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29  Abstract

30  Objective: This systematic review and meta-analysis aimed to assess interventions
31 to reduce opioid use for patients with chronic non-cancer pain (CNCP) versus usual
32 care or active controls in primary care settings.

33  Methods: In this registered study (PROSPERO: CRD42022338458), we searched
34 MEDLINE, Embase Psycinfo, CINAHL, and Cochrane Library from inception to
35 December 28" 2021, and updated on Dec 14" 2023 for randomized controlled trials
36 (RCTs) and cohort studies with no restrictions. Methodological quality was assessed
37 using the Cochrane Risk of Bias tool for RCTs and Newcastle Ottawa Scale for
38 cohort studies. Primary outcomes included mean reduction in morphine equivalent
39 daily dose (reported as mean differences [MDs] mg/day; 95% confidence intervals
40 [95%CIs]) and/or opioid cessation proportion. Secondary outcomes were mean
41  changes in pain severity (reported as standardized mean difference [SMDs]; 95%CIs)
42  and (serious) adverse events. Meta-analyses were performed using random-effects
43  models.

44  Results: We identified 3,826 records, of which five RCTs (953 patrticipants) and six
45  cohort studies (967 participants) were included. Overall, opioid dosage was
46  significantly reduced in intervention groups compared to controls (MD: -24.88 mg/day,
47  95%Cl: -36.40 to -13.36; 1°=59.41%:; nine studies). Subgroup analyses revealed
48  significant opioid dose reductions with mindfulness (MD: -29.36 mg/day 95%CI: -
49  40.55 to -18.17; 1°=0.0%; two trials) and CBT-based multimodalities (MD: -41.68
50 mg/day; 95%CIl: -58.47 to -24.89; 1’=0.0%; two cohort studies), respectively,
51 compared to usual care. No significant differences were observed in opioid cessation
52  (Odds ratio: 1.55, 95%Cl: 0.3 to 2.81, 1°=50.79%; three studies) or pain severity
53  (SMD: -0.13, 95%CI: -0.37 to 0.11; 1°=33.51%; three trials). Adverse events were
54  infrequently examined, with withdrawal symptoms commonly reported.

55  Conclusions: The studied interventions were effective in reducing opioid dosage for

56 people with CNCP in primary care. They highlighted the importance of
2
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57  multidisciplinary collaboration. Large-scale RCTs measuring the long-term effects
58 and cost of these interventions are needed before their implementation.

59

60 Introduction

61  Opioids are primarily recommended by the World Health Organization pain ladder in
62 treating acute pain, cancer pain, and palliative care [1]. During the last two decades,
63 there has been a marked increase in opioid prescriptions issued for chronic non-
64  cancer pain (CNCP), predominantly in the United States (US) [2], Canada [3], and
65  several European countries [4-6] including the United Kingdom (UK) [7]. Despite the
66  widespread utilization of opioids, findings from randomized controlled trials and
67 systematic reviews suggest limited efficacy of these medications, yielding only
68 modest effects in pain relief in the short to medium term (less than 12 weeks) [8].
69  While the evidence supporting the long-term use of opioids remains sparse, the
70 associated harms of long-term opioid treatment (LTOT), including respiratory
71  depression, bone fractures, and opioid-related mortality, are well documented [9].
72  Moreover, prolonged opioid use introduces risks of dependence, addiction, and
73  abuse [10].

74

75 In response to these concerns, clinical guidelines [11-13] have prompted healthcare
76  providers (HCPs) to reassess their prescribing practices, emphasizing the need to
77  reduce opioid use when potential risks outweigh perceived benefits. However, the
78 endeavor to reduce opioid use encounters significant challenges, including patients’
79 fear of withdrawal symptoms, inadequate social and healthcare support, and limited
80 availability of non-opioid methods for pain management [14, 15]. Currently, there is a
81 lack of guidance and practical support to implement the reduction of LTOT. Therefore,
82 there is an urgent need for an evidence-based evaluation of interventions to assess
83 their effectiveness in reducing opioid utilization and evaluate their impact on clinical

84  outcomes, particularly in primary care settings, where opioids are mostly prescribed.
3
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85

86  Previous systematic reviews [16-19] have provided valuable insights into
87 interventions aimed at reducing opioid use for chronic pain patients. However, their
88 inclusion criteria were broad, limiting their relevance to primary care settings. For
89 example, these reviews analyzed interventions (e.g., spinal cord stimulation) that are
90 not readily accessible in primary care settings, and they included studies that
91 evaluated abrupt or gradual opioid tapering protocols without incorporating additional
92  supportive therapies for patients. The provision of supplementary interventions is
93 crucial, as patients often express reluctance to reduce or cease opioids when
94  alternative treatments are not provided, given these medications constitute their
95 primary method of pain management in real-world practices. Furthermore, the
96 absence of additional interventions impedes the identification of the key components
97  contributing to the dose reduction outcomes. Some prior systematic reviews also
98 included pilot studies lacking clear objectives of opioid reduction. This is particularly
99 common for studies using pharmacological substitution, where the primary aim was
100 to address opioid withdrawal symptoms rather than reducing opioid dosage, despite
101 achieving a decrease in opioid dosage or an improvement in pain severity. In view of
102 these limitations and the emergence of new studies recently, there is a compelling
103  need for an updated evaluation of the current evidence.

