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ABSTRACT

Posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) is an important focus of research, given its
high prevalence rates and significant impairment across several domains of functioning.
Cognitive processing therapy (CPT) is a 12-session cognitive-behavioral treatment for
PTSD that has been shown to have good efficacy and effectiveness and is being
disseminated widely. In addition, researchers have developed a brief 5-session written
exposure treatment (written exposure therapy; WET) for PTSD that requires limited
therapist involvement to increase client acceptability, reduce dropout, and improve access
to care. The developers of this treatment have completed a non-inferiority randomized
controlled trial in a sample of 126 adults with PTSD, demonstrating equivalent efficacy
between WET and CPT. The current study examined processes of change by coding the
content of the written narrative components from these treatments. Levels of multimodal
trauma network activation, avoidance, assimilation, overgeneralization, and
accommodation were compared and examined as predictors of dropout and of 6- and 12-
week PTSD treatment outcomes within and between groups. Word count, level of
narrative detail, and extent of trauma focus were also compared. Results suggested that
although the CPT treatment group wrote longer trauma recounting narratives with more
detail and therapeutic focus, both treatments showed similar levels of avoidance and
multimodal trauma network activation and that higher levels of trauma network
activation predicted better outcomes for the WET group. Across written components of
both treatments, overgeneralization decreased in the CPT group only, and

accommodation improved across both treatments. In terms of outcomes, improvements in



overgeneralization and accommodation predicted better 12-week outcomes in both
groups, and these changes predicted outcome over and above levels of trauma network
activation. Finally, higher levels of assimilation in initial narratives were positively
associated with dropout, which was higher in the CPT group (40% versus 6%). These
findings add to the primary RCT by demonstrating similar change processes in WET, but

with lower dropout rates and less burden.



Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
Traumatic events are defined by the American Psychiatric Association’s
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual fifth edition (DSM-5; 2013) as direct exposure to
actual or threatened death, injury, or sexual violence or as indirect exposure, such as
witnessing or hearing about others’ exposure or repeated exposure to details of such
events (e.g., first responders, professionals working with child abuse victims). As many
as 89% of adults in the United States may have been exposed to trauma at some point in
their lives (Kilpatrick et al., 2013). Although several mental disorders can manifest
following trauma exposure (Bryant et al., 2010), posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) is
an important focus of research, as adult lifetime prevalence rates have been estimated at
around 8% (Kilpatrick et al., 2013). Furthermore, PTSD is associated with elevated
psychiatric comorbidity (Brunello et al., 2001; Calabrese et al., 2011) and significant
impairment in multiple life domains, including poor physical health (Dobie et al., 2004),
missed work days (Hoge, Terhakopian, Castro, Messer, & Engel, 2007), lower
educational attainment and earnings potential (Kessler, 2000), and poor social
functioning (Kuhn, Blanchard, & Hickling, 2003). The prevalence of trauma and PTSD
and the deleterious effects of PTSD on individuals and society have led to the

development of several effective psychological treatments.



Empirically-Supported Treatments for PTSD

Although there are several efficacious psychological and pharmacological
treatments for PTSD, authors of a recent meta-analysis concluded that it difficult to
identify a single optimal treatment because of methodological heterogeneity (Watts et al.,
2013). However, two psychological treatments have been recommended as leading
treatment options, given strong evidence of efficacy and effectiveness (Zalta, 2015):
prolonged exposure (PE; Foa, Hembree, & Rothbaum, 2007) and cognitive processing
therapy (CPT; Resick, & Schnicke, 1992). PE and CPT are being disseminated across the
Veterans Affairs Healthcare System (Veterans Health Administration & Department of
Defense, 2010).

Prolonged exposure (Foa et al., 2007) is a cognitive behavioral treatment (9 to 15
weekly 90-minute sessions) that requires patients to engage in intensive in vivo and
imaginal exposure exercises. Imaginal exposures consist of repeatedly recounting the
trauma with vivid detail followed by a brief, largely client-lead “processing” component
intended to encourage patients to engage in cognitive and emotional meaning-making.
Additionally, subjectively intense parts of the trauma (“hot spots™) are targeted as
treatment progresses. The primary focus of PE has been behavioral (repeated exposure
and reduction of fear responses), yet recent research suggests that changes in trauma-
related beliefs also predict treatment outcomes (McLean, Yeh, Rosenfield, & Foa, 2015;
Zalta et al., 2015).

Cognitive processing therapy (Resick, & Schnicke, 1992) includes an exposure

component, but it places most emphasis on changing maladaptive trauma-related beliefs



and meaning-making. CPT is a cognitive behavioral treatment (12 weekly 60-minute
sessions) in which patients are exposed to their trauma memory through written accounts
assigned for homework in the early sessions that are then read aloud to the therapist. The
major focus of the treatment involves identifying patient’s maladaptive trauma-related
beliefs (thoughts about themselves, others, and the world) that maintain PTSD symptoms.
Patients are introduced to the cognitive model of psychological dysfunction, and Socratic
methods are used to move patients toward more adaptive cognitions, with specific
emphasis on themes of trust, power and control, self-esteem, and intimacy. Along with
written exposure components, patients also write impact statements about how the trauma
has affected their lives. These statements are written at the beginning and end of
treatment.

PTSD Treatment Innovation: Written Exposure Therapy

Although PE and CPT have been demonstrated to be effective treatments for
PTSD, certain aspects of these treatments and their delivery can be improved. For
instance, research has shown that a majority of participants who complete these
treatments continue to report symptoms (Bradley, Greene, Russ, Dutra, & Western,
2005), and approximately 25% of clients dropout of treatment prematurely (Hembree et
al., 2003). Furthermore, the traditional structure and delivery of talk therapy may not be
accessible enough to alleviate the significant societal mental health burden associated
with PTSD (Kazdin, & Blase, 2011). Barriers such as geography (e.g., rural patients
living too far from quality care), economics (e.g., patients lacking the means to obtain

quality care), and time (e.g., patients unable to schedule therapy sessions given busy



vocational and personal commitments) can reduce access to treatment (Sloan, Marx, &
Keane, 2011). Furthermore, even within an extensive VA dissemination effort, research
suggests therapist-level barriers to implementing these treatments (Borah et al., 2013;
Cook et al., 2013) and a large percentage of untreated, newly redeployed veterans (Hoge
et al., 2014). These systemic barriers have been the impetus for the development of
alternative models of treatment and delivery, such as internet-based treatments,
telehealth, and primary care integrated mental health. Consistent with this effort, Sloan
and colleagues (2012) have developed a treatment for PTSD designed to overcome some
of these barriers.

Written exposure therapy (WET; Sloan et al., 2012) is a written narrative-based
therapy for PTSD that consists of five sessions and requires limited therapist contact and
training. WET shares treatment principles with PE and CPT. The first 25 minutes of the
60-minute initial session involve psychoeducation and treatment rationale, followed by
brief instructions and the first 30-minute written exercise. In the other four sessions,
therapists briefly deliver instructions and then have participants complete the remaining
30-minute weekly writing exercises on their own. Directions for the first two written
exercises encourage patients to recount their index trauma with as much sensory detail
(e.g., sights, sounds) and thoughts and emotions as they can. These directions continue
for the remaining three sessions, along with additional instructions to focus on “hot
spots” (i.e., most distressing moments within the broader trauma) and current effects of
the trauma. The final session contains a significant focus on describing the impact that

the trauma has had on their life.



The format of WET suggests that this treatment has the potential to overcome
some previously identified barriers to treatment for PTSD (Hoge et al., 2014; Kazden &
Blasé, 2011; Sloan et al., 2011). WET requires low therapist and patient time
commitment and may be conducive to dissemination via non-traditional modalities, such
as internet or primary care integrated settings. Previous research has shown that WET is
superior to wait list control (Sloan et al., 2012), that only 9% of participants dropped out
of the treatment, and that most participants reported satisfaction with the treatment. Sloan
and colleagues are currently comparing WET to a full course of CPT in a randomized
controlled trial (RCT) with a heterogeneous community sample recruited from the greater
Boston area. If the results indicate that WET is not inferior to CPT, as hypothesized, it
would strengthen the evidence that this brief and easily implemented treatment can be
used to reach people suffering from PTSD, who might not otherwise be able to access
first line PTSD treatments. It might also address some of the barriers noted for
implementing PTSD treatments in routine care clinics and residential VA programs
(Borah et al. 2013; Cook et al., 2013). The written narratives from WET and CPT in this
clinical trial were coded and analyzed in the current study.

The importance of studying the process of change

The RCT currently being conducted by Sloan and colleagues examines whether
WET is as efficacious as CPT by comparing outcomes of the two treatments in a non-
inferiority design. Gallagher and colleagues (2015) have highlighted that the leading
PTSD treatments have been shown to be efficacious, yet little is known about how the

treatments have their effects. In line with this broad clinical science goal, the current



study investigated how WET and CPT might be having their effects, as well as what is
associated with dropout and poor outcomes.

One method for identifying and testing processes of change during the course of
therapeutic interventions is observational coding. The content of therapy sessions, patient
homework, or narratives written as part of therapy, can provide important data at the
individual and group levels to study the process of change (Cummings, Hayes, Saint, &
Park, 2014). Researchers have used coding systems across a range of treatments and
mental and behavioral health problems to operationalize clinical observations and
scientific theories (e.g., Boritz, Bryntwick, Angus, Greenberg, & Constantino, 2014;
McLeod, Smith, Southam-Gerow, Weisz, & Kendall, 2015; Owens, McCrady, Borders,
Brovko, & Pearson, 2014). Among these coding systems is the CHANGE (Hayes,
Feldman, & Goldfried, 2007), which is a measure of variables hypothesized to be
important therapeutic change processes. The CHANGE has been used to code weekly
narratives in a cognitive-behavioral treatment for depression (Hayes, Beevers, Feldman,
Laurenceau, & Perlman, 2005; Hayes et al., 2007) and audiotaped sessions of cognitive
therapy for personality disorders (Hayes, & Yasinski, 2015), juvenile PTSD (Ready et al.,
2015), and treatment-resistant depression (Abel, Hayes, Henley, & Kuyken, 2016).

