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physiotherapists and patients predicts outcome i . eka?
in chronic low back pain

the size dilemmais
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the routes... The therapeutic alliance

refine » dlliance, interaction
between patients and
outcomes therapists. Degree of
- - agreement in goals with
identify therapy. Function to create

a climate of trust and
subgroups emotional bond!

improve
therapist-infervention
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aims

investigate whether the alliance between
physiotherapists and patients predicts outcome or
response to tfreatment in chronic low back patients

Comparison of general exercise, motor control exercise and spinal
manipulative therapy for chronic low back pain: A randomized trial

Maunucla L. Ferre LI Latimer *, Robert D, Herbert ©,
Paul W. He . Christopher G, Maher =%,
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interventions

p General exercises!

eimprove physical function and confidence with the spine
baseline *groups. ofi8 . .

S estrefching, strengthening, cardiovascular...
» Motor control exercises?

erestore optional control of the spine

*local and global muscles

*breathing, continence, neutral spine

kinfervention;
follow up 3
balleff p Manual therapy?

GPE *joint mobilization or manipulation
= function

L 1- Moffett and Frost, 2000;

2- Hodges, Ferreira, and Ferreira, 2007;
3- Maitland et al, 2001
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. results
analysis

e ; _ GPE - motor control & general exercises
» statistician blind to group allocation
» intention tfo freat _ i
» linear regression models Unstardardized | Standardieed
B Std. Error Beta
Final GPE or PSFS = a + B, * GPE or PSFS at baseline + (Constant) 6941 | 2545
B, * WATOCI + Global perceived 091 001

B3 * pair contrast (MC & GE; MC & SMT; GE & SMT) + effect at baseline .
B, * interaction (pair contrast * WATOCI) Wm GJBB .025

total scare

[5SEvsGEWAL 069 .031
Contrast of SSE vs GE 8.913
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GPE — motor control & SMT GPE — general exercises & SMT

Unstandardized Standardized Unstandardized Standardized
Coaffion Coeffic C Ci

B Std. Error Beta ig B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) -4.957 1.699 - (Constant) 2.924

Global perceived effect Global perceived
> 058 078 P
at baseline effect at baseline 116

Working Alliance ‘Working Alliance

Inventory total score 5 017 Inventogx total score 029
Contrast of SSE vs SMT Contrast of SMT vs GE
[SSEvsSMTWAL k - - [SMTvsGEWAL .036
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PSFS — motor control & general exercises PSFS — motor control & SM

Unstandardized Standardized
C C

Unstandardized Standardized
C C

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 7.175
Patient-specific
functional scale total 128
score at baseline

Model Std. Error Beta
T Constant) 5322
Patient-specific
functional scale total
score at baseline
Working Alliance 072 Working Alliance
Inventory total score i : B Inventory total score
Contrast of SSE vs GE - . 5 SSEVSSMTWAL
SSEVSGEWAL 2 ) .089 . B ( 5 Contrast of SSE vs SMT
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PSFS — general exercises & SMT NEEeiauan

Unstandardized Standardized v therapeutic alliance predicts GPE at 8 weeks
Ct Ct iCi

B Std. E B ,
(Constan T v when motor confrol and GE are pooled, the
Patient:specific coefficient is 0.082, so for every 1 point increase

functional scale total 736 121

score at baseline in alliance we have a 0.082 increase in GPE

Working Alliance
Inventory total score 068
Contrast of SMT vs GE

[ SMTvsGEWAL 085 E ﬂ ﬂ

0 1 4 5
unchanged completely
recovered
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implications at the end

i = what matters...

v back fo the size dilemma iy

v outcome dependent | ‘g:;;-f;';;:ij','

v intervention dependent A

v what is behind a
positive alliance?

v/ can we optimize ite

SMT compared to GE

effect of intervention on GPE

T |
100 110 120

therapeutic alliance
at baseline
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