104

105 The present systematic review and meta-analysis aimed to evaluate the
106 effectiveness of healthcare provider-directed interventions designed to reduce or
107  discontinue opioid use for patients with CNCP, with a particular focus on primary care
108 settings. Specifically, the objectives included comparing changes in morphine
109 equivalent daily dose (MEDD), evaluating the proportion of patients discontinuing
110 opioids, and assessing the change in pain severity and adverse events between
111  interventions and usual care or active controls.

112


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.13.24304059
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.13.24304059; this version posted March 18, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

113  Methods

114 This registered systematic review and meta-analysis (PROSPERO:
115 CRD42022338458) was conducted following the Cochrane Handbook [20] and the
116  Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA)
117  guidelines (S1 Appendix) [21].

118

119  Eligibility criteria

120  Eligible studies were full-scale randomized controlled trials (RCTs) and cohort studies
121 that examined primary care provider-directed interventions, designed to reduce or
122  discontinue opioids in adult patients (=18 years) with CNCP (persists for =3 months).
123  Studies that concurrently used opioids with other analgesics (e.g., non-steroidal anti-
124  inflammatory drugs) were excluded, as distinguishing the analgesic effects of opioids
125 from those analgesics were challenging. Interventions implemented in hospital
126  settings or managed by patient themselves were not considered for inclusion.
127  Studies that solely focused on reducing opioids without offering patients alternate
128 treatments or replacements were excluded. Interventions were considered if they
129  explicitly aiming to reduce or cease opioid use, whereas those with a spillover effect
130 on opioid use were excluded. Any comparator was accepted, including usual care or
131  active controls (either pharmacological or non-pharmacological).

132

133  The primary outcomes of interest included: 1) opioid dose reduction, measured by
134 the mean changes in morphine milligram equivalent daily dose (MEDD) from pre- to
135 post-treatment. The homogeneity of this outcome measure allowed us to examine
136  our study objectives meta-analytically; 2) The proportion of participants for whom
137  opioid use was either ceased or declined. Secondary outcomes included the mean
138 change in pain severity (measured by pain rating scales on a range of 0-10, where 0
139 indicating no pain whilst 10 indicating severe pain) and the number of (serious)

140 adverse events related to opioid reduction. Case reports, cross-sectional studies,
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141 case-control studies, pilot studies, reviews or meta-analyses were excluded.

142

143 Data sources and search strategies

144  We performed comprehensive searches in databases including MEDLINE, EMBASE,
145 PsycINFO, CINAHL, and Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials. Searches
146  were conducted from the inception of each database until December 28™M 2021, and
147  updated on December 14™ 2023, using structured search strategies (S2 Appendix)
148 that incorporated text words and medical subject headings related to “chronic pain”,
149  *“opioids”, and “reduce/discontinue/cease/deprescribe/”. No language and geographic
150 restrictions were applied. Ongoing trials or unpublished studies were obtained from
151 ClinicalTrials.gov. To ensure literature saturation, we manually retrieved additional
152  studies from the reference lists of included studies and published systematic reviews.
153

154  Study selection

155  Two review authors (QC and CG) independently screened titles and abstracts of the
156 retrieved citations against pre-determined inclusion/exclusion criteria. When
157  necessary, full text of eligible records were reviewed for further eligibility assessment.
158  Where discrepancies occurred and remained unresolved by discussion, a third party
159 (EK, TA and LCC) was consulted for adjudication. The inter-rater agreement test
160 demonstrated a high level of consistency (99.64%) between QC and CG with a
161 Kappa coefficient equals to 0.7982 (p<0.001).

162

163  Data extraction and quality assessment

164 Data extraction was undertaken independently by one review author (QC) and
165 verified by another reviewer (TCC) for accuracy. The study authors were also
166  contacted by email to request any necessary missing information. The following key
167 information was extracted:

168 e Study: first author, publication year, country, study design, settings.
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169 o Patient characteristics: age, gender, sample size, pain duration and severity,
170 opioid use status, comorbidities.

171 e Intervention and comparator: key components, mode of administration,
172 frequency, treatment duration.

173 e Qutcome: opioid dose, pain severity, adverse events.