The CHANGE system was used to code therapy process variables in written
narrative components of both the WET and CPT treatment arms of Sloan and colleagues’
RCT. The therapy variables included were: extent of multimodal (cognitive, affective,

behavioral, somatic functioning) trauma network activation, avoidance, assimilation of



new information into maladaptive beliefs, overgeneralization of trauma-related beliefs,
and accommodation (new more balanced and adaptive beliefs).

Theories of PTSD Maintenance and Change

Emotional processing theory (EPT; Foa, Huppert, & Cahill, 2006; Foa, & Kozak,
1986; Rauch, & Foa, 2006) is an extension of Lang’s (1977) research that posits that fear
is represented in memory as networks of related stimuli, response, and meaning nodes (in
the form of cognitions, behaviors, affect, and physiological arousal) that enhance a
person’s ability to escape threatening situations. For instance, someone who has been
attacked or bitten by a dog in the past may develop a fear of dogs. Then, when coming
into contact with a menacing-looking dog who is off-leash (stimulus), this person may
have physiological reactions, such as increased heart rate (response), and may think that
the dog is going to attack (meaning). This can then trigger behavioral impulses to run
away (response). The theory posits that if any one or a combination of these nodes is
experienced, the entire network can be activated to increase one’s ability to survive in the
face of danger (another dog attack).

Foa and Kozak (1986) used this theory to help understand pathological fear (i.e.,
anxiety disorders) and PTSD specifically. According to EPT, PTSD involves an
overgeneralization of both stimuli and responses related to an original traumatic event,
along with maladaptive cognitions that can perpetuate this pathological fear structure. For
instance, if a person is brutally attacked by a dog, that person may become hypersensitive
to stimuli that were present during the attack but are not objectively related to increased

probabilities of future attacks, such as the color of the dog’s coat, the type of clothes the



owner was wearing, or even the time of day when the attack occurred. Likewise, the
person may become sensitive to their internal responses that were experienced during the
initial attack but that do not necessarily cue danger, such as increased heart rate or
perspiration, or even arousal associated with positive stimuli. These overgeneralized
stimulus and response nodes can easily trigger the entire fear network and spread to other
related external and internal cues through classical and operant conditioning processes.
Furthermore, individuals who have experienced trauma may attribute pathological
meaning to the trauma, such as unrealistic self-blame or responsibility. PTSD is theorized
to be maintained by hypersensitivity to overgeneralized cues that activate the fear
network and behavioral learning processes that negatively reinforce avoidance to such
overgeneralized threat cues.

Cognitive processing therapy was developed with principles of EPT along with
other research related to social cognitive theories of PTSD (see Resick, & Schnicke,
1992). These social cognitive theories focus on fear and also other emotions, such as
anger and sadness, as well as emotions that develop after the trauma (i.e., secondary
emotions) and related maladaptive interpretations of the trauma (assimilation) and the
spread of those belief across time and situations (over-accommodation /
overgeneralization). For example, a victim of sexual assault may attribute blame to
himself or herself, which then generates and maintains feelings of guilt and shame that
were not present during the attack. These cognitive interpretations are thought to be
related to processes by which individuals resolve conflicts between the trauma and

preexisting schemas, and a substantial focus of CPT on understanding how these



cognitions affect mood and behaviors. This theory assumes three possible cognitive
resolutions to the conflict of incorporating the trauma into preexisting schemas: 1) The
person may alter the meaning or detail of the trauma to fit with a preexisting schema,
resulting in assimilated thoughts. For instance, an individual who believes that she has
control over herself and the world is sexually assaulted, and she maintains this belief by
thinking that she caused the assault; 2) The person may change the schema to incorporate
the new information from the trauma, resulting in accommodated thoughts. For instance,
that same person alters her schema about control after the assault to realize that she often
has control over herself, but there are some things that she cannot predict or control.
These alterations usually result in healthy and balanced thoughts and are a primary target
of CPT; and 3) A person may alter pre-existing schemas to accommodate the trauma to
an extreme degree, resulting in over-accommodated or overgeneralized thoughts. For
instance, a person who is sexually assaulted believes that she has absolutely no control
over anything in the world. This theory proposes that the symptoms of PTSD are
maintained by the fear network proposed by EPT, but also by maladaptive cognitive
stuck points often related to safety and other themes, such as intimacy, power and
control, self-esteem, and trust.

These theories are the foundation of some of the most effective treatments for
PTSD to date, and understanding how these treatments might have their effects is the
focus of the current study. In the case of EPT, two elements are theorized to be required
during treatment. First, the fear structure must be fully activated (cognitively, affectively,

somatically, and behaviorally), and second, information that is inconsistent with the



pathological fear structure must be introduced to then challenge the prior fear structure
information (Foa et al., 2006). Original thinking in EPT suggested that fear habituation
related to the trauma memory provided inconsistent information (i.e., the individual’s
fear-related arousal would naturally decline during exposure, thus providing corrective
information that the memory can be experienced without physiological arousal). This
therapeutic process involves repeated exposure to stimuli that can activate the fear
network in a controlled, therapeutic environment and facilitate constructive emotional
processing of the trauma. Exposure in the leading CBT treatments for PTSD can involve
external triggers (e.g., in vivo exposure in PE) or the memory itself through narrative
writing and/or verbally recounting (e.g., imaginal exposure in PE and written trauma
accounts in CPT). More recently, empirical evidence has led researchers to hypothesize
that network activation coupled with conflicting, adaptive information constitutes new
learning that competes with, rather than replaces, previous pathological learning (Bouton,
2002; Craske, Liao, Brown, & Vervliet, 2012; Foa et al., 2006), and that cognitive
changes play a significant role in the change process (McLean et al., 2015; Zalta et al.,
2015). Furthermore, repeated exposure may encourage patients to gain a more healthy
distance (decentering) from habitual pathological responses and increase tolerance of
distress that competes with the impulse to avoid (Arch, Wolitzky-Taylor, Eifert, &
Craske, 2012).

The social cognitive theories of PTSD underlying CPT propose that affective
activation is important for the fear-related aspects of trauma memories, but that it is also

important to activate other emotions that may accompany the trauma memory (both
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primary and secondary emotions) resulting from unhealthy assimilated and
overgeneralized beliefs (Resick & Schnicke, 1992). This model suggests that salient
emotions and accompanying thoughts (maladaptive beliefs, meaning, and expectancies)
related to the trauma must be activated so that they can be directly confronted and
challenged. Resick and Schnicke (1992) have argued that this specific focus on
addressing emotions other than fear and challenging maladaptive thoughts is crucial, and
that these aspects of PTSD could persist following treatment if the fear structure is the
only target of exposure.

Empirical Evidence for Theories of Change

These theories of PTSD development, maintenance, and change suggest
therapeutic processes involved in the leading evidence-based psychological interventions.
The theories above suggest that exposure may work to activate the fear network in order
to provide corrective information that reduces the sensitivity and intensity of the fear
network, and exposure to other emotions may provide a way for therapists to challenge
and alter faulty thinking that may be perpetuating these emotions.

One common way to measure network activation has been emotional engagement
(i.e., the affective component of the network). Research has shown that emotional
engagement, as measured by self-report (Jaycox, Foa, & Morral, 1998) and cortisol levels
(Rauch et al., 2015), is an important aspect of exposure therapy for PTSD. Further, basic
animal research also demonstrates that amygdala activation is required in fear extinction
(Nader, Schafe, & Le Doux, 2000). Jaycox et al. (1998) found that emotional engagement

along with between-session habituation was related to the greatest symptom improvement
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in PE for PTSD. Van Minnen and Foa (2006) also reported that between-session
habituation (and not within-session habitutation) predicted better treatment outcomes in
adults with chronic PTSD. Similarly, both increases in emotional engagement and
between-session habituation have been related to improved outcomes in research
examining WET (Sloan, Marx, Epstein, & Lexington, 2007). Thus, empirical evidence
supports the importance of affective engagement and between-session habituation in the
change process, but the extent of full network activation, including the cognitive,
affective, behavioral, and somatic components, has not yet been examined.

Another way to measure network activation has been developed by Hayes and
colleagues (see Hayes, Yasinski, Barnes, & Bockting, 2015) in an exposure-based
cognitive therapy for depression that is based on EPT principles. They have used
variables from the CHANGE coding system to measure a depressive network and also a
more positive and adaptive network. Both consist of nodes of functioning (cognitive,
affective, behavioral, somatic) endorsed at moderate or high levels in written narratives
or audiotaped therapy sessions. This method has showed interesting patterns in
depression research that are consistent with EPT, and this system offers potential in
anxiety and PTSD research as well.

Cognitive changes have been found to predict change in PTSD treatments. Even
in primarily behaviorally focused exposure therapies such as PE, recent research has
shown that cognitive changes play an important role in symptom improvement (Rauch et
al., 2015), with evidence to suggest a causal influence of cognitive changes on symptoms

(McLean et al., 2015). In a dismantling study of CPT, participants receiving only the
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written exposure component, only the cognitive component, and the whole treatment all
improved. Interestingly, the cognitive component group showed the most improvement
(Resick et al., 2008). This study illustrates the efficacy of interventions that focus
primarily on either EPT or SCT models, and it demonstrates that emotions other than fear
can be improved with an exposure-only condition. Coding of impact statements at the
beginning and end of CPT has revealed that the types of maladaptive (assimilation and
overgeneralization) cognitions targeted in CPT decrease and that helpful cognitions
(accommodation) increase (Sobel, Resick, & Rabalais, 2009). Ready and colleagues
(2015) used the CHANGE coding system to code sessions from the trauma processing
phase of trauma-focused cognitive-behavioral therapy (TF-CBT; Cohen, Mannarino, &
Deblinger, 2006) for youths with PTSD. They reported that more accommodated beliefs
during this phase seemed to lessen the negative impact of co-occurring overgeneralized
(over-accommodated) beliefs. This might suggest that new learning can inhibit, or buffer
somewhat, maladaptive trauma-related beliefs, as posited in recent learning theory
models of emotional processing (Bouton, 2002; Craske et al., 2012; Foa et al., 2006).
Change processes in minimal therapist intervention treatment (WET)

These theories of maintenance and change in PTSD provide important targets to
assess when comparing WET with CPT in the current study. For instance, Resick and
Schnike (1992) suggested that “even when accommodation does occur (which is a goal in
therapy), without good social support, or guidance by a therapist, the accommodation
may be maladaptive and extreme” (p. 749). This suggests that therapist intervention may

be required to facilitate adaptive cognitive changes in PTSD treatments. Therapist
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interventions are also emphasized in PE to help modulate patient emotional under- or
over-engagement (Rauch, & Foa, 2006). In contrast to these traditional CBT treatments
for PTSD, WET is designed to reduce therapist intervention to a strictly instructional
capacity. Even with minimal therapist involvement, WET has demonstrated efficacy
(Sloan et al., 2012) and is associated with emotional engagement and pre-post habituation
(Sloan et al., 2007; Sloan et al., 2012). It is not yet clear whether the same levels of these
processes (i.e., trauma network activation and cognitive variables) occur in WET as
compared to more traditional CBTs for PTSD. Furthermore, WET has been shown to
have a significantly lower dropout rate than other treatments (approximately 9% in WET,
Sloan et al., 2012; vs 36% in other trauma-focused therapies, Imel, Laska, Jakupcak, &
Simpson, 2013). Another important question is what might be associated with this
increased tolerability.

