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Abstract
Background: Improving quality of primary care is a key focus of international health policy.
Current quality improvement efforts place a large focus on technical, clinical aspects of quality, but
a comprehensive approach to quality improvement should also include interpersonal care. Two
methods of improving the quality of interpersonal care in primary care have been proposed. One
involves the feedback of patient assessments of interpersonal care to physicians, and the other
involves brief training and education programmes. This study therefore reviewed the efficacy of (i)
feedback of real patient assessments of interpersonal care skills, (ii) brief training focused on the
improvement of interpersonal care (iii) interventions combining both (i) and (ii)

Methods: Systematic review of randomised controlled trials. Three electronic databases were
searched (CENTRAL, Medline and Embase) and augmented by searches of the bibliographies of
retrieved articles. The quality of studies was appraised and results summarised in narrative form.

Results: Nine studies were included (two patient based feedback studies and seven brief training
studies). Of the two feedback studies, one reported a significant positive effect. Only one training
study reported a significant positive effect.

Conclusion: There is limited evidence concerning the effects of patient based feedback. There is
reasonable evidence that brief training as currently delivered is not effective, although the evidence
is not definitive, due to the small number of trials and the variation in the training methods and
goals. The lack of effectiveness of these methods may reflect a number of issues, such as differences
in the effectiveness of the interventions in experienced practitioners and those in training, the lack
of theory linking feedback to behaviour change, failure to provide sufficient training or to use a
comprehensive range of behaviour change techniques. Further research into both feedback and
brief training interventions is required before these interventions are routinely introduced to
improve patient satisfaction with interpersonal care in primary care. The interventions to be tested
in future research should consider using insights from the wider literature on communication
outside primary care, might benefit from a clearer theoretical basis, and should examine the use of
combined brief training and feedback.
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Background
Improving quality of primary care is a key focus of health
policy both nationally and internationally [1,2]. Quality
improvement can take a number of forms. The approach
adopted in the United Kingdom has placed a large focus
on the clinical quality of care. Financial incentives in the
Quality and Outcomes Framework (QOF) are provided
on the basis of achieving certain quality indicators, which
at the time of introduction in 2004 included 10 clinical
domains of care (76 in total), 56 in organisational areas,
four assessing patients' experience, and a number of indi-
cators for additional services [1].

The emphasis on clinical care within the QOF reflects a
professional conceptualisation of quality. Patients con-
sistently report that a key priority (alongside technical
competence) is the interpersonal skills of their physician
[3-5]. The importance of interpersonal care is supported
by the fact that most patient complaints centre around
issues with doctors' manner, attitude or communication
skills [6-8]. Communication skills are central to effective
clinical practice such as diagnosis [9], and impact on cer-
tain health outcomes [10].

Given the importance of interpersonal skills, the question
arises of how best to rectify any deficiencies. Two main
methods of quality improvement have been proposed.

Feedback of patient-based surveys has been suggested as a
cost-effective quality improvement method [11]. Physi-
cians in both the United Kingdom and the United States
are currently remunerated to varying degrees to assess the
views of their patient populations. However, the effective-
ness of the feedback of patient assessments in improving
the quality of interpersonal care is unclear. The controlled
trial literature on audit and feedback (defined as being
any summary of clinical performance of healthcare over a
specified period of time) suggests that it is effective as a
strategy to improve professional practice [12,13]. How-
ever, such reviews have concentrated on clinical aspects of
care such as guideline implementation. It cannot be
assumed that feedback of patient assessments will have
the same effect as feedback of clinical indicators, as physi-
cians may place greater emphasis on professionally-based
audit measures compared with patient assessments [9].

Continuing medical education has been the traditional
approach to improve clinical performance, and can range
from passive, didactic, large group presentations to highly
interactive learning methods, such as workshops, small
groups and individualised training sessions. Systematic
reviews of the literature have found that medical educa-
tion can improve clinical performance with the most
effective methods being interactive educational meetings,
outreach events and strategies that involve multiple edu-

cational interventions (e.g. outreach plus reminders) [14-
16]. A recent systematic review of the education literature
indicated a positive impact on clinical performance when
education was coupled with feedback [17].

This study therefore uses systematic review techniques to
assess the efficacy of (i) the feedback of patient assess-
ments, (ii) brief training, and (iii) interventions combin-
ing both feedback and brief training (i.e. (i) and (ii)
together), on the interpersonal skills of primary care phy-
sicians.

Methods
Inclusion and exclusion criteria
Studies eligible for inclusion were:

1) Randomised controlled trials (RCTs) published in Eng-
lish

2) Based on primary care practitioners and their patients.
Primary care practitioners were defined as medical health
care professionals providing first contact and on-going
care to patients, regardless of the patient's age, gender or
presenting problem, and included other relevant special-
ties such as general internists, family practitioners, paedi-
atricians and obstetricians working in primary care
settings. Medical students were excluded from the review.
There were no restrictions on age, gender, ethnicity or
health condition of patients included in the review.