174

175 Risk of bias assessment

176  The methodological quality of all included studies was independently appraised by
177 QC. For RCTs, the Cohrane’s Risk of Bias Tool 2.0 (RoB 2) [22] was employed to
178 assess the risk of bias, including 1. sequence generation; 2. allocation concealment;
179 3. masking of participants, staff and outcome assessors; 4. incomplete outcome data;
180 and 5. selective outcome reporting. For cohort studies, a modified Newcastle-Ottawa
181 Scale (NOS) [23] was used to evaluate bias risk, focusing on 1. the
182  representativeness of the exposed cohort; 2. selection of the non-exposed cohort; 3.
183  ascertainment of exposure; 4. absence of the outcome of interest at the start of the
184  study; 5. comparable controls; 6. assessment of outcome; 7. sufficient follow-up
185 length for outcomes to occur; and 8. adequacy of follow-up cohorts. For RCTs, high
186 quality was defined as minimum 4 domains of low risk. As for cohort studies, the
187 modified NOS adopted a star rating system. A study was deemed to be of good
188 quality if it obtained =3 stars in selection domain (1-4), 21 star in comparability
189 domain (5), and =2 stars in outcome/exposure domain (6-8).

190

191 Data synthesis and analysis

192  The study characteristics and details of opioid reduction interventions were presented
193  descriptively. Effect sizes were reported using odds ratios (ORs) with their 95%
194  confidence intervals (95%CIs) for opioid cessation, mean differences (MDs) with
195 95%Cls for opioid dose reduction, and standardized mean differences (SMDs) with

196 95%Cls for pain severity, given the utilization of different scales for this outcome
7
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197 measure. Magnitude of effect was defined as large (SMD > 0.8), medium (SMD 0.5-
198 0.8), small (SMD 0.2-0.5) or trivial (SMD < 0.2) [24].

199

200  Where between- or within-group SDs were not reported, relevant data such as
201  sample size, p values, t statistics, standard errors (SEs), or 95% Cls were used to
202  derive SDs using the formula recommended by the Cochrane Handbook (6.5.2.3) [20]
203  or the calculator embedded in Review Manager 5.4. Additionally, when outcomes
204  were assessed at multiple time points during long-term follow-up, data from the last
205 available time point were employed.

206

207 Heterogeneity was assessed using the I statistics, with values below 50%
208 suggesting low heterogeneity, 50-75% moderate, above 75% substantial
209 heterogeneity [25]. Random effects meta-analyses with a non-parametric bootstrap
210 of DerSimonian Laird (DL) method were conducted for pooling the outcomes of
211 interest [26, 27] even if I was low. Publication bias regarding the primary outcomes
212  was not assessed due to the small number of included studies.

213

214  Sensitivity analyses were conducted by sequentially removing one study at a time
215 and repeating the meta-analysis based on the remaining data to assess whether
216 pooled estimates were unduly influenced by specific studies. Furthermore,
217  multivariable random effects meta-regressions were conducted to explore potential
218  sources of heterogeneity, including patient mean age; gender; study period; sample
219  size; follow-up time point; intervention type and category. Subgroup analyses were
220 undertaken based on intervention types, which included mindfulness techniques, and

221  CBT-based multi-component strategies. All data analyses were conducted with

222  Stata/MP 17.0.
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223  Results

224  Study selection and patient characteristics

225  The initial search retrieved 3,826 potentially relevant records, of which 1,126 duplicates
226  were removed, yielding 2,770 unique records for eligibility assessment. By screening
227 titles and abstracts against our predefined inclusion/exclusion criteria, 2739 studies
228  were excluded. Of the remaining 31 records, eleven full-text articles including five RCTs
229 (953 participants, female 557 [58.4%], mean age: 60.1+13.42) [28-32] and six
230 retrospective cohort studies (patients 967, female 214 [22.1%], mean age: 54.2+13.52)
231  [33-38] published between 2016 and 2023 were included in this systematic review and
232  meta-analysis (Fig 1. Selection of included studies). All included studies reported the
233  baseline opioid dosage (mean 87.4+131.8 mg/day), with three [31, 33, 37] indicating
234  that participants consumed a mean MEDD of >120 mg/day. Most studies did not
235 specify the exact CNCP conditions, except for one study that explicitly mentioned
236  chronic musculoskeletal pain [38]. Studies were mainly conducted in the US (n=10),
237  with one in the UK [30]. Both RCTs and retrospective cohort studies had a small

238 sample size ranging between 35 and 608 (Table 1).
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Table 1. Characteristics of included studies

Author, year and  Study design Population interventions Comparators Outcomes of interest Quality
country assessed
Randomized controlled trials (n=5)
Sandhu et al. Non-blind, two-arm, = CNCP (n=608) Skill-based learning integrating Usual care (n=303) » Opioid cessation Good
2023 [30], UK RCT female 362 (60%) education and mindfulness » Pain severity