The Proposed Study

The primary RCT being conducted by Sloan and colleagues provided data to
examine these process questions using the written components of both treatments. The
five written narratives from WET, and the two impact statements and two written trauma
accounts from CPT were coded for variables related to degree of multimodal trauma
network activation (cognitive, affective, behavioral, somatic) and avoidance when
recounting the trauma, and avoidance and three cognitive variables (assimilation,
accommodation, and overgeneralization) when processing the trauma. Before conducting
the primary analyses, narrative characteristics (narrative word count, extent of detail, and

extent of focus on the traumatic event) were compared to determine whether any of these
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variables should be included as control variables in the analyses and to compare those
characteristics between the treatments.
There were four study aims:

Aim 1: Extent of avoidance and multimodal trauma network activation in
the trauma recounting narratives. The first study aim was to compare levels of
avoidance and also the extent to which multiple modalities of the trauma memory were
activated in the WET and CPT conditions. Trauma network activation was
operationalized as the number of different modalities (cognitive, affective, behavioral,
and somatic) expressed in the narratives at moderate or high levels on the CHANGE
coding system, which was used to code all process variables. It may be that therapist
assistance is needed to help patients reduce avoidance and activate and elaborate the
trauma memory in a full, multimodal manner. The WET condition allowed for a
comparison of CPT with a treatment that has minimal therapist involvement. Participants
in both conditions were expected to show similar levels of avoidance and multimodal
trauma network activation despite differences in therapist involvement.

Aim 2: Change in process variables in the trauma processing narratives. The
second study aim was to compare participants in the WET condition with those in the
CPT condition on change in avoidance, maladaptive assimilated and overgeneralized
thoughts, and adaptive accommodated thoughts from the first to the last trauma
processing narrative. Participants in CPT were specifically educated on and directed to
develop awareness about assimilated and overgeneralized thoughts that contribute to the

maintenance of symptoms and unhealthy emotions and behaviors. Participants in both
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treatments were expected to show similar decreases in avoidance and assimilated and
overgeneralized thoughts across therapy. Those in CPT were expected to show more
change in accommodated thoughts, given the five or six extra sessions in CPT, therapist
guidance in facilitating emotional and cognitive processing, and the explicit focus on
developing more balanced and adaptive thoughts.

Aim 3: Predictors of treatment outcome. The third aim was to examine therapy
process variables that may predict 6- and 12-week treatment outcomes. Less avoidance
and more multimodal trauma network activation during the trauma recounting narratives
were expected to predict more symptom improvement. More improvements in avoidance,
assimilation, overgeneralization, and accommodation from the first to the last trauma
processing narrative were expected to predict better symptom outcomes. Because CPT
included more sessions and therapeutic focus on facilitating accommodation, CPT was
hypothesized to show stronger associations with symptom improvement at the 12-week
outcome than WET.

Aim 4: Predictors of dropout. The fourth and final aim was to examine therapy
process variables as predictors of dropout (i.e., participants who discontinue before the
end of the treatment protocol). Participants who dropout of both treatments were
expected to show more avoidance, and assimilated and overgeneralized beliefs, and these

levels were not expected to differ significantly between treatments.
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Chapter 2
METHODS
Participants
Participants for Sloan and colleague’s primary RCT were recruited from the

greater Boston area without restrictions on Criterion A event type (i.e., the traumatic
experience specifically linked to PTSD symptoms). Recruitment involved flyers posted in
the community, craigslist announcements, listing on clinicaltrials.org, and referrals from
professionals in the area (e.g., Massachusetts General Hospital, McLean Hospital).
Inclusion criteria consisted of a primary PTSD diagnosis as determined by the CAPS-5, a
trauma event that took place at least three months from the time of the initial assessment,
no current engagement in psychotherapy for PTSD, and a stable medication regimen for
at least two months if engaged in pharmacotherapy. Exclusion criteria were: substance
dependence (not abuse), current psychotic symptoms, unstable bipolar disorder,
significant cognitive impairment, involvement in an abusive relationship if index trauma
event is domestic violence, current suicidal or homicidal ideation, or a suicide attempt
within the last 6 months. Sloan and colleagues completed recruitment of 126 participants.
There were 63 participants randomized to each condition. Four participants dropped out
of the WET condition (1 did not like to think of trauma, 1 was looking for a different type

of treatment, and 2 did not respond to contact), and 25 dropped out of the CPT condition
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(9 reported that the treatment was too distressing, 2 were too busy, 1 had a serious
medical problem, 1 reported feeling better, 1 was not motivated, and 11 did not respond
to contact).

The proposed study included all participants who had completed at least one
written component of treatment and had legible handwriting (one participant from the
WET condition was excluded for this reason, and another required more therapist
involvement due to vision impairment and was excluded). This resulted in a sample of 61
participants in the WET condition and 53 in the CPT condition. Demographic data for the
initial sample are provided in Table 1. Information about index trauma is provided in
Table 2. Table 5 lists the total number of completed written components for each writing
assignment in both interventions along with details about key variables. Completers were
defined as participants with final written narratives (WET narrative 5 and final CPT
impact statement) and a post-assessment outcome assessment (week 6 for WET and week

12 for CPT).
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Table 1

Sociodemographic Characteristics at Baseline

WET CPT
M M
n (%) (range) n (%) (range)
Age 44.89 43.14
(18-70) (19-71)
Female 30 (47.6) 30 (47.6)
Non-Veteran 46 (73.0) 47 (74.6)
Ethnicity?
Not Hispanic/Latina/o 59 (93.7) 52 (82.5)
Hispanic/Latina/o 2 (3.0) 10 (15.9)
Race
Black/African American 21 (33.3) 22 (35)
American Indian/
Alaskan Native 2 (3) 2(3)
Asian 1(1.6) 1(1.6)
Native Hawaiian/
Pacific Islander 1(1.6) 0
White 36 (57) 33(52.4)
Other 2 (3) 5(8)
Education”
Some high school / less 4 (6) 6 (9.6)
HS diploma / vocational
training 17 (26.8) 8(12.8)
Some college 21 (33.3) 22 (35)
Four-year college 7 (11) 13 (20.6)
Some graduate school 3(4.8) 3(4.8)
Master’s / professional degree or
higher 9(14.1) 1(1.6)
Other 1(1.6) 3(4.8)

Note. WET = written exposure therapy, N = 63; CPT = cognitive processing therapy, N = 63.
®Missing data for 2 WET participants and 1 CPT. "Missing data for 1 WET participant.
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Table 2 Index Trauma by Treatment Condition

WET CPT
n (%)

Motor vehicle accident 7 (11) 6 (9.5)
“Other” accident 0 2(3)
Combat or warfare 8 (12.7) 8 (12.7)
Sudden death of close other 7 (11) 4 (6)
Life-threatening or disabling event to loved one 1(1.6) 0
Robbery with weapon 3(4.8) 0
Assault by acquaintance or stranger 7 (11) 4 (6)
Threatened with death or serious harm 3(4.8) 2(3)
Witnessed family violence in childhood 3(4.8) 0
Physically punished in childhood 3(4.8) 5(8)
Intimate partner violence 2 (3) 5(8)
Sexual contact before age 13 by someone 5 or more years
older 4 (6) 6 (9.5)
Unwanted sexual contact before age 13 4 (6) 23)
Unwanted sexual contact as a teen 1(1.6) 4 (6)
Unwanted sexual contact as an adult 5(8) 9 (14.3)
Stalked 1(1.6) 0
“Other” traumatic event 5(8) 6 (9.5)

Note. WET = written exposure therapy, N = 63; CPT = cognitive processing therapy, N = 63.
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Measures

The Clinician Administered PTSD scale for DSM-5 (CAPS-5; Weathers, et al.,
2012) was used to assess PTSD symptom severity at pre-treatment and at 6-, 12-, 18-, 24,
and 60-weeks after the first treatment session. The CAPS-5 provided the main outcome
measure for the current study using the pre-treatment and 6- and 12-week assessment
points. The CAPS-5 is a structured diagnostic interview and gold standard for assessing
PTSD. The scale also assesses social and occupational functioning, dissociation, and the
validity of symptom reports. The CAPS was revised to accommodate the changes made
in DSM-5, to reduce administration time and facilitate learning of administration and
scoring procedures. The CAPS-5 now uses only a single 5-point ordinal rating scale (0 =
absent to 4 = extreme / incapacitating) to measure symptom severity, with a total sum
score range of 0-80. Symptom severity ratings combine information about symptom
frequency and intensity. The CAPS-5 was revised with an eye towards maintaining
backwards compatibility with the DSM-1V version of the instrument. Because the
measure is new, psychometrics and diagnostic cutoffs are still being evaluated, and there
are no formal scoring rules yet.