3) Utilising one of the following interventions:

a) feedback of the assessments of real patients on the
interpersonal skills of individual physicians. These assess-
ments (i.e. patient satisfaction scores) were provided to
physicians outside the consultation (e.g. written reports);

b) 'brief' (up to one working week in length) training
focussed on the improvement of interpersonal care.;

c) interventions combining (a) and (b).

4) Utilising a patient based assessment of change in inter-
personal skills as an outcome.

We considered interpersonal care in the broadest sense
and included generic interpersonal skills (e.g. listening,
providing information) and more specific areas (e.g.
shared decision making skills, responding to the patient
agenda). We did exclude feedback or training interven-
tions that were specific to a particular disease.

Search Strategy
A list of initial search terms and synonyms was formulated
by SCS on the basis of the population (primary care phy-
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sicians and their patients), the interventions (patient
based feedback and brief education) and the outcome
(patient assessment of interpersonal care). Relevant pub-
lished studies and reviews e.g[13,18] were reviewed for
additional keywords. These searches were combined with
the Cochrane Highly Sensitive Search Strategy (HSSS) for
randomised controlled trials [19]. The search strategy
itself was built by grouping the individual free text and
MeSH terms into categories and then combining those
components Each search strategy was adapted to each
database to ensure the appropriateness of the MeSH
terms.

Three electronic databases were searched during
April–May of 2007. The primary search was of the CEN-
TRAL register of controlled trials from the Cochrane
Library. Subsequently, Medline and Embase searches were
conducted limited to the years 2004–2007 in order to cap-
ture any articles of relevance that may at that point, due to
volume and time constraints, not have been entered into
the CENTRAL database. This approach was chosen on the
basis of recent published evidence which shows that when
searching specifically for RCTs, exhaustive searching of
multiple electronic databases is not necessary due to the
comprehensive nature of the CENTRAL database [20].
References lists of included articles and of existing pub-
lished reviews were searched for other relevant articles as
well as utilising a citations tracker in order to identify any
new relevant literature. The full search strategy is available
for the interested reader (see additional file 1).

One reviewer (SCS) applied the inclusion criteria to all the
titles and abstracts identified by the electronic searches.
Full text copies of all articles judged to be potentially rele-
vant were retrieved for further investigation. Two review-
ers (SCS and PB) then independently assessed these
articles against the inclusion and exclusion criteria. Any
disagreements were resolved via discussion at a series of
face to face meetings.

Data Abstraction
For each included study, the two reviewers independently
performed the data extraction using a modified version of
the data collection checklist used by the Effective Practice
and Organisation of Care group of the Cochrane Collabo-
ration. Any discrepancies in data extraction or quality
assessment were discussed and resolved by consensus.
Due to time constraints, it was not possible to contact rel-
evant authors for missing data.

Methodological rigour was assessed by rating individual
study criteria as indicators of trial quality [21]. The follow-
ing eight criteria were assessed:

1) Allocation concealment

2) Power calculation

3) Sample size

4) Follow-up of professionals

5) Baseline comparability

6) Published outcome measurement instrument

7) Protection against contamination

8) Unit of analysis issues

The criteria were assessed in the following way:

1) Allocation concealment
The reviewers assessed this criterion as being 'done' where
the unit of allocation was described explicitly and there
was some form of centralised randomisation or an ade-
quately concealed method (e.g. sealed opaque enve-
lopes), 'not done' if the allocation was transparent before
assignment, or 'not clear' where there was insufficient
detail about the allocation method.

2) Power calculation and 3) Sample size
The reviewers assessed power calculations as being 'done'
where there was evidence of a power calculation being
conducted, 'not clear' if it was not reported and 'not done'
if the authors specifically report that the study was under-
powered. For sample size, the number of participants
reported as being randomised was recorded.

4) Follow-up of professionals
The reviewers assessed this criterion as being 'done' where
> = 80% of the professionals randomised had been fol-
lowed-up, 'not done' if outcome measures had been
obtained for less than 80% and 'not clear' if it was not
specified within the paper.

5) Baseline comparability
For baseline comparability of intervention and control
group participants, we recorded this as being 'done' where
the authors had done an analysis of baseline comparabil-
ity and reported finding no significant differences that
may affect the study results, 'not done' if there are signifi-
cant baseline differences and 'not clear' where no evidence
of any analysis of baseline comparability was reported. As
statistical significance testing of baseline characteristics is
flawed when sample sizes are small, we also report sepa-
rately any cases that recorded a > 10% differences in meas-
ured characteristics at baseline.
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6) Published outcome measurement instrument
As we were interested in patient assessments of interper-
sonal care, it was important that the instruments that
study authors had used to measure such assessments were
valid and reliable. Although it would have been preferable
to investigate the psychometric properties of the measure-
ment tools in more detail, this was not possible due to
resource constraints. Therefore, a proxy code was used,
concerning whether the instruments were published in a
peer reviewed journal or not.

