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Key points

Question: What are the top research priorities with atraumatic shoulder pain that can help

directing future research agendas for improving current care.

Findings: This priority-setting study included two e-surveys and two virtual workshops to
establish top-10 research questions based on input from people living with atraumatic shoulder
pain, healthcare practitioners, and relatives. The final list focused on improving knowledge

translation to clinical practice, prevention of pain and identifying who benefits from surgery.

Meaning: This lists provide funders, policymakers, and researchers with user-generated
knowledge on where to prioritize their resources for creating meaningful improvements in the

management of atraumatic shoulder pain.
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Abstract

IMPORTANCE: Atraumatic shoulder pain poses a significant burden to society and the individual.

There is a growing need for involving patients and other stakeholders in setting the research agenda.

OBJECTIVE: To use the voice of people living with atraumatic shoulder pain, healthcare practitioners,

and their relatives to establish research questions.

DESIGN, SETTING, AND PARTICIPANTS: This priority-setting study followed a modified
approach originally formulated by the James Lind Alliance (JLA). The process consisted of six phases
(initiation, consultation, collation, prioritization, validation, and reporting) and included two e-surveys
and two separate virtual workshops. Data collection started on June 2021 until June 2023. We included
people with atraumatic shoulder pain, relatives, healthcare practitioners managing shoulder pain, and

researchers conducting research within the field.

EXPOSURES: The first e-survey included basic demographic questions and the possibility to submit
at least one and a maximum of five potential research questions. Based on a thematic analysis, questions
were arranged into themes and related questions. In the second e-survey, participants were asked to
prioritize the questions. Finally, two priority-setting partnership workshop was used to formulate a top-

10 list.

MAIN OUTCOMES AND MEASURES: A top-25 and top-10 list of research questions related to

atraumatic shoulder pain.

RESULTS: Initially, 297 participants submitted 1080 potential research questions. In the second e-
survey 290 participants prioritized these questions resulting in a compilation of the top 25. Based on

discussions from the workshops with a total of 21 participants, a top 10 list was created.

CONCLUSIONS AND RELEVANCE: In the final top 10 list, the three research gquestions with the
highest ranking concerned 1) translating the best available knowledge into clinical practice, 2)
preventing shoulder pain, and 3) identifying who benefits from surgery. These questions informs future

research funding and projects relating to atraumatic shoulder pain.
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g6 Introduction

87  The prevalence of shoulder pain increases with age and is one of the most common reasons
88  people seek care for pain in the upper extremities.! Atraumatic shoulder pain is a term which
89 covers multiple specific diagnoses, such as subacromial pain syndrome, rotator cuff
90 tendinopathy, adhesive capsulitis, arthritis, degenerative rotator cuff tears, and instability.?
91  There is not yet a universal agreement of terminology or clear aetiology, which hampers cross-
92  study comparison.® Also, there is a lack of association between structural changes and pain,

93  highlighting the need to focus on patients' experiences and symptoms.*©

94 Atraumatic shoulder pain poses a substantial burden both for the individual and the
95  society.”!! Recent research shows that 70% of the economic impact associated with shoulder
96 disorders in the working-age population is attributed to sick leave.!! National cost-of-illness
97  studies further highlight that the economic burden is attributed to 20% of the patients, who
98  account for 66% of the total cost of the healthcare system.! The economic burden of shoulder
99  pain has brought an emphasis on the healthcare costs associated with the condition and its
100 various treatments'?5. Costs may be a high priority for some policymakers; however, costs
101  are unlikely to be the main concern for people with lived experience of shoulder pain. Despite
102 large research efforts and advancement, this issue is further highlighted by the existing
103  uncertainties in the treatment of atraumatic shoulder pain. Recent insights from large trials like
104  the SExSI, GRASP, UK-FROST, and CSAW trials have established that no specific treatment

105  strategy has shown superiority for common atraumatic shoulder conditions.'3-16

106 Despite the recent development of evidence-based interventions, a significant
107  proportion continues to experience pain.t>” This underlines the need for further research to
108  optimize the management of atraumatic shoulder pain and to identify what is important to end-

109  users dealing with atraumatic shoulder pain using the safest and most cost-effective approach.
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110 Within recent years, there has been a growing interest in patient involvement in
111  healthcare research, especially in musculoskeletal pain research across all ages.'®?! Several
112 national and international initiatives have been launched to both involve patients and other
113  stakeholders in research and also to provide guidance to researchers working towards patient
114  and public involvement in research.?>-2°> As recently highlighted in two Lancet Rheumatology

115 articles, there is a great need to identify and combat societal issues through the active

116  involvement of patients and the public in research.?6:?’