The Traumatic Life Events Questionnaire (TLEQ; Kubany et al., 2000) was
assessed at baseline to measure lifetime history of exposure to traumatic life events and
participant responses to these experiences. The TLEQ has strong psychometric properties
(Kubany et al., 2000) and has been shown to be a valid indicator of individuals’

experiences of trauma (Peirce, Burke, Stoller, Neufeld, & Brooner, 2009). The TLEQ
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will be used to evaluate trauma history as a potential moderator of study outcome, and it
may be used as a control variable.
Therapists

Therapists were either masters or doctoral level clinicians from the National
Center for PTSD in the VA Boston Healthcare System. Therapists were counterbalanced
across conditions (all therapists administered both WET and CPT) to minimize therapist
biases and effects on treatment outcome. The developer of WET (Denise Sloan, Ph.D.)
trained and supervised therapists for WET cases and the developer of CPT (Patricia
Resick, Ph.D.) trained and supervised therapist’s CPT cases. Each therapist met with
either Dr. Resick or Dr. Sloan once per week. All therapy sessions were recorded, and
20% (balanced across treatments) of sessions were randomly chosen to be rated for
treatment fidelity.

Written exposure therapy consists of five weekly sessions. The first session lasts
approximately one hour and involves psychoeducation about common reactions to trauma
and treatment rationale, including an introduction to the Self-Assessment Mankin (SAM;
Bradley & Lang, 1994), which is used to measure valence and arousal before and after
each written narrative. For the final 30 minutes of the first session, the client is asked to
complete the first written exposure. Instructions direct the client to write an account of
their index trauma with as much detail as possible, including multiple sensory modalities
and the thoughts and emotions during the event. After the therapist reviews the
instructions, the client is left to complete the written exposure alone. After the participant

completes the writing session and the post-SAM, the therapist returns to briefly discuss
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how the writing process went. These instructions are repeated with some slight
modifications at the beginning of each of the last four 40-minute sessions. In session two,
the client is encouraged to complete the trauma narrative if they had not done so in
session one or to write it again from the beginning. At session three, the client is
instructed to write the full trauma narrative again or focus on a particularly upsetting
portion of the trauma (i.e., hot spot). Participants are also instructed in this session to
write about how the trauma has changed their life. These instructions are repeated for
sessions four and five, with a brief suggestion in session five to consider how the trauma
might affect their future, with less emphasis on trauma recounting. Between sessions,
therapists read participant’s narratives to provide feedback or correct errors, such as
providing too few details about their thoughts and feelings during the trauma.

Cognitive processing therapy consists of 12, one-hour therapy sessions. The first
session involves psychoeducation about common reactions to trauma and PTSD and
provides the treatment rationale. For homework at session one, clients are instructed to
write an impact statement reflecting on why they think the index traumatic event
happened to them and how the event has impacted their views about themselves, the
world, and others. Session two involves reviewing the cognitive-behavioral
conceptualization of PTSD and encouraging the client to observe connections between
thoughts, emotions, and behaviors. The impact statement is read to the therapist, and
cognitive stuck points are identified. In session three, the therapist assists the client in
noticing thoughts and emotions in response to life events and introduces the concept of

thoughts as a modulator of emotional responses. Socratic questioning is used to challenge
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client beliefs related to self-blame and guilt. For homework, clients are asked to write a
full account of the traumatic event with as much sensory detail as they can remember and
any thoughts and emotions they experienced during the event. They are asked to read the
account every day until the next session. At the fourth session, the client reads the written
account to the therapist and cognitive stuck points are processed, including self-blame
and other assimilated cognitions. For homework, the client is asked to write the trauma
account again with more detail and to include current thoughts and emotions in
parentheses. Again, the client is asked to read the account every day until the next
session. During session five, the trauma account is read to the therapist and assimilated
stuck points are discussed and processed further. Cognitive therapy begins at session five
by introducing the client to a process for questioning and challenging their cognitive
stuck points. During session six, restructuring stuck points continues and the client is
assisted in identifying problematic thinking patterns and how they create counter-
productive behaviors. During sessions seven through eleven, clients continue to challenge
maladaptive beliefs and cognitive stuck points, while focusing on successive themes of
safety, trust, power and control, self-esteem, or intimacy each week. Before the final
session clients are asked to write another impact statement about how the trauma has
affected them. This statement is read to the therapist in the final session to help review
and consolidate treatment gains.

Written Component Instructions and Assessment Schedule

Table 3 provides information about narrative instructions and their timing. As

described above, WET narratives are completed during each of the five sessions, whereas
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CPT includes narratives that are completed for homework after the first session (impact
statement), after sessions three and four (trauma accounts), and before the last session
(impact statement). Scheduled outcome assessments in the current study were timed such
that the post-treatment assessment for WET corresponded to the mid-treatment
assessment for CPT (6-weeks from first treatment session), and the six week follow up
assessment for WET corresponded to the post-treatment assessment for CPT (12-weeks
from first treatment session). However, if participants did not attend all weekly sessions
for either treatment, the scheduled follow-up assessment may have occurred before their
final session. The written assignment instructions in Table 3 illustrate differences and

similarities within and between treatments.
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Table 3

Schedule and Details of Written Components and Outcome Assessments for
WET and CPT

Narrative com

ponents

Writing assignment instructions (abbreviated)

Weeks/
sessions
Baseline

WET

CPT

CAPS

Trauma
Account 1

Initial
trauma
processing

(In session) Provide a trauma account with as much
detail as possible (sights, sounds, smells, thoughts,
and feelings). In writing about the details of the
trauma, it is important to write about specifics of
what happened and what you were feeling and
thinking as the trauma was happening. Try to be as
specific in recounting the details as possible. It is
also important that you really let go and explore
your very deepest emotions and thoughts about the
trauma.

(Homework) Write about why the traumatic event
happened, its causes, and the effects it has had on
your beliefs about yourself, others, and the world in
the areas of safety, trust, power/control, esteem, and
intimacy. You are not being asked to write about
specifics of the trauma.

Trauma
Account 2

(In session) Complete or re-write trauma account.
Really delve into your deepest feelings and
thoughts during the event. Write as much detail as
possible.

Initial
Trauma
processing

Trauma
account 1

(In session) Complete, re-write, or write about the
most upsetting part of the trauma. Also, begin to
write about how the traumatic event has changed
your life. For instance, how the trauma has changed
the way you view your life, the meaning of your
life, or how you relate to others. Throughout your
writing, really let go and write about your deepest
thoughts and feelings.

(Homework) Write a full account of the trauma
with as many sensory details as possible (sights,
sounds, smells, etc.). Also, include as many
thoughts and feelings as you can remember having
during the trauma.

Narrative 4

(In session) Continue writing about the trauma. You
can write about the most upsetting part of the
trauma. Also, write about how the traumatic event
has changed your life. You might write about how
the event has changed the way you view your life,
the meaning of your life, or the way you relate to
others. Really let go and write your deepest
thoughts and feelings.
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Trauma
Account 2

(Homework) Write the whole incident again as
soon as possible. If you were unable to complete
the assignment the first time, please write more
than last time. Add more sensory details, as well as
your thoughts and feelings during the incident.
Also, this time write your current (at the time of the
narrative writing) thoughts and feelings in
parentheses.

Final trauma
processing

(In session) Today is the last session. Continue to
write about your feelings and thoughts related to the
traumatic event, and how you believe this event has
changed your life. This is the last day of writing

and so you might want to try to wrap up your
writing. For example, you might write about how
the traumatic experience is related to your current
life and your future. It is important to delve into
your deepest emotions and thoughts throughout the
session.

7-11

Final trauma
processing

(Homework) Please write at least one page on what
you think now about why this traumatic event(s)
occurred. Also, consider what you believe now
about yourself, others, and the world in the
following areas: safety, trust, power/control,
esteem, and intimacy.

12

X

Note. WET = written exposure therapy; CPT = cognitive processing therapy; CAPS = clinician Clinician-
administered PTSD scale.
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Narrative Transcription

Photocopies of handwritten narratives from both treatments were sent to the
University of Delaware. Treatment condition and session numbers were de-identified
using the following procedures. Because each treatment has a different number of written
components that could reveal participant condition, each participant’s narratives were
split randomly into groups of three, two, or one session with new random identification
numbers assigned to each grouping. Then each narrative within each grouping was
assigned a random letter to blind coders to the narrative’s temporal order. For example, a
WET participant’s five narratives were split into a group of two and a group of three, and
each group was given a new random identification number and random letters for each
narrative. This procedure was used to allow for some grouping of narratives to provide
context (e.g., identifying the target trauma from one narrative if unclear in another)
without revealing the treatment condition or biasing coders to temporal order of the
narratives. After hardcopies of narratives were given new identification numbers and
session letters, undergraduate research assistants transcribed narratives into word
documents. All illegible words or phrases were checked by at least one other transcriber
to decipher handwriting.

Session Coding

Written components of both treatment arms were evaluated for avoidance, degree
of trauma network activation, cognitive changes, and factors related to outcome and
dropout using an extended version of the Change and Growth Experiences Scale

(CHANGE; Hayes et al., 2007). The CHANGE assesses a range of therapeutic variables,
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including multiple modalities related to cognitions, behaviors, affect, somatic functioning
and also avoidance and overgeneralization. It has been used to code therapy sessions and
patient narratives in depression (Hayes et al., 2005; Hayes et al., 2007), personality
disorders (Hayes & Yasinski, 2015), and PTSD (Hayes et al., 2017). Ready and
colleagues (2015) expanded the CHANGE to include variables that measure cognitive
changes (assimilation, accommodation) that were adapted from the Impact Statement
Coding System, originally developed by Sobel et al. (2009). Variables are not mutually
exclusive and can co-occur. For the current study, two additional variables were added
related to narrative quality: amount of detail included when recounting traumas and the
degree to which narratives are related to the trauma. Detailed descriptions and examples
of each category are provided in Table 4. In addition, word counts were calculated to
capture narrative length.

Each CHANGE variable is coded on a four-point scale from absent or very low
(0) to high (3). Written components can include recounting of the trauma memory and
events occurring around that time (past) and also descriptions of what the person is
currently experiencing (present; salient at the time of the narrative). These time frames
were coded separately. The cognitive variables assimilation, overgeneralization, and
accommaodation were only coded in the present segments of the narratives (i.e., salient at
the time of writing). All other variables were coded for both the past (recounting of the

trauma) and the present.
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Table 4

Coding Variables Descriptions and Examples from the Present Study

Coding Description Example
Category
Multimodal trauma network variables
Cognition
Self-concept and sense of worth, desirability, competence, and “The trauma has affected my going to
Self identity. college and getting a better job as well, it

has made me feel worthless and not needed
at times.”