7) Protection against contamination
The reviewers recorded this as 'done' where the physicians
were the unit of allocation and 'not done' if patients rather
than professionals were randomised.

8) Unit of analysis
Studies which randomize at the level of the clinician or
practice but assess the effects on patients need to be ana-
lysed correctly, taking into account the difference between
the unit of allocation and the unit of analysis. Failure to
consider this may lead to inappropriate statistical testing
[22]. Appropriate analysis in cluster randomized trials was
assessed as 'done' where appropriate adjustment was
made for clustering or analysis was conducted at the clus-
ter level, 'not done' when authors were explicit that no
adjustment was made, and 'not clear' where there was
insufficient detail about adjustment.

For the analysis, study results were analysed by interven-
tion type (i.e. feedback, brief training, and their combina-
tion).

Results
The electronic search identified 20,840 citations (see fig-
ure 1). Screening of the titles and abstracts reduced this to
103 after excluding 20,737 ineligible articles. In addition
to the electronic search, hand-searching located two fur-
ther studies. These 105 studies were retrieved and
reviewed by both SCS and PB. In total, nine studies were
found to meet all four inclusion criteria, comprising two
feedback and seven training studies. No studies combin-
ing both feedback with training were identified. Two of
the included studies were reported across two separate
publications respectively [23-26]. For an overview of the
characteristics of included studies see additional file 2.

Participants and settings
General practitioners and their adult patients were the
focus of four of the included studies [23,24,27-29],
whereas a mixture of primary care physicians were
included in the remainder. Three studies [27,30,31]
reported on interventions involving trainee physicians
such as internal medicine residents, whereas the remain-
ing studies utilised experienced practicing physicians. Five

studies were conducted in the United States [25,26,30-
33]. The remaining four studies were conducted in the
United Kingdom [29]. The Netherlands [23,24] and Aus-
tralia [27,28]. Further details of physician and patient par-
ticipants can be found in additional file 3 and additional
file 4 respectively.

Interventions
Feedback
Both studies used written feedback as the intervention.
The frequency of feedback however did vary, with the first
study, providing the intervention five times within a two
year period (at three month intervals) [27], whereas in the
second study the intervention was only provided once
within the fifteen month study period [23,24]. An over-
view of the feedback interventions is given in additional
file 5.

Training
Four studies investigated the effects of communication
skills training [28,30,32,33] with the remaining studies
investigating interventions that target specific interper-
sonal skills to increase trust [25,26], medical interviewing
skills [31] and increasing awareness of the patient agenda
[29]. Both individual and group settings were used to
deliver training. The control groups in five studies
received no training [25,26,28,29,31,33], whereas two
studies gave equivalent training except for the specific
educational content which was unrelated to interpersonal
skills [30,32]. Details relating to the specific content of the
training is provided in additional file 6.

Methodological quality
Of the nine included studies, only one study reported ade-
quate methods of allocation concealment [23,24]. Seven
studies reported taking account of the clustered nature of
the data in their analyses [23-26,29-33]. Over half the
studies performed power calculations [23-27,29,33] and
all studies reported following up at least 80% of the pro-
fessional participants. Sample sizes ranged from 19 to 210
physicians. In terms of baseline comparability of physi-
cians, all studies reported no significant differences in
measured characteristics at baseline although in some
cases the differences were relatively large. All studies had
ensured protection against contamination by randomis-
ing the physicians and one study reported specifically ask-
ing intervention group physicians not to discuss the
intervention with control group physicians [31]. Three of
the studies used measurement tools that were not pub-
lished in peer reviewed journals [28,32,33]. In summary
only one study met all the quality criteria [23,24]. A sum-
mary of the methodological quality of included studies is
given in additional file 7.
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Overview of searching processFigure 1
Overview of searching process.
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Outcomes
Meta-analysis was not possible as a minority of studies
provided useable data. In addition, there was significant
heterogeneity among studies in terms of interventions,
which might make a pooled analysis difficult to interpret.
Therefore a narrative description of the outcomes is pre-
sented.

Feedback
In the first of the feedback studies, three groups of trainee
physicians were studied over their two year GP vocational
training. The two intervention groups both received feed-
back at five points, with one of the groups also receiving
preceptor discussions with their supervisors at two of the
intervention points. The control group only received feed-
back at the first and fifth intervention points. Both inter-
vention groups were found to have significant increases in
patient satisfaction compared to control, particularly
towards the earlier stages of training, however there were
no significant differences between the two intervention
groups [27].

In the second study, experienced physicians in the inter-
vention group received an individual written feedback
report on patients' evaluations of care whereas the control
group received no feedback. The intervention group did
not show any significant improvements in patient satis-
faction scores, despite physicians reporting making
changes in line with feedback [23,24]. Further details of
the analysis and results can be found in additional file 8.