117 Several different methodologies and frameworks have been used for the inclusion of
118  various stakeholders in general musculoskeletal pain research prioritizing, including The Child
119  Health and Nutrition Research Initiative (CHNRI) and James Lind Alliance Priority Setting
120  Partnerships (JLA-PSPs).?82% While one surgery-specific shoulder priority-setting study and
121  priority-setting studies on the broader musculoskeletal pain field have already been conducted,
122 itis unknown whether research priorities differ when addressing the entire health situation and

123 management of people living with atraumatic shoulder pain.20:2130-33

124 Adhering to the JLA-PSP principles, this study aimed to establish research priorities
125  for the field of atraumatic shoulder pain by involving people with atraumatic shoulder pain,

126  their carers, healthcare professionals, and researchers.

127

128 Methods

129  Study Design

130  The reporting of this study is guided by the Guidance for Reporting Involvement of Patients
131  and the Public (GRIPP2) short-form checklist and the Reporting Guideline for Priority Setting

132  of Health Research (REPRISE).3* The study was conducted using methods similar to those
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133  previously described.'®%! The study used a modified approach adapted from the James Lind
134  Alliance guidance for conducting Priority Setting Partnerships.?® This approach has previously
135 Dbeen used in other pain conditions to identify future patient-oriented research
136  priorities.’®21:31.3536 The process consisted of six phases (initiation, consultation, collation,
137  prioritization, validation, and reporting) (See Figure 1 for an overview of all phases). All data
138  were processed and stored in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR).
139  Regional ethical approval was deemed exempt due to the low-risk nature of the study. The
140 study was conducted between June 2021 and February 2023. All data were collected in

141 Denmark through e-surveys in the secure web-based software REDcap (Research Electronic

142  Data Capture) hosted at Aalborg University.37-38
143
144  Search strategy and selection criteria

145  Toensure relevancy of the project and to inform the findings of the study, we searched PubMed
146  and Embase from Jan 1, 2003 to December 1, 2023 for peer-reviewed English-language
147  articles. The search strategy was separated into two strategies. The first included search terms
148  related to atraumatic shoulder pain. For this search strategy the terms included “shoulder*”,

2 €6 2 <6

149  “shoulder pain”, “atraumatic shoulder pain”, “non-traumatic shoulder pain” or “non-specific

29 (13 2 (13 9 (13

150  shoulder pain” combined with “epidemiology”, “diagnosis”, “management”, “therapy” and
151  “treatment”. The second search was concerning chronic musculoskeletal pain and participatory
152  research. This search strategy included search terms such as “chronic musculoskeletal pain”,
153  “adults”, “management”, “therapy” and “treatment” combined with “participatory research”.
154  Allarticles were selected based on their data and relevance for this study. Studies using primary
155  data or high-quality systematic reviews were prioritised. Furthermore, if two or more studies

156  existed concerning similar aims, the most recent study was prioritised.
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157  Context and Scope

158  This priority-setting study was conducted across all regions of Denmark, anchored in Aalborg
159  at Aalborg University. The project was initiated as a part of a continuous effort to identify
160 research priorities across musculoskeletal pain conditions.?*3® The outcome of this study
161  primarily targets researchers, policymakers, funders, and the industry, who all have an interest

162  inimproving the lives of people living with atraumatic shoulder pain.
163
164 Initiation

165 In the initiation phase, the steering group (all authors) discussed the scope of the project and
166  designed the protocol. Further, different stakeholders were invited to the initiation of the study,
167 including patient organizations, patients, and carers, all of whom provided feedback on the
168  scope of the study and the protocol. Stakeholders with various backgrounds (e.g., gender, age,
169  work situation, ethnicity, and geographical location) were purposively sampled to ensure
170  representativeness and provide a voice for all relevant stakeholders. All stakeholders were

171  recruited through e-mail.
172
173  Consultation

174  This step involved gathering research questions directly from all relevant stakeholders in a
175 Danish context. To accommodate this, the steering group developed an electronic survey (e-
176  survey), which was tailored to fit each respondent category (i.e., people living with atraumatic
177  shoulder pain, carers, and healthcare practitioners). The survey consisted of various
178  demographical questions and the opportunity to state research questions (“What do you think