(n=305) « Adverse events
Wartko et al. 2023  Non-blind, two-arm,  CNCP (n=153) CBT-based pain coping skills Usual care (n=74) » Opioid dose reduction Good
[32], USA RCT female 98 (64%) training, education and usual » Pain severity

care (n=79) « Adverse events
Hudak et al. Non-blind, two-arm,  CNCP (n=62) The MORE protocol: The supportive care » Opioid dose reduction Good
2021 [29], USA RCT female 9 (14.5%) Mindfulness (n=34) (n=28)
Garland et al. Non-blind, two-arm,  CNCP (n=95) The MORE protocol: The supportive care » Opioid dose reduction Fair
2020 [28], USA RCT female 63 (66.3%) Mindfulness (n=50) (n=45)
Sullivan et al. Non-blind, two-arm,  CNCP (n=35) CBT-based multimodality & self-  Standard of care » Opioid dose reduction Fair
2017 [31], USA RCT female 25 (71.4%) care & pain education (n=18) (n=17) » Opioid cessation

* Pain severity

Cohort studies (n=6)
Montgomery etal.  Retrospective CNCP (n=47) Acupuncture (n=24) Standard of care » Opioid dose reduction Poor
2020 [35], USA cohort study female 5 (10.6%) (n=23) « Pain severity
Seal et al. 2019 Retrospective CNCP (n=294) Integrated multimodality Standard of care » Opioid dose reduction Good
[37], USA cohort study female 30 (10.2%) including CBT, mindfulness, pain  (n=147)

education, acupuncture and

exercise (n=147)
Oldfield et al. Retrospective CNCP (n=105) Multimodality integrating CBT, Standard of care » Opioid dose reduction Good
2018 [36], USA cohort study female 7 (6.7%) exercise, and acupuncture (n=39)

(n=66)
Goodman et al. Retrospective CNCP (n=41) Opioid reduction program & Usual care (n=14) » Opioid dose reduction Fair
2018 [33], USA cohort study female 22 (53.7%) consultation with GPs (n=27)
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240
241

Author, year and  Study design Population interventions Comparators Outcomes of interest Quality
country assessed
Vigil et al. 2017 Retrospective CMSK (n=66) Medical cannabis & patient Patient education » Opioid dose reduction Fair
[38], USA cohort study female 26 (39.4%) education (n=37) (n=29) » Opioid cessation

« Pain severity
Mehl-Madrona et Retrospective CNCP (n=414) Medical care and physical Standard of care » Opioid dose reduction Good

al. 2016 [34], USA  cohort study

female 124 (59.9%)

exercise (n=207)

(n=207)

Note: CNCP=Chronic Non-Cancer Pain, CMSK=Chronic Musculoskeletal Pain, MORE=Mindfulness-Oriented Recovery Enhancement, CBT=Cognitive Behavioral Therapy,

GPs=general practitioner
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242  Characteristics of interventions

243  The components, duration, frequency, and delivery mode of the interventions varied
244 significantly across studies. One study used medicine substitution approach,
245  transitioning opioids to cannabis [38]; Two studies focused on physical interventions,
246  incorporating components such as yoga, Taichi, chiropractic therapy [34] and
247  acupuncture [35]; Five studies involved psychological or behavioral changes,
248  integreting key components such as cognitive behavior therapy (CBT), mindfulness
249  techniques, patient education and pain coping skills training [28-30, 32, 33]; Three
250 studies [31, 36, 37] employed mixed multimodal approaches delivered by a
251  multidisciplinary team comprising physicians, nurses, psychologists, pharmacists, and
252  social workers. These multimodal care programs typically combined CBT, mindfulness,
253  acupuncture, chiropractic care, exercise, pharmacotherapies are the core components.
254

255  The most common comparator was usual care, with the exception of one study that
256  used patient education as the comparison group [38]. Treatment durations ranged from
257  eight weeks to 12 months. Follow-up periods (median 6 months) varied from short (£3
258 months) [28, 29] to intermediate (6-9months) [31, 33-37], with three studies reporting
259 long-term outcomes of opioid reduction (=12_months) . (See Table 2 for characteristics

260 of interventions).

12
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261

Table 2. The components and implementation procedures of each intervention

Studies Interventions Duration Implemented by

Pharmacological substitution (n=1)

Vigil et al. 2017 [38] Medical cannabis & patient education 21 months Physicians

Physical procedure (n=2)

Montgomery et al. 2020 [35] Battlefield Acupuncture: 5-point auricular acupuncture procedure implemented 9 months Physicians

Mehl-Madrona et al. 2016 [34] Twice monthly GMV (12 sessions) & weekly physical activity (yoga, exercise class, 6 months Family doctor, nurse, and
chiropractic therapy, osteopathic treatment, tai chi, or gigong) behavioral health specialist

Psychological or behavioral intervention (n=5)

Sandhu et al. 2023 [30] Weekly skill-based learning and education including mindfulness, relaxation, opioid 12 months Nurse
education, consultation and followed by an opioid taper (weekly 10% reduction)

Wartko et al. 2023 [32] CBT-based pain coping skill training: 18 sessions (30 min for each on average), 12 months Primary care provider, nurse,
mainly including pain education, goal setting, relaxation skills and motivational physician assistant
interviews, conducted over one year.

