021. 
9. Nock MK. Self-Injury. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology. 2010;6(1):339-63. 
10. Cipriano A, Cella S, Cotrufo P. Nonsuicidal self-injury: A systematic review. Frontiers 
in psychology. 2017;8:1946. 
11. McManus S, Bebbington P, Jenkins R, et al. Mental health and 
wellbeing in England: Adult Psychiatric Morbidity Survey 2014. Leeds: NHS Digital.2016. 
12. Foye U, Stuart R, Trevillion K, et al. Clinician views on best practice community care 
for people with complex emotional needs and how it can be achieved: a qualitative study. 
BMC psychiatry. 2022;22(1):1-13. 
13. Goodman M, Tomas IA, Temes CM, et al. Suicide attempts and self-injurious 
behaviours in adolescent and adult patients with borderline personality disorder. Personality 
and mental health. 2017;11(3):157-63. 
14. Haw C, Hawton K, Houston K, et al. Psychiatric and personality disorders in 
deliberate self-harm patients. The British Journal of Psychiatry. 2001;178(1):48-54. 
15. Swannell SV, Martin GE, Page A, et al. Prevalence of nonsuicidal self-injury in 
nonclinical samples: Systematic review, meta-analysis and meta-regression. Suicide and 
Life-Threatening Behavior. 2014;44(3):273-303. 
16. Zetterqvist M. The DSM-5 diagnosis of nonsuicidal self-injury disorder: a review of 
the empirical literature. Child and adolescent psychiatry and mental health. 2015;9(1):1-13. 
17. Marchi M, Arcolin E, Fiore G, et al. Self-harm and suicidality among LGBTIQ people: 
a systematic review and meta-analysis. International Review of Psychiatry. 2022:1-17. 
18. Singhal A, Ross J, Seminog O, et al. Risk of self-harm and suicide in people with 
specific psychiatric and physical disorders: comparisons between disorders using English 
national record linkage. Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine. 2014;107(5):194-204. 
19. Al-Sharifi A, Krynicki CR, Upthegrove R. Self-harm and ethnicity: A systematic 
review. International Journal of Social Psychiatry. 2015;61(6):600-12. 
20. Bhui K, McKenzie K, Rasul F. Rates, risk factors & methods of self harm among 
minority ethnic groups in the UK: a systematic review. BMC public health. 2007;7(1):1-14. 

 . 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 20, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