179  future research should prioritize?””) for future research in relation to the management of
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180 atraumatic shoulder pain. The e-survey was piloted on five people with atraumatic shoulder
181  pain, five healthcare practitioners working with people with atraumatic shoulder pain, and three
182  carers. The participants from the pilot tests were asked to provide feedback on the wording and
183  the appropriateness of the e-survey. The survey used a multimodal recruitment process. This
184  involved distribution through newsletters from patient organizations, personal and professional
185  networks, and targeted advertisement through Facebook and LinkedIn. No reimbursement was

186  given for participation. All participants were aged 18 years or above and were residents of

187  Denmark. Three groups were recruited for the study:

188 1) People with atraumatic shoulder pain, their carers, or relatives
189 2) Healthcare practitioners with clinical experience in managing shoulder pain
190 3) Researchers with experience in conducting research on shoulder pain

191  People with atraumatic shoulder pain were included if they had experienced consistent non-
192  traumatic shoulder pain for more than three months. Only authorized healthcare practitioners,
193  such as medical doctors, psychologists, physiotherapists, and chiropractors, were included in
194  group 2. All participants who completed the survey were invited to take part in the later phases

195  of the study.
196
197  Collation

198  After the collection of research questions from Step 1, a thematic analysis was conducted in
199 agreement with the James Lind Alliance guidebook, through a thematic text analysis as
200  described by Braun and Clarke.?®#° This involved the following steps: familiarisation with data,
201  coding of data, searching for themes, reviewing themes, defining, and naming themes, and
202  presenting the results. KDL and TKB familiarised themselves with the raw data through naive

203  reading. After this, both researchers independently coded each individual research question and
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204  categorized potential domains. All potential domains were organized in a mind map for vertical
205 and horizontal interpretation. This was then condensed into a table including the main themes,
206  sub-themes, sub-sub-themes, indicative questions, examples, and summative descriptions. The
207  thematic analysis was presented to two people with atraumatic shoulder pain and two
208 healthcare practitioners, who provided feedback on the thematic analysis to ensure that it was
209  kept true to the data. Furthermore, they validated the excluded inquiries (e.g., answers that were
210 not relevant to atraumatic shoulder pain and unreadable inquiries) and determined whether
211  these research questions were conclusively irrelevant or not. All individuals were recruited
212  through patient organizations and professional networks. NVivo 12 (NVivo qualitative data

213  analysis software; QSR International Pty Ltd. Version 12, 2018) was used for the thematic

214  analysis.

215

216  Prioritization

217  Interim prioritization

218  To reduce the list of research questions emerging from the previous steps, we developed an
219 interim prioritization e-survey. The results from the thematic analysis were summarized into
220  questions based on feedback from two people with atraumatic shoulder pain, one carer, and
221  one healthcare practitioner. The e-survey was distributed through clinical practices across
222  Denmark and social media (Facebook and LinkedIn) and to participants from the consultation
223  phase who had consented to participate in later stages. In the interim prioritization e-survey,
224  the respondents were asked to choose the ten most important research questions and the five
225  least relevant research questions. The participants ranked the importance of each research
226  question on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 to 5, with 1 = not at all important, two = low

227  importance, 3 = neutral, 4 = important, and 5 = very important. An overall score for each
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228  question was determined by counting the number of times the research question was rated “very
229  important” or “important”. The top 25 research questions were presented to the steering group
230 and constituted the list of final questions for the workshops. The order of the top 25 research
231  questions was randomized prior to the workshops to minimize the influence on the voting.
232  Before completion of the prioritization exercise, the participants were again invited to take part
233 in later phases of the study. The top 25 research questions from the interim prioritization

234  exercise will be presented alongside the top 10 questions to provide full transparency on the

235  weighting from each step and the methodological approach.