Hudak et al. 2021 [29] The MORE protocol: 2-hour weekly training sessions in mindfulness, reappraisal and 4 months Clinical social workers
savoring pleasant events & a 15-min CD-guided mindfulness practice at home and 3-
minute breathing before taking opioids

Garland et al. 2020 [28] The MORE protocol: 2-hour weekly training sessions in mindfulness, reappraisal and 3 months Clinical social workers
savoring pleasant events & a 15-min CD-guided mindfulness practice at home and 3-
minute breathing before taking opioids

Goodman et al. 2018 [33] Family physician-patient's discussion of pain management guidelines and practice 6 months Family physician
followed by an opioid tapering program (weekly 10% reduction to 25%-50% reduction
every few days)

Multimodalities (n=3)

Sullivan et al. 2017 [31] A weekly 10% reduction of the initial dose until 30% was reached. Then, a 10% was 8.5 months Pain medicine/psychiatry

recalculated based on this dose and then proceeded by 10% of this new dose per
week.) & 17 weekly 30-min consultations, CBT-modelled pain self-management,

physicians, psychologists and
physician assistants
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Studies Interventions Duration Implemented by

education & a book/CD-guided home practice

Oldfield et al. 2018 [36] Multidisciplinary ORC program including pharmacotherapy, CBT and other modalites 6 months Physicians, pain specialists,
(e.g., acupuncture, chiropractic, and yoga) pain psychologists and chemical
dependency counsellors
Seal et al. 2019 [37] Integrated Pain Team: an initial 60-min's biopsychosocial model of pain management 6 months Medical provider, psychologist,
(including CBT, mindfulness, acupuncture, chiropractic care, and exercise) & a 30-min and pharmacist

follow-up visits

262 Note: MORE=Mindfulness-Oriented Recovery Enhancement, CBT=Cognitive Behavioral Therapy, ORC=0Opioid Reassessment Clinic, GMV=Group Medical Visits
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263 Risk of bias assessment

264  The Cochrane RoB-2 assessment indicated an overall risk of bias being low (n=3) to
265 moderate (n=2) (Fig 2. Risk of Bias of included RCTs). Due to the impossibility of
266  masking the interventions, participants and researchers were unblinded, which
267 increased risk. The high dropout rate during follow-ups was another main reason
268  contributing to the increased risk of bias. The NOS evaluation tool identified three
269  cohort studies [34, 36, 37] with good quality, two [33, 38] with fair and one [35] with
270  poor quality (Table 3). Uncontrolled confounders and limited representativeness of

271  the study population were the main reasons that reduced the quality of these studies.

272
273 Table 3. Quality assessment outcomes of cohort studies
Three domains of the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale
Author and year Sele.ct.ion of Comparability of Outcomes Quality
participants study groups

Montgomery et al. 2020 [35] * %k * * * Poor
Seal et al. 2019 [37] * %k k k * % * %k Good
Oldfield et al. 2018 [36] * %k Kk * % * %k * Good
Goodman et al. 2018 [33] * %k * * * & Fair
Vigil et al. 2017 [38] * %k * * * & Fair
Mehl-Madrona et al. 2016 [34] * %k * * * %k * Good
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274  Opioid dose reduction

275  Ten studies including four RCTs [28, 29, 31, 32] and six cohort studies [33-38] reported
276  the outcomes of opioid dose reduction. Opioid dosage was significantly decreased in
277  the intervention groups compared to controls (MD: -31.80 mg/day, 95%CI: -50.30 to -
278 13.31; ten studies; Fig 3. Forest plot of interventions vs controls in opioid dose
279  reduction in ten studies). However, considerable heterogeneity was noted (I* = 91.14%,
280 95%CI: 80.4% to 96.0%, p=0.00; Fig 3). A sensitivity analysis was conducted to
281  investigate the source of heterogeneity and the Mehl-Madrone et al. (2016)’s study [34]
282  was identified as an outlier (Fig 4. Sensitivity analysis of included studies). Upon its
283  removal, the heterogeneity decreased from high (> = 91.14%) to medium (I* =
284  59.41%), but the significance or direction of the pooled effects in our meta-analyses
285 remained unchanged (MD: -24.88 mg; 95%CI: -36.40 to -13.36; nine studies; Fig 5.
286  Forest plot of interventions vs controls in opioid dose reduction in nine studies).
287  Furthermore, a multivariable meta-regression analysis was conducted, revealing that
288 heterogeneity could be partially explained by differences in the longest follow-up time
289  across studies (p=0.014).