Relationships

Perception of the quality of relationships in one’s life. This can
involve specific relationships or general beliefs about people
(e.g., no one can be trusted).

“The adults in school, including my teacher,
principal and others asked many questions,
but they all became a phantom when
someone needed to step up to the plate.”

Capacity to see the possibility of change in the future, to
recognize recent positive changes, and to express a commitment

“The rape has messed up my relationships
forever. I can’t imagine ever trusting

Hope or determination to make changes. anyone again.”
Intensity of emotion expressed in writing. This is most often “I’ve experienced pain that I can’t describe
indicated by emotion words, but can also be influenced by tone | but that hurts me so much and guilt...I was
Emotion and other categories (e.g., not being able to get out of bed actually blaming myself for her death...”
(behavioral) may indicate increased intensity of specifically
labelled emotions).
Maladaptive behavioral coping. This category must be related to | “T keep checking to make sure my front
attempts to regulate emotion and distress and is not coded for door is locked at all times. Even though |
Behavior actions during threat portions of trauma narratives (e.g., variable | don’t go nowhere, I still check.”
is not coded if participant describes attempts to fight off an
attacker).
Somatic Physiological impact of participant’s emotions, including both “I didn’t sleep or eat for the whole

high (e.g., jittery) and low (e.g., numb) arousal.

weekend.” And “I was frozen in fear.”

Maladaptive cognitive/behavioral process
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Avoidance

Extent to which the person shows difficulty engaging or
remaining in contact with aversive emotions, thoughts,
memories, or somatic sensations. This category includes
attempts to protect oneself from aversive experiences by pulling
away from the experiences, withdrawing, “shutting down,” or
showing emotional numbing. Avoidance may also be
manifested through clear absence of detail in trauma recounting
portions of narratives.

“He tells me that when I’m sad he’s sad, so
I don’t like to be sad around him or even
feel what I’'m feeling.”

Specific maladapt

ive and adaptive cognitions

Assimilation

Extent to which the person’s beliefs indicate the individual is
changing the meaning or salience of the traumatic event to
preserve prior beliefs or minimize the emotional impact of the
event. Assimilation often includes negative thoughts about
oneself, but can also include thoughts about others and the
world.

“I try to tell myself it isn’t my fault, but |
don’t believe it because my head tells me |
could have done more, picking up the
phone, or even just being there for him
when he was always there for me.”

(Should be able to control events, therefore
trauma is his/her fault)

Overgeneralizat
ion

Extent to which the person shows overly global, exaggerated
beliefs of self, others, or the world related to the traumatic
experience(s) that are broadly applied across time and life
situations. This category includes the features of the
overaccommodation variable from the Sobel et al, (2009) scale,
but also includes a lack of discrimination, difficulty attending to
information inconsistent with beliefs, and an overly general
level of abstraction.

“...so my general attitude is people really
don’t “give a fuck” what happens to you as
long as it does not affect them.”

Accommodatio
n

Extent to which the person shows a balanced view of self,
others, or the world. This includes integrating new information
learned from the traumatic experience into pre-existing beliefs,
reconstruing pre-existing beliefs to arrive at realistic
perspectives, and discriminating between the traumatic
experience and current experiences. This category also captures
the degree of realistic acceptance and resolution provided by

these new beliefs.

“My reactions were normal. My shame was
normal. The intense feeling of violation and
disgust was normal. My guilt does not mean
it was my fault. The feeling of shame does
not mean I did something wrong.”

Narrative characteristics
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Amount of concrete description included in the trauma narrative | ***
portions of each narrative. When participants are asked to
Detail recount their traumas, they are instructed to include as much
information as they can, including multiple sensory modalities
(sight, smell, etc.) and their thoughts and emotions.

Degree to which participants write about content related to the il
traumatic experiences. This can either be through trauma
Trauma focus recounting or writing about effects of the trauma; however, if
participants begin to stray off topic, they are rated lower on this
variable.

Note. *** The detail and trauma focus variables involve entire narratives, therefore space restrictions prevent the inclusion of
examples from the study. All multimodal trauma network variables are negatively-valenced.




Trauma Network Variables

Each of the network variables can be coded for either negative or positive valence
(e.g., negative or positive emotion, hopelessness or hope), but only the negatively-
valenced categories were used in the proposed study to assess the trauma network. Table
4 provides detailed descriptions of each variable and examples from actual participant
narratives.

The cognitive component of multimodal trauma network activation involves three
separate variables related to components of the cognitive triad: perceptions of the self,
others, and the world (Beck, Rush, Shaw, & Emery, 1979). The highest rating of the
coding variables views of Self, Relationships, and Hope was used to represent the
cognitive variable for each written component. Averaging was not used because it could
artificially reduce ratings in a way that was not intended in the CHANGE system (e.g.,
someone who was rated as having a 3 for self and Os for relationships and hope would
average to a 1. In the present study, this person would be coded as a 3 for the cognitive
node).

The extent of multimodal trauma network activation is a composite variable. The
cognitive, emotional, behavioral, and somatic domains of functioning were considered
activated if CHANGE ratings on these variables for a given narrative were moderate (2)
or high (3). The number of domains activated were then summed for each narrative, with
scores ranging from 0 (no domains activated at threshold) to 4 (all domains activated at
threshold). For example, if negative emotion and behavior were rated as 2s for a

particular narrative, and the cognitive and somatic codes were rated as 1s, then this
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participant would have a network activation score of a 2 (i.e., two domains of the trauma
network have been activated to threshold) for that particular narrative. Only coding for
the trauma recounting portions of the narratives were used to create the multimodal
trauma network activation variables.
Coders

A team of coders consisting of graduate and undergraduate students coded written
narratives from both treatment arms using the CHANGE coding system. Coders were
trained and then practiced coding along with experienced coders until they reached
sufficient agreement on target variables as designated by intraclass correlations (ICC) of
.80 and above. After this level of agreement was reached, codes from new coders were
then included in the data collection. Two coders were assigned to each narrative, and
weekly consensus meetings were held to prevent rater drift over time and to reach group
consensus on discrepancies of two or more points. Consensus ratings were used and
ratings across the two raters were averaged. Other than the primary investigator, coders
were blind to treatment condition, session number, and study hypotheses. The primary
investigator was blind to treatment condition and session number.

Consistent with recommendations from Hallgren (2012), consensus data from
80% of the participants were used to calculate ICC values for each variable. All trauma
network variables had ICCs within the good to excellent range (good = .60-.74, excellent
=.75-1.0; Cicchetti, 1994) from .69 to .95, with an average of .85. Avoidance and the
specific maladaptive and adaptive cognitive variables (assimilation, overgeneralization,

and accommodation) had ICCs in the excellent range from .79 to .92, with an average of
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.87. Finally, the detail variable (indicator of detail when recounting trauma) had an

excellent ICC of .85, and the trauma focus variable had a good ICC of .60.
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Chapter 3
RESULTS
Some outcome data were missing because of participant dropout; therefore, where
relevant, analyses were conducted for the full intent-to-treat sample and the sample that
completed treatment. All analyses were performed with IBM SPSS Statistics 21 (SPSS
Inc., Chicago).

Narrative groupings

Participants in WET and CPT were asked to recount their index trauma
experiences. The written components that focus solely on trauma recounting are sessions
1 and 2 for WET and sessions 2 and 3 for CPT (see Table 3 for instructional prompts).
These sessions are hereafter called “trauma recounting narratives” and were used to
conduct the analyses of avoidance and multimodal trauma network activation. The past
codes were used for these analyses. This means that avoidance and trauma network
activation for these analyses specifically refer to multimodal activation related to the
trauma and reactions experienced during the index traumatic event.

Written components that include some instruction for participants to reflect on their
traumas and the effects (i.e., processing) are sessions 3 through 5 for WET and session 1

and 4 for CPT. These sessions are called “trauma processing narratives.”
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Narrative Characteristics

Narrative word count, extent of detail, and extent of focus on the traumatic
event(s) (Table 5) in WET and CPT narratives were compared using one-way ANOVA to
examine whether narratives differed by treatment condition, and whether any of these
variables should be included as control variables. The CPT group wrote significantly
more words across all narratives, F(1, 112) = 12.81, p = 0.00, with an average of 651
words (SD = 465) compared to 423 (SD = 162) in WET. This difference was greater
during trauma recounting narratives (CPT, 994 [SD = 747]; WET, 428 [SD = 181]) and
did not differ significantly for the trauma processing narratives (CPT, 393 [SD = 344];
WET, 430 [(SD = 168]). The CPT group also showed significantly higher levels of detail,
F(1, 101) =7.90, p = 0.01, during trauma recounting narratives (CPT, 2.6 [SD = 0.50];
WET, 2.3 [SD = 0.60]); however, those average differences were functionally small.
Finally, the CPT group showed significantly higher levels of focus on content related to
trauma (i.e., less drifting from therapeutic content) across all narratives, F(1, 112) = 6.76,
p = 0.01, but again difference in averages were functionally small (CPT, 2.9 [SD = 0.22];
WET, 2.8 [SD = 0.29]). On the basis of these findings, word count and detail during
trauma recounting narratives will be included as control variables in the main analyses,
except for analyses involving avoidance, as this variable considers narrative length and
detail. Although trauma focus was significantly different between the groups, it will not

be included due to small differences and a restricted range near the maximum value.
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Table 5