236

237 Validation

238  Workshop to Determine the Top 10 Research Priorities

239  To determine the final top 10 of the research priorities established from the previous steps, we
240  invited people with atraumatic shoulder pain, carers, and healthcare practitioners to participate
241  in two separate workshops. To ensure that all voices were heard, we created two groups
242  consisting of healthcare practitioners in one workshop (W1) and people with atraumatic
243  shoulder pain and carers in another workshop (W2). The participants were recruited through
244 previous e-surveys from the consultation and prioritization phase, clinical practices across
245  Denmark, and social media (Facebook and LinkedlIn). Steering group members with no conflict
246  of interest were also invited to participate. The participants were purposively sampled to
247  include participants with various backgrounds (e.g., ethnicity, education, work situation),
248  diagnosis, care journey (i.e., healthcare practitioners seen), sex, age, and duration of symptoms
249  (in months). We aimed to recruit an equal number of people with atraumatic shoulder pain,
250  carers, and healthcare practitioners of various demographics to ensure representativeness. The

251  first workshop (W1) was facilitated by three authors of the project (KDL, TKB and AHL). The

10
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252  second workshop (W2) was facilitated by one author (KDL). Both workshops included both
253 small and large group exercises. All participants received the list of the top 25 research
254 questions and an introduction to the aim of the project prior to the workshop. The participants
255  were asked to familiarize themselves with the top 25 research questions. The workshop was
256 initiated with an introduction to the agenda, and all participants were informed about the
257  previous steps of the process that led to the workshop. In each workshop, the participants were
258  first divided into small groups and asked to identify the least important research questions.
259  Then, the questions were removed based on consensus from all the attending participants.
260  Again, the participants were divided into small groups and asked to select the most important
261  research questions, which were discussed to obtain consensus in the entire group of
262  participants. Using the nominal group technique, each participant was asked to forward the
263  three most important research questions to the lead author (KDL). Using this approach
264  minimized the influence that participants could potentially pose on each other. The answers
265  from all participants were used to formulate the final top 10 list of research questions within

266  the management of atraumatic shoulder pain. All votes were given a nominal value, and the

267  total values were used to create the final top 10. All votes were weighed equally.

268

269 Results

270  Ofall the 212 included healthcare practitioners, 4 (2%) had three months — 1 year of experience
271 working with the population, 10 (5%) had 1-2 years of experience, 19 (9%) had 2-5 years of
272  experience, 30 (14%) had 5-10 years of experience, 85 (40%) had 10-20 years of experience,
273  and 64 (30%) had +20 years of experience (Table 1). Of the total 385 included people with
274  atraumatic shoulder pain, 69 (18%) had experienced atraumatic shoulder pain between 3

275 months — 1 year, 58 (15%) had 1-2 years of pain duration, 111 (29%) had 2-5 years of pain

11
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276  duration, 62 (16%) had 5-10 years of pain duration, 50 (13%) had 10-20 years of pain duration,
277 and 35 (9%) had +20 years of pain duration. The most consulted practitioners were
278  physiotherapists (339 (88.1%)) and general practitioners (338 (87.8%)). An orthopaedic
279  surgeon had been seen by 209 (54.3%) of the patients, and a rheumatologist, chiropractor,
280  psychologist, or neurologist had been seen by 169 (43.9%), 164 (42.6%), 57 (14.8%), and 44
281  (11.4%) respectively. Further, 26.5% of the patients had consulted a specialized pain clinic. In
282  the first phase, 297 participants (177 (59.5%) females and 120 (40.5%) males) completed the
283  e-survey and submitted 1080 potential research questions. Of these, 230 (77.5%) participants
284  were people with atraumatic shoulder pain, one was a career (0.3%), and 66 (22%) were
285 healthcare practitioners. The potential questions were condensed into 16 main themes (See
286 Panel 1) and 94 subthemes that were formulated into research questions. In the interim
287  prioritization exercise, 290 completed the e-survey, and 94 questions were reduced to 25
288  research questions for further use in the workshops (Table 2). The top three themes were
289  treatment (prioritized by 211 (73%)), self-management (prioritized by 171 (59%)), and
290  prognosis (prioritized by 153 (53%)). Eleven healthcare practitioners participated in the first
291  virtual workshop (W1) to determine the top research priorities in relation to atraumatic shoulder
292  pain. Three invited participants (one medical doctor, one psychologist, and one
293  physiotherapist) did not attend the workshop because of unexpected work issues. The results
294  from the nominal voting can be seen in Table 3. Eight people with atraumatic shoulder pain
295  and two carers participated in the second workshop (W2), which also took place online. Four
296  had been diagnosed with subacromial pain syndrome, two with glenohumeral osteoarthritis,
297  one with adhesive capsulitis, and one with an atraumatic rotator cuff tear (supraspinatus). Nine
298 invited participants (seven people with atraumatic shoulder pain and two carers) did not attend

299  the workshop because of pain-related issues (n = 5) or unexpected work issues (n = 4).