290

291  Within the four RCTs [28, 29, 31, 32] provided data that enabled the pooled calculation
292  of change for opioid reduction among 181 participants receiving different interventions
293  compared to 162 receiving usual care (MD: -24.40 mg; 95%Cl: -36.32 to -12.47; I°=
294  9.21%, p=0.35; Fig 6. Forest plot of interventions vs controls in opioid dose reduction in
295 four RCTs), a subgroup meta-analysis of two trials [28, 29] using the MORE protocol
296  (mindfulness) found a significant reduction in opioid dosage in 84 patients receiving this
297  intervention, compared to 77 having supportive care (MD: -29.36 mg; 95%CI: -40.55 to
298  -18.17; I*= 0.00%, p=0.37; Fig 6). Similar decreases in opioid dose were reported by
299 Wartko et al. (2023) [32] and Sullivan et al. (2017) [31] using CBT-based multi-
300 component interventions. However, no between-group statistical significance was

301 attained (MD: -10.10 mg; 95%Cl: -33.61 to 13.40; I = 0.00%, p=0.52; Fig 6).
16


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.13.24304059
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.13.24304059; this version posted March 18, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

302

303  Within the six cohort studies [33-38], where various interventions were implemented, a
304  significant decrease in the use of opioid medications was observed in the intervention
305 groups (MD: -29.89 mg; 95%CI: -49.00 to -10.78; I* = 72.72%, p=0.01; Fig 7. Forest
306 plot of interventions vs controls in opioid dose reduction in five cohort studies).
307  Subgroup analysis of Oldfield et al. (2018) and Seal et al. (2021) using CBT-based
308 interventions showed a significant reduction in opioid dose, compared to those in the
309  control group. (MD: -41.68 mg; 95%CI: -58.47 to -24.89; I° = 0.00%, p=0.76; Fig 7).

310

311 Opioid cessation

312  No significant differences were observed in opioid cessation (Odds ratio: 1.55, 95%ClI:
313 0.3 to 2.81; 12=50.79%, p=0.13; three studies; Fig 8. Forest plot of interventions vs
314  controls in opioid cessation) between intervention groups and controls. In the two RCTs
315 [30, 31], although the interventions had slight variations, both studies implemented a
316  weekly 10% dose reduction protocol combined with education and consultation as core
317 components of the interventions. In the Sandhu et al. (2023) study [30], patients
318 undergoing skill-based learning and education had a significantly higher cessation rate
319 than those receiving usual care (Odds radio [OR]: 5.23; 95% CI 2.87 to 9.52; Fig 8.).
320 However, pooled meta-analysis showed no statistically significant change in opioid
321  discontinuation (OR: 1.10; 95%CI -0.48 to 2.67; Fig 8.). Moderate heterogeneity
322  (1°=58.59%, 95% CI| 0% to 86.2%) was observed, primarily attributed to the small
323  sample size of the Sullivan et al. (2017) study [31].

324

325 In the cohort study [38] reporting opioid cessation, where 37 patients received
326  cannabis-assisted opioid replacement along with patient education. Among them, 15
327  patients completely discontinued the opioid use over a period of 21 months. When
328 compared to a control group receiving education alone, the cessation rate of opioid

329  was lower in the control group, with only 1 out of 29 patients achieving opioid cessation;
17
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330 however, this difference was not statistically significant, primarily because of the very
331  small sample size (OR: 2.95, 95% CI 0.85 to 5.05; Fig 8).

332

333  Pain severity

334  Pain severity changes at different observation time points were reported in three trials
335 [30-32], all utilizing interventions grounded in behavior change and patient education.
336 Due to the variations in pain severity measurements across studies, standard mean
337  differences were used for pooling the estimates. While a decrease in pain severity was
338 observed in all three trials, the between-group difference was small and non-significant
339 (SMD -0.13; 95% Cl -0.37 to 0.11, I* =33.51%, p=0.22; Fig 9. Forest plot of
340 interventions vs controls in pain severity improvement). It is worth noting that this 0.13-
341  point reduction in pain score might not have meaningful clinical implications.

342

343  Due to the poor study quality and high heterogeneity, meta-analysis was not feasible
344  for two cohort studies [35, 38] reporting the outcome of pain severity. Therefore, the
345  results were narratively reviewed. Compared with these behavioral, psychological and
346  physical interventions, the pharmacological intervention (cannabis) combined with
347  patient education, as used in the Vigil et al. (2017) study [38], showed a significant
348 decrease in pain intensity score (MD: -3.4 on a scale of 0-10, p<0.001), which
349 suggested a meaningful clinical implication. Acupuncture, as employed in the
350 Montgomery et al. (2020) study [35], exhibited an immediate effect in alleviating pain
351 (a reduction in pain intensity score of MD 1.3 on a scale of 0-10, p<0.01). However,
352 there were no significant differences after 9 months (p = 0.15), indicating acupuncture’s
353  short-term effects.