21. Taylor PJ, Jomar K, Dhingra K, et al. A meta-analysis of the prevalence of different 
functions of non-suicidal self-injury. Journal of affective disorders. 2018;227:759-69. 
22. Klonsky ED. The functions of deliberate self-injury: A review of the evidence. Clinical 
psychology review. 2007;27(2):226-39. 
23. Fox KR, Franklin JC, Ribeiro JD, et al. Meta-analysis of risk factors for nonsuicidal 
self-injury. Clinical psychology review. 2015;42:156-67. 
24. Hawton K, Bergen H, Cooper J, et al. Suicide following self-harm: findings from the 
multicentre study of self-harm in England, 2000–2012. Journal of Affective Disorders. 
2015;175:147-51. 
25. National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Self-harm: assessment, 
management and preventing recurrence     [NG225] [online] 2022. 
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ng225. (accessed 6 April 2023) 
26. Witt KG, Hetrick SE, Rajaram G, et al. Interventions for self-harm in children and 
adolescents. Cochrane database of systematic reviews. 2021(3). 
27. Witt KG, Hetrick SE, Rajaram G, et al. Pharmacological interventions for self-harm in 
adults. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. 2021(1). 
28. Witt KG, Hetrick SE, Rajaram G, et al. Psychosocial interventions for self-harm in 
adults. Cochrane database of systematic reviews. 2021(4). 
29. DrEm_79 t. Self harm and the emergency department. BMJ. 2016;353:i1150. 
30. Quinlivan LM, Gorman L, Littlewood DL, et al. ‘Relieved to be seen’—patient and 
carer experiences of psychosocial assessment in the emergency department following self-
harm: qualitative analysis of 102 free-text survey responses. BMJ open. 
2021;11(5):e044434. 
31. Taylor TL, Hawton K, Fortune S, et al. Attitudes towards clinical services among 
people who self-harm: systematic review. The British journal of psychiatry : the journal of 
mental science. 2009;194(2):104-10. 
32. Wadman R, Vostanis P, Sayal K, et al. An interpretative phenomenological analysis 
of young people's self-harm in the context of interpersonal stressors and supports: Parents, 
peers, and clinical services. Social Science & Medicine. 2018;212:120-8. 
33. Saunders KEA, Hawton K, Fortune S, et al. Attitudes and knowledge of clinical staff 
regarding people who self-harm: A systematic review. Journal of Affective Disorders. 
2012;139(3):205-16. 
34. Marzano L, Ciclitira K, Adler J. The impact of prison staff responses on self-harming 
behaviours: Prisoners’ perspectives. British journal of clinical psychology. 2012;51(1):4-18. 
35. Ward J, de Motte C, Bailey D. Service user involvement in the evaluation of psycho-
social intervention for self-harm: A systematic literature review. Journal of Research in 
Nursing. 2013;18(2):114-30. 
36. Long M. ‘We’re not monsters… we’re just really sad sometimes:’hidden self-injury, 
stigma and help-seeking. Health Sociology Review. 2018;27(1):89-103. 
37. Peterson J, Pearce PF, Ferguson LA, et al. Understanding scoping reviews: 
Definition, purpose, and process. Journal of the American Association of Nurse Practitioners. 
2017;29(1):12-6. 
38. Peters MD, Godfrey C, McInerney P, et al. Best practice guidance and reporting 
items for the development of scoping review protocols. JBI evidence synthesis. 
2022;20(4):953-68. 
39. Munn Z, Peters MD, Stern C, et al. Systematic review or scoping review? Guidance 
for authors when choosing between a systematic or scoping review approach. BMC medical 
research methodology. 2018;18:1-7. 
40. Bailey D, Kemp L, Wright N, et al. Talk About Self-Harm (TASH): participatory action 
research with young people, GPs and practice nurses to explore how the experiences of 
young people who self-harm could be improved in GP surgeries. Family practice. 
2019;36(5):621-6. 
41. Latif A, Carter T, Rychwalska-Brown L, et al. Co-producing a digital educational 
programme for registered children's nurses to improve care of children and young people 
admitted with self-harm. J Child Health Care. 2017;21(2):191-200. 

 . 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 20, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


42. Hetrick SE, Robinson J, Burge E, et al. Youth Codesign of a Mobile Phone App to 
Facilitate Self-Monitoring and Management of Mood Symptoms in Young People With Major 
Depression, Suicidal Ideation, and Self-Harm. JMIR Ment Health. 2018;5(1):e9. 
43. Owens C, Charles N. Implementation of a text-messaging intervention for 
adolescents who self-harm (TeenTEXT): a feasibility study using normalisation process 
theory. CHILD AND ADOLESCENT PSYCHIATRY AND MENTAL HEALTH. 2016;10. 
44. Stallard P, Porter J, Grist R. A Smartphone App (BlueIce) for Young People Who 
Self-Harm: Open Phase 1 Pre-Post Trial. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth. 2018;6(1):e32. 
45. Aggarwal S, Patton G, Berk M, et al. Design of a brief psychological intervention for 
youth who self-harm: a formative study in India. Evid Based Ment Health. 2021;24(1):e2. 
46. Kokaliari ED, Lanzano K. Deliberate self-injury. A consumer-therapist co-run group. A 
choice or a necessity? Epidemiol Psichiatr Soc. 2005;14(1):32-8. 
47. Meinhardt I, Cargo T, Maro B, et al. Development of guidelines for school staff on 
supporting students who self-harm: a Delphi study. BMC PSYCHIATRY. 2022;22(1). 
48. Bush M. No Harm Done - dispelling myths, giving hope and practical help for young 
people, parents and professionals affected by self-harm. JOURNAL OF PUBLIC MENTAL 
HEALTH. 2016;15(3):134-5. 
49. Knowles S, Sharma V, Fortune S, et al. Adapting a codesign process with young 
people to prioritize outcomes for a systematic review of interventions to prevent self-harm 
and suicide. Health Expect. 2022;25(4):1393-404. 
50. MacLean S, MacKie C, Hatcher S. Involving people with lived experience in research 
on suicide prevention. Cmaj. 2018;190(Suppl):S13-s4. 
51. Owens C, Farrand P, Darvill R, et al. Involving service users in intervention design: a 
participatory approach to developing a text-messaging intervention to reduce repetition of 
self-harm. Health expectations : an international journal of public participation in health care 
and health policy. 2011;14(3):285-95. 
52. Birbeck N, Lawson S, Morrissey K, et al. Self Harmony: Rethinking Hackathons to 
Design and Critique Digital Technologies for Those Affected by Self-Harm. Proceedings of 
the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems; 2017. 
53. Chang SS. Developing and feasibility testing of a brief contact intervention to reduce 
self-harm repetition through co-design. ClinicalTrials.gov identifier: NCT05530018. [online]. 
2022. https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/NCT05530018. (accessed 6 April 2023) 
54. Harmless. Harmless Workbook [online]. n.d. https://harmless.org.uk/resource-hub/. 
(accessed 6 April 2023) 
55. National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. The Changing Minds Training as 
Trainers Programme. [online]. 2012 https://www.nice.org.uk/sharedlearning/the-changing-
minds-training-as-trainers-programme. (accessed 26 February 2023) 
56. Ward J, Bailey D, Boyd S. Participatory action research in the development and 
delivery of self-harm awareness sessions in prison: Involving service users in staff 
development. Prison Service Journal. 2012(202):20-5. 
57. Ward J, Bailey D. A participatory action research methodology in the management of 
self-harm in prison. Journal of Mental Health. 2013;22(4):306-16. 
58. Mitchell H, Abel KM, Dunlop BJ, et al. Acceptability and feasibility pilot randomised 
controlled trial of medical skin camouflage for recovery of women prisoners with self-harm 
scarring (COVER): the study protocol. BMJ Open. 2019;9(1):e021891. 
59. Pengelly N, Ford B, Blenkiron P, et al Harm minimisation after repeated self-harm: 
Development of a trust handbook. Psychiatric Bulletin. 2008;32(2):60-3. 
60. Sanders EB-N, Stappers PJ. Co-creation and the new landscapes of design. 
CoDesign. 2008;4(1):5-18. 
61. Department of Health and Social Care. A framework for mental health research 
[online]. 2017. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-framework-for-mental-health-
research. (accessed 6 April 2023) 