300

12
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301 Discussion

302 Thereis an increased need to involve end-users in research to maximize the impact of research
303 for the benefit of society.*! We established the priorities for research in atraumatic shoulder
304  pain. These findings can guide the future direction of research to address the end-user's
305 priorities and needs. The three research questions with the highest ranking in the top 25 list
306  (based on 290 e-survey answers) included: 1) which exercise regimen is the most effective, 2)
307  how can patients learn to self-manage their own pain, and 3) how effective is painful exercising
308  compared with non-painful exercising. From the top 10 list (based on two workshops with 19
309 participants), the three research questions with the highest ranking were: 1) how can we
310 improve the translation of research into clinical practice, 2) how can we prevent atraumatic
311  shoulder pain, and 3) who benefits from surgery, and who does not? The results from this study

312  represent different areas of interest across and outside the healthcare sector.

313 The research question with the highest ranking in the top 10 list is “How can we improve
314  the translation of research into clinical practice?”. This priority shows that healthcare
315  practitioners, people in pain, and careers have a priority to strengthen the implementation of
316 the most up-to-date knowledge. No published studies have investigated how to translate
317  research on atraumatic shoulder pain most effectively into clinical practice. Furthermore, only
318 limited evidence exists regarding the most effective implementation strategy for new
319  knowledge in terms of musculoskeletal pain.*? This underlines a difference between end-users’
320  priorities and the published literature. The priority of knowledge translation aligns with the
321  policies of the World Health Organization (WHO) and the Evidence-Informed Policy Network
322 (EVIPNet). These policies emphasize the need to accelerate the implementation of research

323 into clinical practice and the healthcare system in general.*344

13
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324 Of the total 35 research priorities, 15 of these priorities from both the top 25 and 10
325  lists were related to improving the existing treatments and how to tailor the treatments to the
326 individual. This aligns well with larger trials published in leading medical journals within the
327  last few years.'3164546 From the top 10 list, three priorities included traditional treatments,
328 including exercise and surgery, which have been investigated intensively within the last
329  decade.'> 74752 The majority of the research conducted on surgery for the most common
330  shoulder pain conditions has failed to demonstrate a clear improvement compared to a placebo,.
331 This has led to most guidelines advising strongly against surgery.53%* Recent studies have
332 shown a decrease in surgery rates during the last years. However, surgical procedures such as
333  subacromial decompression are still frequently performed indicating a need for more

334  knowledge on who might benefit from surgery and implementation of research into

335  practice.5%%

336 Exercise only provides small to moderate effect sizes comparable to laser therapy and
337  extracorporeal shock wave therapy after 3-6 months.!” Recent trials have underpinned the lack
338  of superiority of exercise compared to best-practice advice®® (irrespective of the dosage of
339  exercise).!® The priorities that concern exercise and surgery highlight the need for more
340  research on how we can optimize health through a combination of treatments to maximize
341  effectiveness. To the author's knowledge, most of the existing randomized control trials have
342  focused on single interventions or multimodal interventions with only limited capacity for
343 individualization or person-centred care. Policymakers such as the International Consortium
344  for Personalised Medicine (ICPerMed) highlights the increase in interest in order to build

345  capacity for more personalized care in health care research.

346 We identified the need for more research on novel interventions, including shared
347  decision-making, patient education, and self-management interventions for atraumatic

348  shoulder pain. These findings underline the need for management strategies that focus on

14
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349  challenging common misconceptions and supporting patients’ agency, which has been
350 underprioritised in current literature.!” Encouraging active patient involvement and agency has
351  been recognized by global organizations such as the European Union and WHO. This further

352  stress the importance of conducting more research empowering people living with atraumatic

353  shoulder pain to gain more agency and learn more about their own condition.

354 Other key priorities for future research include a better understanding of disease
355  development, prevention, and prediction of how atraumatic shoulder pain influence’s function,
356  workability, and quality of life. These findings correspond to a previously published evidence
357 and gap map concerning chronic musculoskeletal pain, in which a minority of the included
358  systematic reviews (n=457) focused on outcomes such as work-related health and quality of
359 life. Further, the findings highlighted the low quality of the existing evidence.>” The authors
360 advocate for future evidence and gap-mapping studies that could systematically identify
361  disparities between the current evidence and the research priorities derived from stakeholders
362  for atraumatic shoulder pain. Potentially, the combined knowledge of such studies will help

363  policymakers, decision-makers, and researchers determine where to invest their resources.