354

355  Adverse events

356  Adverse events (AEs) were infrequently examined in included studies, with the majority

357  of reported AEs being associated with psychological and nervous system effects. In
18
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358  Wartko et al. (2023)’s study [32], which involved 79 participants receiving CBT-based
359 pain coping skills training plus usual care, six cases of increased pain, one case of
360 withdrawal symptoms, and one case of anxiety were noted. No serious adverse events
361 (SAEs) were documented in this study. In Sandhu et al. (2023) [30], adverse events
362 such as sleep disturbance, suicidal ideation, headache, withdrawal symptoms were
363 reported by 22 of 305 participants (7%) and 8 of 303 participants (3%), in the
364 intervention and usual care groups, respectively. SAEs occurred in 8% (25/305) of the
365 participants in the intervention group and 5% (16/303) in the usual care group, with the
366 most common SAEs being gastrointestinal disorder, metastatic cancer, hospitalization
367 due to increased pain, and unknown cause of death.

368

369 Discussion

370 Summary of main findings

371 In this systematic review and meta-analysis, we examined 11 studies (five RCTs and
372  six cohort studies) assessing the effectiveness of opioid reduction interventions for
373  patients with CNCP in primary healthcare settings. Despite methodological differences,
374  both RCTs and observational studies yielded statistically similar results, allowing for the
375 pooling of results across the full range of eligible studies. Overall, intervention groups
376  exhibited significant reductions in opioid dosage compared to usual care or active
377 control. Subgroup analyses revealed significant opioid dose reductions with
378 mindfulness and CBT-based multimodalities, respectively, compared to usual care. No
379 significant differences were observed in opioid cessation or pain severity. Adverse
380 events were infrequently examined, with withdrawal symptoms commonly reported.
381 Medium heterogeneity was observed across all studies for each outcome, likely
382  stemming from variability in interventions, follow-up durations, and healthcare providers
383 involved. Nevertheless, the I? values for subgroup analyses were low.

384
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385 Compare with existing literature

386  Our study conclusion generally aligns with previous systematic reviews [16-19] that the
387  strength of evidence was insufficient to draw conclusions. However, our study extends
388 these reviews by providing an updated and comprehensive assessment of the literature,
389 adding one recent good-quality RCT. Supported by subgroup meta-analyses, we
390 elucidated the effectiveness of mindfulness in reducing LTOT. Meanwhile, we
391 highlighted key components such as CBT, patient education, mindfulness, exercise,
392  which may contribute to the successful opioid reduction and thus merit consideration
393 for future intervention development. Importantly, our study exclusively targeted primary
394  care settings, distinguishing it from others that included secondary and tertiary care
395  settings. Although de Kleijn et al. (2021) [17] solely focused on primary care settings,
396 their results were narratively synthesized, and they included studies using simple
397  opioid tapering protocols or interventions targeted at physicians.

398

399  Clinical guidelines [11, 12] recommend an initial reduction of opioid dosage by 10% per
400  week, with adjustments for high-dose users (> MEDD 120 mg/day) or those on LTOT
401  exceeding one year [39]. In our study, we observed a pooled mean opioid reduction of
402  24.88 mg/day from a baseline of 87.4 mg/day. Although this reduction was aggressive
403 and exceeded the guideline-recommended reduction rate, it did yield a clinically
404  meaningful decrease in opioid dosage without worsening pain severity. It is important to
405 acknowledge that adherence to guideline recommendations does not necessarily
406 guarantee optimal patient outcomes, as individual responses to opioid reduction
407  strategies may vary. In fact, the primary goal of CNCP management is to maintain body
408 function rather than achieve complete pain eradiation. Therefore, efforts should
409  prioritize reducing opioids to minimize potential harms associated with LTOT.
410 Meanwhile, despite limited examination of adverse events in this study, our findings
411  align with existing evidence [40, 41], suggesting that opioid reduction may lead to

412  withdrawal symptoms, increased pain severity, suicides or all-cause mortality.
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413  Therefore, close monitoring of patient responses to opioid reduction strategies is
414  essential for optimizing treatment outcomes while mitigating adverse effects.

415

416  Our findings highlighted the effectiveness of the MORE protocol, with mindfulness as
417  its core component, in reducing opioid dose for CNCP patients in the short term (3
418 months).  Additionally, meta-analytic results indicated a significant and strong
419  association between mindfulness and pain reduction [42]. In another study [43]
420 conducted by the same author using the MORE protocol, participants reported
421  significantly greater improvements in psychological and physical function outcomes
422  (e.g., general activity, mood, walking ability, normal work, relationships, sleep, and
423  enjoyment of life.) compared to the support group during the three-month follow-up
424  period. In view of this evidence, mindfulness could be considered a potential
425 component in the development of opioid reduction strategies. However, before
426  recommending widespread implementation of this intervention, further validation
427  through replication in a second trial with a longer observation period (212 months)
428  within primary care settings is necessary.