Training
Only one training study reported a significant positive
effect for the communications training intervention [28].
The intervention consisted of two, three hour seminars
using both written and oral methods, whereas the control
group received no training. The remaining six studies
reported that the training interventions had no significant
positive effect [25,26,29,31,33]. In one study, the control
group actually showed greater improvements in the
reported average satisfaction scores than in the interven-
tion group [33]. Further details of the results of training
studies can be found in additional file 9.

Discussion
The aim of this review was to determine the effectiveness
of patient based feedback, brief training and their combi-
nation on the interpersonal skills of physicians. Only a
small number of trials were identified and thus any con-
clusions about the effectiveness of these interventions is
preliminary.

The effectiveness of patient based feedback
The search identified only two feedback studies, which
have been identified previously in a review of instruments

and feedback methods for the assessment of physicians
using patient surveys [34]. It is unclear from this review
whether patient based feedback is an effective quality
improvement tool for changing physicians' interpersonal
care behaviour. The study involving trainees showed a sig-
nificant positive effect for patient feedback on patient sat-
isfaction scores [27], whereas the study involving
experienced physicians showed no effect [23,24]. A study
of feedback excluded from the review (conducted in a hos-
pital setting) also reported a significant positive effect on
the interpersonal skills of trainee internal medicine resi-
dents [35]. Clinically experienced physicians may have
more enduring interpersonal care behaviours that have
developed over many years of practice, whereas trainees
may be more easily able to adapt their behaviours in line
with feedback.

An alternative explanation for the difference in results
may relate to the intensity of the feedback, with the study
reporting positive effects applying the intervention at five
time points (3 months apart) over a two year period [27].
In contrast the study reporting no effect, only gave patient
feedback at one time point (3–6 months after the start of
the study) within the 15 month study period [23,24].

The use of patient feedback assumes that patients can
judge the quality of interpersonal care and that the current
assessment technology is capable of capturing patient
views. Although doctors and patients have been shown to
disagree about what constitutes technical quality of care
[36-38], it could be argued that no one is better placed
than patients to judge interpersonal performance. There is
evidence that patients are able to detect improvements in
the quality of the physician-patient interaction [39].

A recent systematic review examined instruments
designed to evaluate patients' experiences with individual
practicing physicians and whether they are able to provide
performance feedback at the individual level [34].
Although many had some evidence of validity, it was gen-
erally limited, and it was not clear how well they corre-
lated with other measures of doctor performance. One
particular problem with using patient assessment instru-
ments is the so called 'ceiling effect' due to the majority of
patients express high levels of satisfaction with care i.e.
there is little variation in responses [40-42]. The failure of
these instruments to capture negative feedback is another
issue that may reduce their effectiveness.

Studies of feedback are unique in that the intervention is
very similar to the outcome assessment (i.e. both use
patient assessments, although only in the former is the
data fed back). If the mere act of measurement (without
feedback) were sufficient to change behaviour, then these
studies may underestimate the effect of the intervention.
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Finally, the authors of the review discussed above [34]
found that the aim of feedback was often vague, the exact
procedures to be used lacked specificity, and there was a
lack of detail about the mechanism by which feedback
was expected to lead to improvement, beyond an implicit
suggestion of the impact of normative comparisons. The
format of feedback may also be important. There was lim-
ited detail about the exact form of feedback given in the
two studies, although one fed back data on individual
questions and nine dimensions of care, with individual
data for the GP and reference figures for all GPs [23]. Stud-
ies suggest that the style and content of feedback is impor-
tant [43], and there may be potential in testing different
methods of presenting the data and the use of qualitative
information from patients to complement quantitative
data. Further work on the 'active ingredients' of feedback
is clearly required.

The effectiveness of brief training
Brief training has previously been found to be effective in
changing physician behaviour in general [16,44] and
reviews focussing specifically on training for interpersonal
skills, have also suggested that training can be effective
[45]. For example, a Cochrane review of training to
improve patient-centredness reported positive effects on a
number of outcomes [45]. The difference between the
results of the Cochrane review and the current study may
reflect differences in outcome measures. The Cochrane
review included multiple measures, including process
measures of physician behaviour and health outcomes.
When restricted to the seven trials using a patient based
assessment of interpersonal care skills (the inclusion crite-
ria for the present review) only two of the seven studies in
the Cochrane review showed a positive significant effect,
a result not substantively different from the results
reported here [35,46].

The only positive study was the oldest of all the training
studies. This may be due to lower baseline levels of physi-
cian interpersonal skills. The medical training undertaken
by the participating physicians (whose average age was
41.7 years when the study was undertaken and published
in 1987) may have placed less of an emphasis on teaching
interpersonal skills as trainees and practitioners were
assumed to acquire interpersonal skills incidentally, sim-
ply via interacting with patients [47]. Physicians in more
recent studies would have undertaken more formal
instruction and assessment.