364 An important strength of our study is that we closely collaborated with end-users
365 throughout the entire study process. This helped ensure that the final product was kept as
366 relevant to the end-users as possible. Furthermore, the end-users helped decide what was
367 relevant and what was irrelevant throughout, again strengthening the relevancy of this study
368 and minimizing potential biases posed by the steering group. We were guided by the JLA-PSP
369  approach, which follows a specific set of steps to capture research priorities and formulate top
370 10 lists. Capturing research uncertainties through several steps, and using several different
371  methods strengthens the validity of our priority lists and creates a foundation for an equal and
372  transparent discussion of future research priorities. Furthermore, we also present the results

373  from both the e-surveys and the workshops to be fully transparent and to highlight the
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374  differences between the two steps. Based on previous experience and feedback, we decided to
375  conduct two workshops to provide patients with a better environment to express their views on

376  equal terms with other persons in the same situation. We recommend this for future studies

377  capturing research priorities.

378 Our study is not without limitations. Establishing priorities using these methods lacks
379  adeep understanding of the “why” of the proposed research questions. Our research questions
380 should be interpreted as valuable insights into which areas matter to the stakeholders but not
381  why they matter. We are not able to provide credible explanations for the underlying reasons
382  and mechanisms for why these research priorities emerged from our end-users. The priorities
383  could, in theory, have multiple meanings. As an example, the priority “who benefits from
384  surgery” could also represent patients feeling unjustly denied surgery, patients operated but not
385  experiencing benefit, or clinicians doubting correct indications for surgery. This illustrates the
386 need for patient education, adjusting patient expectations, or large RCTs with subgroup
387  analysis to establish core indications of a specific surgery. Future studies should explore the
388  reasons behind specific research priorities and explore if some priorities emerge as a result of

389  poor knowledge translation.

390 Several studies have identified research priorities for the general musculoskeletal pain
391  field 20213133 |n this study, we aimed to be more specific and focused on atraumatic shoulder
392  pain to deliver more specific priorities. This may be important for future priority-setting studies
393  to consider as research priorities vary across different healthcare-related contexts.®® Despite
394  our narrower focus, atraumatic shoulder pain is still a broad term encompassing several
395 heterogeneous diagnoses, which are often treated through different care pathways. Hence,
396  some priorities may be more or less valid for individual diagnoses and should be interpreted
397  with care. Creating actionable research priorities is a difficult task that requires the priority to

398  be formulated as a testable research question while the intended meaning of the original priority
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399 remains.%® It is questionable if all the generated research priorities can be translated into a
400 falsifiable hypothesis that can be tested through traditional research methodologies.
401  Importantly, research priorities also provide useful insight to policymakers and funders of
402  research as the priorities provide information on what stakeholders jointly report as relevant
403  for improving certain research areas. Therefore, we recommend that future research projects

404  informed by the outcomes of this study formulate their research questions in close collaboration

405  with relevant patient partners and healthcare practitioners.

406 Our study had an overrepresentation of people in pain (versus healthcare
407  practitioners/careers) throughout all phases, predominantly with a Danish background. While
408 this limits the applicability and generalisability to other groups, countries, healthcare systems
409 and questions whether we have captured all research priorities, it also underpins that there is a
410 need to create effective recruitment strategies for ethnic minorities and other underrepresented
411  groups across society. Lastly, while several systematic steps are taken to obtain the top priority
412  list, these priority-setting studies are not inherently protected against potential biases or
413 agendas of the participants, including secondary gain issues. This is important when
414  interpreting our findings. Future studies should also consider refining and validating research
415  priorities from people with different lived experiences rather than specific diagnoses and in

416  different life situations such as litigation or awaiting disability payments.

417 In conclusion, our study adds crucial knowledge to shape the future research agenda
418  within atraumatic shoulder pain. Our study finds that priorities related to which exercise
419  regimen is the most effective and how we can most effectively translate research into clinical
420  practice are the two research gquestions with the highest ranking across the top 25 and top 10
421  lists, respectively. Funders and researchers should consider focusing on the priorities derived
422  from this study to inform proper allocation of funds and resources to meet the priorities of

423  people living with atraumatic shoulder pain and other end-users. Creating more end-user-
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424  driven innovation and research is highly needed within this area, and this study will provide

425  guidance for accommodating this need identified by people living with atraumatic shoulder

426  pain.
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