 . 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 20, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


62. McManus S, Gunnell D, Cooper C, et al. Prevalence of non-suicidal self-harm and 
service contact in England, 2000–14: repeated cross-sectional surveys of the general 
population. The Lancet Psychiatry. 2019;6(7):573-81. 
63. Ayiwe E, Colom A, Cook A, et al. Engaging people with lived experience: best 
practice, challenges, and opportunities [online]. 2022. 
https://www.seemescotland.org/media/11340/lived_experience_report_2022_web.pdf. 
(accessed 15 August 2023) 
64. Fulfilling Lives. The role of lived experience in creating systems change. Evaluation 
of fulfilling lives: Supporting people with multiple needs [online]. 2020 
https://www.fulfillinglivesevaluation.org/the-role-of-lived-experience-in-creating-systems-
change. (accessed 6 April 2023) 
65. MQ Mental Health Research. What is co-production? [online]. 2021 
https://www.mqmentalhealth.org/co-production/. (accessed 6 April 2023) 
66. NIHR National Institute for Health and Care Research. Payments guidance for 
researchers and professionals, version 1.3. [online]. 2022 
https://www.nihr.ac.uk/documents/payment-guidance-for-researchers-and-
professionals/27392. (accessed 6 April 2023) 
67. Mind. Lived experience policy [online]. 2022 
https://www.mind.org.uk/media/13817/lived-experience-policy-22-1.pdf. (accessed 6 April 
2023) 
68. NIHR National Institute for Health and Care Research. Public contributor payment 
policy [online]. 2022 https://www.nihr.ac.uk/documents/nihr-public-contributor-payment-
policy/31626. (accessed 6 April 2023) 
69. Bresin K, Schoenleber M. Gender differences in the prevalence of nonsuicidal self-
injury: A meta-analysis. Clinical psychology review. 2015;38:55-64. 
70. Hawton K, Linsell L, Adeniji T, et al. Self-harm in prisons in England and Wales: an 
epidemiological study of prevalence, risk factors, clustering, and subsequent suicide. The 
Lancet. 2014;383(9923):1147-54. 
71. Marshall E, Claes L, Bouman WP, et al. Non-suicidal self-injury and suicidality in 
trans people: A systematic review of the literature. International review of psychiatry. 
2016;28(1):58-69. 
 

 . 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 20, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294271
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