Descriptive Statistics of Key Variables Across Treatment Groups

Condition / Complete Trauma | Mean Network
written ’ memory | word | Avoid L Assim | Overgen | Accom | Detail | Focus
narratives activation
component attempt | count
WET | CPT
11 1.3 1.6 0.6 2.3 2.9
93% 4% 375 1.0
TP1 (49/53) (2/49) 379) | (1.1) (1.0 (1.2) (1.1) (.72) 0.4) | (0.3)
0.7 11 0.2 0.1 .03 2.3 2.8
100% 95% 410
TAl (61/61) (58/61) | (192) 0.9 (1.2) (.45) (.40) (.15) 0.7) | (0.5)
950 1.0 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 2.6 3.0
83% 100%
TAl (44/53) (44/44) (682) | (1.1) (1.3) (:30) (.58) (.26) 0.6) | (0.2)
456 0.9 1.6 0.5 0.3 0.1 2.4 2.9
95% 90%
TA2 (58/61) (52/58) (185) | (1.2) (1.2) (.80) (.74) (.:33) 0.7) | (0.3)
1074 1.3 2.4 0.6 0.1 0.4 2.6 3.0
64% 100%
TA2 (34/53) (34/34) (1068) | (1.6) (1.4) (.90) (.30) (.67) 0.6) | (0.2)
441 11 1.9 0.3 0.9 0.4 2.2 2.8
98% 49%
TP1 (59/61) (29/59) (184) | (1.0 (1.5) (.63) (1.0 (.71) 0.7) | (0.9
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416 1.3 1.6 0.3 0.9 0.4 1.9 2.7
4 93% S | ary) | @3 | @3 | 0 | @ | 70 | ©7) | (05)
(57/61) (22/57) ' ' ' ' ' ' '
P2 93% 2% (i%) (8}73) (12) (Oég) (Oéi) (152) 3.0 (g'g)
(57/61) (1/57) ' ' ’ ’ ’ ‘ ‘
483 0.5 0.7 0.3 0.3 2.2 1.8 2.9
55% 10%
TP2 (29/53) (3/29) (393) | (0.9) (0.9 (.59) (.66) (1.0 (1.0) | (0.3)
Mean of all narratives
423 0.9 1.4 0.3 0.5 0.4 2.2 2.8
WET (162) | (0.6) (0.8) (.38) (.51) (.39) (0.6) | (0.3)
651 1.0 1.3 0.7 0.7 0.6 2.6 2.9
CPT (465) | (0.9) 0.9 (.66) (.72) (.48) (0.5 | (0.2)
Mean of trauma recounting narratives
428 0.4 1.2 2.3 | 2.9(0.
WET (180) | (0.5) (0.8) (0.6) 3)
994 0.6 1.2 2.6 3.0
CPT (747) | (0.9) (1.2) (0.5 | (0.2)
Mean of trauma processing narratives
430 1.0 0.3 0.7 0.7 2.7
WET (168) | (1.2) (0.6) (0.9) (0.8) (0.5)
393 0.7 0.8 1.0 1.4 2.9
CPT (344) | (1.0) (0.9) (0.8) (0.8) (0.3)

Note. WET = written exposure therapy; CPT = cognitive processing therapy; TP1 = initial trauma processing narrative;
TP2 = final trauma processing narrative; TAL = first trauma account; TA2 = second trauma account. Trauma memory
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attempt refers to the percentage of total completed narratives that contain any attempt to retell the trauma memory. Avoid
= avoidance; Assim = assimilation; Overgen = overgeneralization; Accom = accommodation. Standard deviation values
are listed in parentheses next to mean scores with ranges listed below.




Aim 1: Extent of Avoidance and Multimodal Trauma Network Activation in

Trauma Recounting Narratives

Average levels of avoidance and multimodal trauma network activation for the
two trauma recounting narratives for each group are listed at the bottom of Table 5. One-
way ANOVA was used to compare means between the groups. Consistent with our
hypotheses, despite differences in therapist involvement and differences in word count
and detail, the groups showed statistically similar levels of avoidance, F(1, 103) =2.72, p
= 0.10, and multimodal trauma network activation, F(1, 103) = 0.06, p = 0.80, when
describing the trauma and their reactions in the trauma recounting narratives.

Aim 2: Change in Process Variables in the Trauma Processing Narratives

For this aim, analyses were performed to examine whether there was significant
change in extent of avoidance, assimilated and overgeneralized thoughts, and adaptive
accommodated thoughts from the first to the last trauma processing narrative in each
treatment condition (WET sessions 3 to 5, and the two CPT impact statements), and
whether the degree of change differed between groups. Separate ANCOVA analyses
were performed for each process variable with initial level of each respective variable
entered to control for differences in starting values. As hypothesized, participants showed
significant reductions in avoidance across trauma processing sessions, F(1, 80) = 7.46, p
= 0.01. The groups did not differ, as the avoidance by treatment condition interaction was
not statistically significant, F(1, 80) = 1.86, p = 0.18).

Contrary to study hypotheses, neither assimilation, F(1, 79) = 0.02, p = 0.90), nor

overgeneralization, F(1, 79) = 1.84, p = 0.18), demonstrated a significant main effect;
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however, there was a significant interaction with treatment condition for
overgeneralization, F(1, 79) = 5.78, p = 0.02). The CPT group demonstrated significantly
greater reductions in overgeneralization than the WET group.

Finally, as was expected, both groups showed significant change in accommodation
across trauma processing narratives, F(1, 79) = 41.69, p = 0.00, controlling for initial
levels, and there was a significant interaction effect of accommodation and treatment
condition, F(1, 79) = 23.39, p = 0.00. The CPT group showed larger increases in
accommodation across narratives.

Aim 3: Predictors of Treatment Qutcome

Analyses for Aim 3 evaluate the completer sample (participants with data at all
time points and a completed CAPS post-treatment assessment; n=81) and the intent-to-
treat sample (ITT; participants with later missing values have initial scores imputed to
indicate no change; n=108). Treatment outcomes will be reported by Sloan and
colleagues at the study completion, but preliminary outcome data are presented for the
current study. The WET condition completer sample had average total CAPS scores of
35.92 (SD = 8.76) at baseline, 30.63 (SD = 11.94) at 6-weeks (ITT; 30.64, SD = 11.84),
and 26.23 (SD = 13.11) at 12-weeks (ITT; 27.02, SD = 13.08). The CPT condition
completer sample had average total CAPS scores of 36.28 (SD = 9.44) at baseline, 32.87
(SD = 13.51) at 6-weeks (ITT; 33.45, SD = 12.90), and 23.73 (SD = 13.87) at 12-weeks
(ITT; 25.40, SD = 13.80). Results of ANOVA analyses suggested equivalence between
the groups on baseline CAPS scores, F(1, 112) = 0.05, p = 0.83. Controlling for baseline

CAPS, ANCOVA:sS revealed that the groups did not differ significantly at the 6-week
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assessment (completer, F [1, 103] =1.12, p=0.29; ITT, F [1, 111] = 1.82, p = 0.18) or
the 12-week assessment (completer, F [1,99] =1.41, p=0.24; ITT, F [1, 111) =0.75, p
= 0.39). These average reductions meet or slightly exceed the threshold for clinically
meaningful change of 10 CAPS points (Greene et al., 2009; Schnurr et al., 2003).

Table 6 provides intercorrelations among all process variables and change scores for
PTSD symptom outcomes (12 week CAPS scores minus baseline CAPS scores)
separately for WET and CPT. Trauma network activation was associated with more
accommodation and better CAPS outcome in the WET group, and there was an
unexpected positive association between avoidance and trauma network activation in
WET. Accommodation was associated with less avoidance, assimilation, and

overgeneralization in the WET group.
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Table 6

Intercorrelations of Process Variables and CAPS Changes by Treatment Condition

Avoidance Jg?\%ﬁ( Avoidance Assimilation  Overgeneralization Accommodation
TR TP TP TP TP
TR
WET
Avoidance i
TR
Trauma Network o
R 0.36 -
Avoidance
TP 0.07 -0.04 -
Assimilation
TP -0.07 0.04 0.15 -
Overgen_?lgallzatlon -0.08 015 0.28* 0.29% )
Accom%(’dat'o” 0.25° 0.34%*  -0.20% -0.31* -0.20* -
CAPS 12-week -0.19 -0.33* 0.16 -0.01 0.30* -0.40%*
change
. Trauma . Lo o . .
CPT Avoidance Network Avoidance Assimilation  Overgeneralization Accommodation
TR TP TP TP TP
TR
Avoidance )
TR
Trauma Network .
R 0.45 -
Avoidance
TP 0.32 0.10 -
Assimilation 021 035 0.36* )
TP
Overgen_?;allzatlon 0.20 0.36% 0.44% 0.70%%* i



Sy

Accommodation

TP 0.32 -0.17 -0.05 -0.24 -0.28 -
CAPS 12-week
change -0.22 -0.01 -0.08 -0.31 0.02 -0.20

Note. WET = written exposure therapy. CPT = cognitive processing therapy. Avoidance TR = average avoidance during
trauma recounting narratives. Avoidance TP = average avoidance during trauma processing narratives. Assimilation,
overgeneralization, and accommodation represent values for final trauma processing narratives. CAPS 12-week change
represents difference scores where the baseline CAPS score is subtracted from the 12-week CAPS score. This means
that higher values represent increases in symptoms and lower values represent decreases in symptoms. *p <.05, **p <.
01, ***p <.001. *Coefficients were trending toward significance, p < 0.10.