Although the review was restricted to primary care physi-
cians, findings from the wider literature on communica-
tion skills for health professionals may be informative in
developing more effective interventions. Reviews suggest
that effective interventions require combinations of
didactic components with practice rehearsal and feedback

from peers [48]. Interventions may also need to focus on
attitudes that may clash with the interpersonal skills being
taught [49]. Another key issue is the length of training.
The study used a maximum of one week training as an
inclusion criterion, based on discussions with GP col-
leagues as to what was likely to be feasible in relation to
practising GPs. The limited effects of training may simply
reflect the limited duration of the interventions, and
reflect the paradox that in primary care, effective training
may be unfeasible, whereas feasible training may be inef-
fective [50].

Limitations of the study
We offer several cautions about the interpretation of these
results, over and above caveats concerning the number of
identified studies. Firstly, as in all such reviews there is the
potential for publication bias. Such bias can lead to an
overestimation of an intervention's effect on the out-
comes i.e. a false positive [51,52]. Secondly, due to time
constraints, we were unable to contact authors for addi-
tional information therefore we included only published
data. A second consequence of time constraints excluded
searching via other means e.g. hand-searching of journals
and conference proceedings etc. Thirdly, if studies show-
ing an intervention to be effective are more likely to be
published in English, then any summary of only the Eng-
lish language reports retrieved through a database search
may result in an overestimate of effectiveness due to a lan-
guage bias [53,54].

Both of the included studies indicating positive effects did
not adjust for clustering. There is a risk of inflating statis-
tical significance when analysing patient level data with-
out adjusting for clustering [55].

The study included trials where the outcome measure was
a patient assessment. This criteria was used because inter-
ventions that change in patient assessments are likely to
be of greater interest to policy makers. However, it should
be noted that it may be more appropriate to use a range of
assessment technologies (such as process measures of
behaviour in the consultation) as well as patient out-
comes [48].

The current review was restricted to primary care physi-
cians as they currently provide the majority of care in this
setting [56]. Future reviews into these interventions
should take into account the potential shift towards
increased nurse-led delivery of primary care [57].

Implications for research
Although the trials identified in the review were of reason-
able quality, their limited number means that confident
conclusions about the efficacy of these interventions must
await the publication of new studies. A more substantial
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evidence base is also required to explore the various fac-
tors that may affect the efficacy of patient based feedback.
Such factors may include the frequency, content and style
of feedback and training, and physician and patient char-
acteristics.

The theoretical basis of feedback and training interven-
tions was sometimes unclear. More explicit statements of
theory underlying interventions and qualitative research
conducted as part of the trials may provide insights into
why these interventions succeed or fail.

Thirdly, the effectiveness of patient based feedback in
combination with other interventions should be investi-
gated (e.g. the combination of patient based feedback
with brief training, or with financial incentives). Financial
incentives are known to be effective (external) motivators
[58]. This type of arrangement is already utilised in the
United States. General practice in the United Kingdom
has become accustomed to conducting patient surveys on
an annual basis for financial incentives, but the current
incentive structure pays physicians primarily on the basis
of conducting the survey rather than making changes.

Finally, the cost effectiveness of these interventions need
to be assessed. The National Health Service in the United
Kingdom has already made a significant financial invest-
ment in the process of patient assessments in primary
care, and it is critical that this investment can be proven to
be a good use of resources compared to other competing
priorities.

Conclusion
There is limited evidence available on the effects of patient
based feedback. There is reasonable evidence that brief
training as currently delivered is not effective, although
the evidence is not definitive, because of the small
number of trials and the variation between them in terms
of their training methods and goals. Further research into
both feedback and brief training is required. The interven-
tions to be tested in future research should consider using
insights from the wider literature on communication out-
side primary care, might benefit from a clearer theoretical
basis, and should examine the use of combined brief
training and feedback to improve physicians' interper-
sonal skills.

Competing interests
PB has been involved in the development of a patient
assessment questionnaire which is currently recom-
mended for use by GPs in the United Kingdom as part of
their contract. The questionnaire is free to use for NHS
staff, but commercial companies selling patient evalua-
tion services are required to pay a license fee. Funds
derived from selling the questionnaire in these instances

are received by the organization and used to fund research
and administration. PB does not gain financially from its
use.

Authors' contributions
The study was conducted as part of a Masters dissertation
by SC–S. Both authors developed the idea for the study.
SC–S devised the search strategy, reviewed identified arti-
cles, extracted data, conducted the analysis and drafted the
manuscript. PB assisted with identification of studies and
data extraction and aided in the drafting of the manu-
script.