429

430 Contrary to expectations, CBT-based interventions did not show a significant reduction
431 in opioid dosage in RCTs [31, 32]. This finding aligns with recent evidence from a
432  recent cluster RCT, indicating that although CBT significantly reduced pain severity, it
433  did not result in significant differences in opioid use between groups [43]. The reason
434  for this non-significant result may be twofold. First, the small sample size and variations
435 in interventions across studies may have contributed to the lack of statistical
436  significance. Second, the study conducted by Sullivan et al. (2017) [31] involved high-
437  dose users (207+245 mg/day), suggesting that behavior changes might not be superior
438  to usual care in reducing opioids dosage for this population. However, the pain relief
439  achieved through CBT may contribute to a subsequent decrease in opioid utilization,

440  although this effect may take time to manifest. Two observational studies [36, 37]
21
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441  employing similar CBT-based interventions reported significant reductions in opioid
442  dosage compared to usual care. This inconsistency with findings from RCTs may be
443  attributed to the variations in interventions. Additionally, observational studies may yield
444  more promising results due to unadjusted confounders. Further investigation with long-
445  term follow-up and larger sample sizes is warranted to elucidate the effects of CBT on
446  opioid reduction.

447

448  Pharmacological interventions (cannabis-assisted opioid substitution) showed
449  promising result, with a higher rate of opioid cessation and improved pain severity
450 observed among the study population. This could be explained by the fact that patients
451  often perceive pharmacotherapies as providing immediate pain relief, contrasting with
452  non-pharmacological approaches which may require more time to yield noticeable
453  effects. Consequently, patients may be more inclined towards pharmacological
454  treatments, especially during episodes of exacerbated pain. This preference may be
455  influenced by patients’ desire to promptly alleviate pain [44], and the challenges
456  associated with accessing non-pharmacological therapies [45], which further
457  perpetuates the reliance on pharmacotherapy in managing CNCP symptoms. While
458 cannabis demonstrates efficacy in replacing opioids for CNCP management, its long-
459 term use may pose potential risks, including lower educational achievement,
460  psychiatric illness, and residual cognitive impairment [46]. Therefore, careful
461 consideration and monitoring are necessary when utilizing cannabis as a substitute for
462  opioids in CNCP management.

463

464  Current clinical guidelines from the UK NICE (National Institute for Health and Care
465  Excellence) [13, 47] and NHS Oxford Hospital [12] advocate for a holistic approach
466  beyond pharmacotherapy alone. Our research findings align with these
467 recommendations, revealing that a combination of cognitive change strategies,

468 acupuncture, exercise, patient education and pharmacotherapies, delivered by a
22
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469  multidisciplinary team were more effective in opioid reduction. Central to this success is
470  the practice of shared decision making between patient and healthcare professionals.
471  The collaboration among diverse healthcare professionals (GPs, nurses, therapists,
472  pharmacists, etc) is crucial, as each contributes unique expertise and insights to the
473  table. Nevertheless, challenges remain in accessing to multimodal cares, particularly
474  for individuals unable to take time off work, those residing in regions with limited
475  services, and individuals from culturally and linguistically diverse communities.
476  Addressing these access barriers is essential to ensuring equitable healthcare delivery.
477

478  Strengths and limitations

479  To our knowledge, this is the first and most up-to-date systematic review and meta-
480 analysis, to evaluate the effectiveness of interventions on opioid dose reduction and
481 pain outcomes for patients with CNCP, with a particular emphasis on primary
482  healthcare settings. By conducting a comprehensive literature search and including
483  recently conducted studies in the UK, this research holds informative value for the
484  potential implementation of interventions outside the US primary care settings.
485  Moreover, several key subgroup analyses were conducted to identify which intervention
486  (components) are effective in achieving opioid reduction purpose.

487

488  Our study also had several limitations. First, the relatively small number of included
489  participants, short follow-up periods, and lack of blinding to interventions may have
490 introduced biases and impacted the overall quality of the included studies. Second,
491 data in observational studies were sourced from secondary databases or electronic
492  medical records, which could cause information bias. Third, funnel plots and the
493  Egger’s test were not performed due to the small nhumber of studies included in the
494  meta-analyses Fourth, the majority of the studies were conducted on white populations
495 in the US, likely influenced by the opioid crisis in that country, thus limited the

496  generalizability of our research findings to other ethnicities and regions. Lastly, data
23
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497  was insufficient to support meta-analyses of quality of life or function.

498

499  Conclusion

500 Although according to prior studies, no specific interventions can be recommended
501 over one another, multidisciplinary opioid reduction strategies, incorporating
502 components such as CBT, pain education, mindfulness, exercise and acupuncture,
503 have demonstrated effectiveness and tolerability in reducing opioid doses and
504  improving pain severity among patients with CNCP in primary care settings. However,
505 robust evidence remains limited due to several factors, including a shortage of well-
506 designed research studies, inadequate long-term follow-up periods and absence of
507 QolL-related outcomes. Future studies should prioritize investigating the active
508 components within these interventions to gain a deeper understanding of the specific
509 strategies contributing to positive outcomes. Additionally, it is essential to assess the
510 cost-effectiveness and patient acceptability of these interventions before their
511  implementation in specific primary care contexts.
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