The next set of analyses examined process variables as predictors of
outcome using the combined sample (WET and CPT). Hierarchical multiple
regression analyses were performed to evaluate mean levels of avoidance and
multimodal trauma network activation in the two trauma recounting narratives as
predictors of PTSD symptom outcome (CAPS total score at 6- and 12-weeks).
Baseline CAPS and TLEQ (extent of trauma history) scores were included as
control variables. Average word count and level of detail were only included as
control variables for the analyses of network activation, as these variables are
considered in the CHANGE avoidance coding. Multimodal trauma network
activation (or avoidance), treatment condition, and the network activation (or
avoidance) by treatment condition interaction term were entered simultaneously
as predictors of treatment outcome. As seen in Table 7, baseline CAPS and TLEQ
were significant predictors of outcome. Mean level of avoidance showed an
unexpected negative association with 12-week outcomes over and above baseline
CAPS and TLEQ in the completer samples (5 = -0.34, p = 0.04). However,
consistent with study hypotheses, mean level of multimodal trauma network
activation (Table 8) was negatively associated with 12-week outcome (5 = -0.29,
p = 0.05), and there was an unexpected significant moderating effect of treatment
condition (# = 0.28, p = 0.05) such that this effect was only for the WET

condition.
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Table 7 Mean Levels of Avoidance During Trauma Recounting
Narratives as Predictor of Treatment Outcomes (CAPS) in the
Combined Sample, Controlling for Initial Symptom Level and
Number of Traumas

Completer (6 weeks, n = 99; 12 weeks, n = 96)
6 weeks 12 weeks
B SE B S B SE B S
Baseline CAPS 0.70 0.12 0.50*** 0.63 0.14 0.44***
TLEQ 0.14 0.06 0.22* 0.15 0.06 0.24*
Avoidance -0.91 2.79 -0.05 -6.23 3.09 -0.34*
Treatment 078 | 237 | 003 229 | 231 | -0.09
condition
Avoidance x
treatment -1.32 341 -0.06 4.84 3.72 0.22
condition
R? 0.26 0.31
ITT (6 weeks, n = 103; 12 weeks, n = 103)
6 weeks 12 weeks
B SEB S B SEB S
Baseline CAPS 0.70 0.12 0.51*** 0.62 0.14 0.43***
TLEQ 0.14 0.06 0.22* 0.15 0.06 0.22*
Avoidance -0.99 2.73 -0.06 -5.13 2.23 -0.11
Treatment 076 | 229 | 003 278 | 223 | -0.27°
condition
Avoidance x
treatment -1.23 3.32 -0.06 3.16 3.58 0.14
condition
R? 0.25 0.29

Note. WET = written exposure therapy; CPT = cognitive processing therapy; ITT
= intent-to-treat, participants with data missing at one point were included and
represent zero change; Completer = only participants who completed treatment
were included in analyses. Trauma recounting narrative sessions refer to WET
sessions 1 and 2 and the CPT trauma account narratives. Tx condition = WET, O;
CPT, 1; CAPS = Clinician Administered PTSD Scale, TLEQ = Traumatic Life
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Experiences Questionnaire. Avoidance was centered to calculate interaction term.
*p <.05, **p <. 01, ***p < .001. *Coefficients were trending toward significance,
p<0.10.
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Table 8

Mean Levels of Multimodal Trauma Network Activation

During Trauma Recounting Narratives as Predictor of
Treatment Outcome (CAPS) in the Combined Sample,
Controlling for Initial Symptom Level, Number of Traumas,
Word Count, and Detail Level

Completer (6 weeks, n =99; 12 weeks, n = 96)

6 weeks 12 weeks
B SEB B B SEB B
Baseline CAPS 0.69 0.12 0.50*** 0.61 0.14 0.43***
TLEQ 014 | 006 | 023** | 015 | 006 | 0.23*
Word count 000 | 000 | 002 -0.00 | 000 | -0.08
Detail level 039 | 212 | 002 020 | 232 | -0.01
Traumanetwork | o ge | 175 | 007 389 | 1.97 | -0.29%
activation
Treatment 109 | 239 | 004 254 | 264 | -0.10
condition
Trauma network
activation x 231 | 231 | 013 494 | 253 | 0.28*
treatment
condition
R? 0.40 0.32
ITT (6 weeks, n =103; 12 weeks, n = 103)
6 weeks 12 weeks
B SEB B B SE B B
Baseline CAPS 068 | 012 | 050%**| 060 | 014 | 0.42%**
TLEQ 014 | 005 | 022%* | 014 | 006 | 0.22*
Word count 000 | 000 | 004 -0.00 | 000 | -0.05
Detail level 021 | 207 | o001 028 | 231 | -001
Traumanetwork | o gc | 175 | 007 273 | 192 | -0.20
activation
Treatment 112 | 233 | 005 334 | 261 | -0.13
condition
Traumanetwork |1 g7 | 550 | (12 202 | 246 | 017
activation x

49




treatment
condition

R? 0.37 0.30

Note. WET = written exposure therapy; CPT = cognitive processing therapy; ITT
= intent-to-treat, participants with data missing at one point were included and
represent zero change; Completer = only participants who completed treatment
were included in analyses. Trauma recounting narrative sessions refer to WET
sessions 1 and 2 and the CPT trauma account narratives. Tx condition = WET, 0;
CPT, 1; CAPS = Clinician Administered PTSD scale, TLEQ = Traumatic Life
Experiences Questionnaire. Trauma network activation was centered to calculate
interaction term. *p < .05, **p <. 01, ***p < .001.
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Next, scores on process variables (avoidance, assimilation,
overgeneralization, and accommodation) from the last trauma processing
narrative were tested as predictors of 12-week CAPS outcome scores, along with
treatment condition and the process by treatment interaction terms, controlling for
the scores on those variables in the first trauma processing narrative and baseline
CAPS and TLEQ scores. Separate analyses were conducted for each therapy
variable, and significant predictors were examined together in a subsequent
analysis. The 6-week assessment for the CPT group is not the end of treatment, so
only the 12-week outcomes were analyzed.

Results of the association between avoidance and CAPS outcomes are
presented in Table 9. Contrary to study hypotheses, levels of avoidance in the
final trauma processing narrative were not associated with CAPS outcomes over
and above baseline CAPS and TLEQ levels; however, there was a trend in the
ITT sample (8 =0.20, p = 0.08). Also contrary to hypotheses, assimilation (Table
10) was not a predictor of CAPS outcomes in either the completer or ITT sample.

As hypothesized, more overgeneralization (Table 11) predicted worse 12-
week outcomes for both the completer (6 =0.36, p=0.00) and ITT (6 =0.41,p =
0.00) samples. Treatment condition and treatment x overgeneralization did not
predict outcomes. Also as hypothesized, more accommodation (Table 12)
predicted better 12-week CAPS scores (completer, #=-0.51, p=0.00; ITT, = -

0.44, p = 0.00). However, contrary to hypotheses, accommodation was not a
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stronger predictor in CPT than in WET, as treatment condition and the treatment x
accommodation interaction did not predict 12-week outcomes.

Finally, Table 13 shows results of multiple regression analyses that included all
process variables that were significant predictors of 12-week CAPS outcome in
the above analyses (multimodal trauma network activation, overgeneralization,
and accommodation). Baseline CAPS and TLEQ scores and initial levels of the
cognitive process variables (overgeneralization and accommodation) in the first
trauma processing narrative were entered as control variables. More
overgeneralization (completer, = 0.25, p =0.02; ITT, = 0.25, p = 0.01) and
more accommodation (completer, f =-0.26, p =0.02; ITT, p=-0.23, p = 0.02)
uniquely predicted worse and better CAPS outcomes, respectively. Trauma
network activation did not demonstrate unique associations over that shared with

the other process variables.
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Table 9

12-week Outcomes (CAPS) in the Combined Sample,
Controlling for Initial Avoidance and Symptom Level, and
Number of Traumas

Avoidance in Trauma Processing Narratives as Predictor of

Completer (n = 81)

Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model

B SE B S B SEB S
Initial avoidance | ) , | 4 35 -0.09 096 | 1.34 | -0.08
level
CAPS baseline 0.59 0.15 0.41*%** | 0.59 0.15 0.41%**
TLEQ 0.12 0.07 0.18? 0.09 0.07 0.14
Final avoidance 254 163 0.18
level
Treatment 554 | 284 | -0.20°
condition
Final avoidance
level x treatment -5.73 3.72 -0.18
condition
R? 0.22 0.28
Ezfor change in 7 13w 9 19°

ITT (n =108)

Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model

B SEB B B SEB B
Initial avoidance | 59 | 49 0.12 062 | 013 | -0.05
level
CAPS baseline 0.64 0.13 0.43*** | 0.61 0.13 0.41%**
TLEQ 0.15 0.06 0.22* 0.13 0.06 0.19*
Final avoidance 273 155 0.20°
level
Treatment 246 | 218 | -0.09
condition
Final avoidance
level x treatment -0.02 2.41 -0.00
condition
R? 0.30 0.33
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Ezfor change in 13.83%** 2.03

Note. WET = written exposure therapy; CPT = cognitive processing therapy; ITT
= intent-to-treat, participants with data missing at one point were included and
represent zero change; Completer = only participants who completed treatment
were included in analyses. Initial=first trauma processing narrative; Final=last
trauma processing narrative. Tx condition = WET, 0; CPT, 1; CAPS = Clinician
Administered PTSD scale; TLEQ = Traumatic Life Experiences Questionnaire.
Final avoidance level was centered to calculate interaction term. *p < .05, **p <.
01, ***p < .001. *Coefficients were trending toward significance, p < 0.10.
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Table 10

Assimilation in Trauma Processing Narratives as Predictor of

12-Week Outcomes (CAPS) in the Combined Sample,
Controlling for Initial Assimilation and Symptom Level, and
Number of Traumas

Completer (n = 81)

Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model
B SE B S B SE B Vi
Initial
T -3.09 1.26 -0.24* -2.70 1.48 -0.21
assimilation level
CAPS baseline 0.61 0.15 0.43*** | 0.60 0.15 0.42***
TLEQ 0.10 0.07 0.15 0.06 0.07 0.09
Final assimilation 203 292 0.09
level
Treatment 222 | 303 | -008
condition
Final assimilation
level x treatment 4.06 461 0.11
condition
R? 0.27 0.30
Ezfor change in 9.33%** 193
ITT (n=108)
Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model
B SE B p B SE B S
Initial
e -1.95 1.07 -0.15 -3.54 1.31 -0.27**
assimilation level
CAPS baseline 0.66 0.13 0.45*** | 0.67 0.12 0.45***
TLEQ 0.15 0.06 0.22** 0.12 0.06 0.17*
Final assimilation 317 267 0.19
level
Treatment 090 | 241 | -0.03
condition
Final assimilation
level x treatment 2.03 3.05 0.10
condition
R? 0.31 0.37
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F for change in

R2 15.37***

3.09*

Note. WET = written exposure therapy; CPT = cognitive processing therapy; ITT
= intent-to-treat, participants with data missing at one point were included and
represent zero change; Completer = only participants who completed treatment
were included in analyses. Initial = first trauma processing narrative; Final = last
trauma processing narrative. Tx condition = WET, 0; CPT, 1; CAPS = Clinician
Administered PTSD Scale; TLEQ = Traumatic Life Experiences Scale. Final
assimilation level was centered to calculate interaction term. *p < .05, **p <. 01,