Additional material

Additional file 1
full CENTRAL search strategy.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-
6963-8-179-S1.doc]

Additional file 2
Overview of Included Studies.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-
6963-8-179-S2.doc]

Additional file 3
Population Characteristics – Physicians.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-
6963-8-179-S3.doc]

Additional file 4
Population Characteristics – Patients.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-
6963-8-179-S4.doc]

Additional file 5
Intervention – Feedback.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-
6963-8-179-S5.doc]

Additional file 6
Interventions – Training.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-
6963-8-179-S6.doc]

Additional file 7
Quality of Included Trials.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-
6963-8-179-S7.doc]
Page 8 of 10
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-8-179-S1.doc
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-8-179-S2.doc
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-8-179-S3.doc
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-8-179-S4.doc
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-8-179-S5.doc
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-8-179-S6.doc
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-8-179-S7.doc


BMC Health Services Research 2008, 8:179 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/8/179
Acknowledgements
We thank Rosalind McNally from NPCRDC for her expertise with data-
bases and her input into the search strategy, and the reviewers for their 
helpful comments on the initial draft.

References
1. Shekelle P: New Contract for general practitioners.  BMJ 2003,

326:457-458.
2. NHS Executive : A First Class service: Quality in the New NHS.

1998.
3. Wensing M, Jung J, Mainz J, Olesen F , Grol R: A systematic review

of the literature on patient priorities for general practice
care. Part 1: Description of the research domain.  Social Science
and Medicine 1998, 47:1573-1588.

4. McBride CA, Shugars DA, DiMatteo MR, Lepper HS, O'Neil EH ,
Damush TM: The Physicians role.  Archives of Family Medicine 2007,
3:948-953.

5. Buetow S: What do patients want from their general practi-
tioners and their patients want from general practice and
are they receiving it: a framework.  Social Science and Medicine
1995, 40:213-221.

6. Coulter A: Trends in patients' experience of the NHS.  Oxford,
Picker Institute Europe; 2006. 

7. Hutchison A, Williams M, Meadows K: Perceptions of good med-
ical practice in the NHS: a survey of senior health profession-
als.  Quality and Safety in Health Care 2007, 8:213-218.

8. Wofford MM, Wofford JL, Bothra J, Kendrick SB, Smith A, Lichstein
PR: Patient complaints about physician behaviours: a qualita-
tive study.  Academic Medicine 2004, 79:134-138.

9. Bower P: Measuring Patients' assessments of primary care
quality: the use of self-report questionnaires.  Expert Review
Pharmacoeconomics Outcomes Research 2003, 3:551-560.

10. Stewart M: Effective physician-patient communication and
health outcomes: a review.  CMAJ 2007, 152(9):1423-1433.

11. Cleary PD: The increasing importance of patient surveys.  BMJ
1999, 319:720-721.

12. Grimshaw JM, Shirran L, Thomas R, Mowatt G, Fraser C, Bero L, Grilli
R: Changing Professional Behaviour. An Overview of Sys-
tematic Reviews of Interventions.  Medical Care 2001, 39:2-45.

13. Jamtvedt G, Young JM, Kristoffersen DT, O'Brien MA, Oxman AD:
Audit and Feedback: effects on professional practice and
health care outcomes.  Cochrane Database Syst Rev
2006:CD000259.

14. Davis DA, Thomson MA, Oxman AD, Haynes RB: Evidence for the
effectiveness of CME. A review of fifty randomised control-
led trials.  JAMA 1992, 268:1111-1117.

15. Oxman AD, Thomson MA, Davis DA, Haynes RB: No magic bul-
lets: a systematic review of 102 trials of interventions.  Cana-
dian Medical Association Journal 1995, 153:1423-1427.

16. Davis D, O'Brien MAT, Freemantle N, Wolf FM, Mazmanian P, Tay-
lor-Vaisey A: Impact of Formal Continuing Medical Education.
Do conferences, workshops, rounds and other traditional
continuing education activities change physician behaviour
or health care outcomes?  JAMA 1999, 282:867-874.

17. Veloski J, Boex JR, Grasberger MJ, Evans A, Wolfson DB: Systematic
review of the literature on assessment, feedback and physi-

cians' clinical performance:BEME Guide No.7.  Medical Teacher
2006, 28:117-128.

18. Balas A, Boren S, Brown G, Ewigman B, Mitchell J, Perkoff G: Effect
of physician profiling on utilisation: meta analysis of rand-
omized clinical trials.  Journal of General Internal Medicine 1996,
11:584-590.

19. Dickersin K, Manheimer E, Wieland S, Robinson KA, Lefebvre C,
McDonald S: Development of the Cochrane Collaboration's
CENTRAL Register of Controlled Trials.  Eval Health Prof 2002,
25(1):38-64.

20. Royle P, Waugh N: A simplified search strategy for identifying
randomised controled trails for systematic reviews of heallth
care interventions: a comparison with more exhaustive
strategies.  BMC Medical Research Methodology 2005, 5:23-30.

21. Moja LP, Telaro E, D'Amico R, Moschetti I, Coe L, Liberati A: Asess-
ment of methodological quality of primary studies by sys-
tematic reviews: results of the metaquality cross sectional
study.  BMJ 2005, 330:1053-1058.

22. Campbell M, Grimshaw J: Cluster randomised trials: time for
improvement.  BMJ 1998, 318:1171.

23. Wensing M, Vingerhoets E, Grol R: Feedback based on patient
evaluations: a tool for quality improvement?  Patient Education
and Counselling 2003, 51:149-153.

24. Vingerhoets E, Wensing M, Grol R: Feedback of patients' evalua-
tions of general practice care: a randomised trial.  Quality in
Health Care 2001, 10:224-228.

25. Thom DH, Bloch DA, Segal ES: An intervention to increase
patients' trust in their physicians.  Academic Medicine 1999,
74:195-198.

26. Thom DH: Training physicians to increase patient trust.  Jour-
nal of Evaluation in Clinical Practice 2000, 6:245-253.

27. Greco M, Brownlea A, McGovern J: Impact of patient feedback
on the interpersonal skills of general practice registrars:
results of a longitudinal study.  Medical Education 2003,
35:748-756.

28. Evans BJ, Kiellerup FD, Stanley RO, Burrows GD, Sweet B: A com-
munication skills programme for increasing patients' satis-
faction with general practice consultations.  British Journal of
medical Psychology 1987, 60:373-378.

29. Middleton JF, McKinley RK, Gillies CL: Effect of patient com-
pleted agenda forms and doctors' education about the
agenda on the outcome of consultations: a randomised con-
trolled trial.  BMJ 2006, 332:1238-1242.

30. Lewis C, Pantell RH, Sharp L: Increasing patient knowledge, sat-
isfaction, and involvement: Randomised trial of a communi-
cation intervention.  Pediatrics 1991, 88:351-358.

31. Putnam SM, Stiles WB, Jacob MC, James SA: Teaching the medical
interview.  Journal of General Internal Medicine 1988, 3:38-47.

32. Joos SK, Hickman DH, Gordon GH, Baker LH: .Effects of a physi-
cian communication intervention on patient care outcomes.
Journal of General Internal Medicine 1996, 11:147-155.

33. Betz-Brown J, Boles M, Mullooly JP, Levinson W: Effect of clinician
communication skills training on patient satisfaction.  Annals
of Internal Medicine 1999, 131:822-829.

34. Evans RG, Edwards A, Evans S, Elwyn B, Elwyn G: Assessing the
practising physician using patient surveys: a systematic
review of instruments and feedback methods.  Family Practice
2007, 24:117-127.

35. Cope DW, Linn LS, Leake B, Barrett PA: Modification of Resi-
dents' behavior by preceptor feedback of patient satisfac-
tion.  Journal of General Internal Medicine 1986, 1:394-398.

36. Mercer S, Maxwell M, Heaney D, Watt G: The consultation and
relational empathy (CARE) measure in general practice.
Family Practice 2004, 21:699-705.

37. Rao M, Clarke A, Sanderson C, Hammersley R: Patients' own
assessment of quality of primary car compared with objec-
tive records based measures of technical quality of
care:cross-sectional study.  BMJ 2006, 333:19-22.

38. Jung H, Wesing M, Grol R: What makes a good general practi-
tioner: do patients and doctors have different views?  British
Journal of General Practice 1997, 47:805-809.

39. Greco M, Francis W, Buckley J, Brownlea A, McGovern J: Real-
patient evaluation of communication skills teaching for GP
registrars.  Family Practice 1998, 15:51-57.

Additional file 8
Results – feedback.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-
6963-8-179-S8.doc]

Additional file 9
Results – training.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-
6963-8-179-S9.doc]
Page 9 of 10
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-8-179-S8.doc
http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1472-6963-8-179-S9.doc
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12609914
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14744713
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14744713
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7728691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7728691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10487981
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16625533
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16625533
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16625533
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1501333
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1501333
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1501333
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7585368
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7585368
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10478694
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10478694
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10478694
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16707292
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16707292
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16707292
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8945689
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8945689
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8945689
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11868444
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11868444
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16042789
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16042789
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16042789
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15817526
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15817526
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15817526
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11743151
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11743151
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10065061
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10065061
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11083035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3426975
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3426975
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3426975
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16707508
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16707508
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16707508
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1861939
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1861939
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1861939
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3339486
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3339486
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8667091
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8667091
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10610626
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10610626
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17264071
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17264071
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17264071
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3794839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3794839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3794839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15528286
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15528286
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16793783
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16793783
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16793783
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9463981
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9463981
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9527298
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9527298
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9527298


BMC Health Services Research 2008, 8:179 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/8/179
Publish with BioMed Central   and  every 
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for 
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."

Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK

Your research papers will be:

available free of charge to the entire biomedical community

peer reviewed and published immediately upon acceptance

cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central 

yours — you keep the copyright

Submit your manuscript here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

BioMedcentral

40. Locker D, Dunt D: Theoretical and Methodological issues in
sociological studies of consumer satisfaction with medical
care.  Social Science and Medicine 1978, 12:283-292.

41. Hopton J, Howie J, Porter M: The need to take another look at
the patient in general practice satisfaction surveys.  Family
Practice 2003, 10:82-87.

42. Rees Lewis J: Patient views on quality care in general practice:
literature review and analysis.  Social Science and Medicine 1994,
39:655-670.

43. Gysels M, Hughes R, Aspinal F, ddington-Hall JM, Higginson IJ: What
methods do stakeholders prefer for feeding back perform-
ance data: a qualitative study in palliative care.  International
Journal for Quality in Health Care 2004, 16:375-381.

44. Freudenstein U, Howe A: Recommendations for future studies:
a systematic review of educational interventions in primary
care settings.  British Journal of General Practice 1999, 49:995-1001.

45. Lewin SA, Skea ZC, Entwistle V, Zwarenstein M, Dick J: Interven-
tions for providers to promote a patient-centred approach in
clinical consultations.  Cochrane Database Syst Rev
2001:CD003267.

46. Smith RC, Lyles JS, Mettler JA, Marshall AA, Van Egeren LF, Stoffel-
mayr BE, Osborn GG, Shebroe V: A strategy for improving
patient satisfaction by the intensive training of residents in
psychosocial medicine: a controlled, randomized study.  Aca-
demic medicine : journal of the Association of American Medical Colleges
1995, 70:729-732.

47. Perkins JJ, Sanson-Fisher RW: Increased focus on the teaching of
interactional skills to medical practitioners.  Advances in Health
Sciences Education 1996, 1:17-28.

48. Gysels M, Richardson A, Higginson IJ: Communication training
for health professionals who care for patients with cancer: a
systemativ review of training methods.  Support Care Cancer
2005, 13:356-366.

49. Gysels M, Richardson A, Higginson IJ: Communication training
for health professionals who care for patients with cancer: a
systematic review of effectiveness.  Support Care Cancer 2004,
12:692-700.

50. Kendrick T: Why can't GPs follow guidelines on depression?
BMJ 2000, 320:200-201.

51. Easterbrook PJ, Berlin AJ, Gopalan R, Matthews DR: Publication
bias in clinical research.  Lancet 1991, 337:867-872.

52. Song F, Eastwood AJ, Gilbody S, Duley L, Sutton AJ: Publication and
related biases.  In Health technology assessment Volume 4. Health
Technology Assessment; 2000. 

53. Gregoire G, Derderian F, LeLorier J: Selecting the language of
the publications included in a meta-analysis: is there a tower
of Babel bias?  Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 1995, 48:159-163.

54. Egger M, Zellweger-Zähner T, Schneider M, Junker C, Lengeler C:
Language bias in randomised controlled trials published in
English and German.  Lancet 1997, 350:326-329.

55. Campbell M, Grimshaw J: Cluster randomised trials: time for
improvement.  BMJ 1998, 317:1171.

56. Stones R, Janvier N, Robbins K: 2006/7 UK General Practice
Workload Survey.  The Information Centre 2007 [http://www.dhssp
sni.gov.uk/gp_workload_survey_2006_07.pdf]. (accessed 6th May
2008)

57. Sibbald B: Who needs doctors in general practice?  Quality in Pri-
mary Care 2008, 16:73-74.

58. Goodpastor WA, Motoya ID: Motivating physician behaviour
change: social influence versus financial contingencies.  Inter-
national Journal of Health Care Quality Assurance 1996, 9:4-9.

Pre-publication history
The pre-publication history for this paper can be accessed
here:

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/8/179/pre
pub
Page 10 of 10
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15375098
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15375098
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15375098
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10824348
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10824348
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10824348
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11687181
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11687181
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11687181
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7646751
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7646751
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7646751
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15586302
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15586302
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15586302
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15258839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15258839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15258839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10642207
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1672966
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1672966
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7853041
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7853041
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7853041
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9251637
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9251637
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9251637
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9794847
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9794847
http://www.dhsspsni.gov.uk/gp_workload_survey_2006_07.pdf
http://www.dhsspsni.gov.uk/gp_workload_survey_2006_07.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18700082
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10162128
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10162128
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/8/179/prepub
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
http://www.biomedcentral.com/

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Inclusion and exclusion criteria
	Search Strategy
	Data Abstraction
	1) Allocation concealment
	2) Power calculation and 3) Sample size
	4) Follow-up of professionals
	5) Baseline comparability
	6) Published outcome measurement instrument
	7) Protection against contamination
	8) Unit of analysis



	Results
	Participants and settings
	Interventions
	Feedback
	Training

	Methodological quality
	Outcomes
	Feedback
	Training


	Discussion
	The effectiveness of patient based feedback
	The effectiveness of brief training
	Limitations of the study
	Implications for research


	Conclusion
	Competing interests
	Authors' contributions
	Additional material
	Acknowledgements
	References
	Pre-publication history