*x < 001
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Table 11

Overgeneralization in Trauma Processing Narratives as

Predictor of 12-week Outcomes (CAPS) in the Combined
Sample, Controlling for Initial Overgeneralization and
Symptom Level, and Number of Traumas

Completer (n = 81)

Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model

B SE B S B SE B S
Initial
overgeneralization | -0.56 | 1.16 -0.05 -0.80 | 1.25 -0.07
level
CAPS baseline 0.58 | 0.15 0.40*** | 053 | 0.14 0.37%**
TLEQ 0.10 | 0.07 0.15 0.09 | 0.07 0.14
Final
overgeneralization 6.05 | 2.01 0.36**
level
Treatment 341 297 | -013
condition
Final
overgeneralization 432 | 370 013
level x treatment
condition
R? 0.21 0.33
F for change in R? 6.89%** 4.15%*

ITT (n=108)

Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model

B SEB S B SEB S
Initial
overgeneralization 0.73 | 1.00 0.06 -0.58 | 1.07 -0.05
level
CAPS baseline 0.63 | 0.13 0.42*** | 0.58 | 0.12 0.39***
TLEQ 0.15 | 0.06 0.22** 0.12 | 0.06 0.18*
Final
overgeneralization 594 | 181 0.41%**
level
Treatment 334 | 216 | -013
condition
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Final

overgeneralization i i
level x treatment 122 2.30 0.06
condition

R? 0.29 0.41

F for change in R? 14.05%** 6.70%**

Note. WET = written exposure therapy; CPT = cognitive processing therapy; ITT
= intent-to-treat, participants with data missing at one point were included and
represent zero change; Completer = only participants who completed treatment
were included in analyses. Initial = first trauma processing narrative; Final = last
trauma processing narrative. Tx condition = WET, 0; CPT, 1; CAPS = Clinician
Administered PTSD Scale; TLEQ = Traumatic Life Experiences Scale. Final
overgeneralization level was centered to calculate interaction term. *p < .05, **p
<. 01, ***p <.001.
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Table 12 Accommodation in Trauma Processing Narratives and 12-
week Outcomes (CAPS) in the Combined Sample, Controlling
for Initial Accommodation and Symptom Level, and Number

of Traumas
Completer (n = 81)

Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model

B SE B Vi B SE B S
Initial
accommodation 0.12 | 2.04 0.01 164 | 191 0.08
level
CAPS baseline 0.57 | 0.15 0.40*** | 059 | 0.14 0.41***
TLEQ 0.10 | 0.07 0.16 0.09 | 0.06 0.13
Final
accommodation -5.88 1.59 -0.51***
level
Treatment 124 | 3.02 -0.05
condition
Final
accommodation 403 9 63 0.21
level x treatment
condition
R? 0.21 0.37
Ezfor change in 6.80%** 6.03%**

ITT (n=108)

Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model

B SEB Vi B SE B J;
Initial
accommodation 0.68 | 1.58 0.04 273 | 154 0.15?
level
CAPS baseline 0.65 | 0.13 0.44*** | 0.67 | 0.12 0.45***
TLEQ 0.15 | 0.06 0.22** 0.13 | 0.06 0.19*
Final
accommodation -5.45 1.50 -0.44%***
level
Treatment -0.78 2.09 -0.03
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condition

Final

accommodation

level x treatment 218 | 197 0.13
condition

R’ 0.27 0.37

F for change in 13.90%** .

RZ

Note. WET = written exposure therapy; CPT = cognitive processing therapy; ITT
= intent-to-treat, participants with data missing at one point were included and
represent zero change; Completer = only participants who completed treatment
were included in analyses. Initial = first trauma processing narrative; Final = last
trauma processing narrative. Tx condition = WET, 0; CPT, 1; CAPS = Clinician
Administered PTSD Scale; TLEQ = Traumatic Life Experiences Scale. Final
accommodation level was centered to calculate interaction term. *p < .05, **p <.
01, ***p < .001. *Coefficients were trending toward significance, p < 0.10.
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Table 13

in Trauma Recounting Narrative, Changes in
Overgeneralization and Accommodation During Trauma

Processing Narratives and 12-week Outcomes (CAPS) in the
Combined Sample, Controlling for Initial Levels of
Overgeneralization, Accommodation, and Symptoms, and
Number of Traumas

Associations Between Multimodal Trauma Network Activation

Completer (n = 80)

Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model
B SEB 1’} B SE B S
CAPS baseline 058 | 0.15 0.40*** | 0.61| 0.14 0.42***
TLEQ 0.10 | 0.07 0.15 0.10 | 0.06 0.14
Initial
overgeneralization | -0.47 | 1.19 -0.04 -0.33 | 1.13 -0.03
level
Initial
accommodation 0.02 | 2.07 0.00 1.67 | 1.92 0.08
level
Trauma network 470 | 151 | -012
activation
Final
overgeneralization 422 | 1.77 0.25*
level
Final
accommodation -3.07 | 124 -0.26*
level
R? 0.22 0.40
F for change in R? 5.14%*** 7.24%**
ITT (n=100)
Model 1: Control variables Model 2: Final model
B SEB S B SE B p

CAPS baseline 058 | 0.14 0.39*** | 0.59 | 0.13 0.40***
TLEQ 0.16 | 0.06 0.25** 0.13 | 0.06 0.19
Initial
overgeneralization 048 | 1.04 0.04 -0.17 | 1.06 -0.01
level
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Initial

accommodation 1.09 | 1.60 0.06 246 | 154 0.14
level

Trqumgnetwork 070 | 117 .0.05
activation

Final

overgeneralization 380 | 142 0.25**
level

Final

accommodation -282 | 1.14 -0.23*
level

R? 0.22 0.35

F for change in R? 7.89%** 7.54%%*

Note. WET = written exposure therapy; CPT = cognitive processing therapy; ITT
= intent-to-treat, participants with data missing at one point were included and
represent zero change; Completer = only participants with complete data were
included in analyses; Initial levels of process variables refers to levels at the first
trauma processing narrative (WET session 3, and first CPT impact statement). Tx
condition = WET, 0; CPT, 1. CAPS = Clinician Administered PTSD Scale, TLEQ
= Traumatic Life Experiences Questionnaire. *p < .05, **p <. 01, ***p <.001.
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Aim 4: Predictors of Dropout

Dropout for the current sample is defined as any participant who withdrew
from the study before completing the protocol. For the current sample, of the 61
total WET participants, 4 (7%) dropped out, and of the 53 total CPT participants,
16 (30%) dropped out, and one was administratively withdrawn (in total, 25 of the
original 63 CPT participants dropped out of treatment, but 16 of those had at least
completed one narrative). Chi-square analyses indicated that percentage of
dropout significantly differed by treatment condition, X? (1, N = 113) = 11.30, p =
0.000); dropout was higher in CPT than in WET.

Levels of avoidance, assimilation, and overgeneralization in the first
trauma processing narrative and levels of avoidance in the trauma recounting
narratives were examined as predictors of dropout (0 = completed treatment, 1 =
dropped out). Separate logistic regressions were performed for each process
variable. Because so few participants dropped out of the WET condition (n=4),
analyses included the combined sample and the treatment and treatment x process
variable interactions were not included. Contrary to study hypotheses, only higher
levels of assimilation predicted dropout (Table 14). Specifically, for
approximately every 0.70 increase in assimilation coding, participants were 2.00
times more likely to dropout. Although this relationship did not hold when
analyzing the CPT group alone, there was a trend toward significance (B = 0.52, p

= 0.10) with a 1.68 odds ratio of dropout.
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Table 14 Logistic Regression Analyses of Avoidance, Assimilation, and
Overgeneralization in the First Trauma Recounting or
Processing Narrative as Predictors of Dropout, Controlling for
Initial Symptom Levels and Number of Traumas

n=107
Model 1: Control Model 2: Final model
variables
B SEB | Exp(B) B SEB | Exp(B)
Baseline CAPS 001 | 0.03 | 1.01 -0.02 0.04 | 0.99
TLEQ -0.01 | 0.01 | 0.99 -0.02 0.02 | 0.98
Avoidance TR -0.04 0.31 0.96
Baseline CAPS 0.01 0.03 1.01 0.02 0.03 1.02
TLEQ -0.01 | 0.01 | 0.99 -0.01 0.02 | 0.99
Avoidance TP 0.20 0.26 1.23
Baseline CAPS 0.01 0.03 1.01 0.02 0.03 1.01
TLEQ -0.01 0.01 0.99 -0.01 0.02 1.00
Assimilation 0.70** | 0.24 2.02
Baseline CAPS 0.00 0.03 1.00 0.02 0.03 1.02
TLEQ -0.01 0.01 0.34 -0.00 0.01 1.00
Overgeneralization 0.22 0.24 1.25

Note. CAPS = Clinician Administered PTSD Scale, TLEQ = Traumatic Life
Experiences Questionnaire; TR = first trauma recounting narrative; TP = first
trauma processing narrative. *p <.05, **p <. 01, ***p <.001.
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Chapter 4
DISCUSSION

The present study examined processes of change in a recently completed
RCT (Sloan et al., in preparation) comparing written exposure therapy (WET; a
five-session, largely therapist-independent treatment) to cognitive processing
therapy (CPT; a 12-session, therapist-assisted CBT) in a subsample of 114 adults
in the greater Boston community. Initial outcome analyses suggest equivalence in
12-week PTSD symptom (CAPS) outcomes between the groups, yet significantly
more dropout in the CPT group (40% versus 6%). The similarity in efficacy
despite the substantial structural differences between the treatments (e.g.,
therapist-involvement, homework, and session length and number) and the
differences in dropout are striking and have several important implications for
trauma-focused treatment. The present study aimed to explore similarities and
differences in therapeutic change processes to better understand these intriguing
findings.

Written narratives from both treatments (WET session narratives 1-5; CPT
impact statements and trauma accounts) were coded for characteristics of
narratives (word count, level of detail, ability to remain focused on therapeutic

content) and therapy process variables hypothesized to be key predictors of
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change in PTSD: multimodal trauma network activation (cognitive, affective,
behavioral, somatic), avoidance, and cognitive variables of assimilation,
accommodation, and overgeneralization (i.e., over-accommodation). The CPT
treatment group wrote longer trauma recounting narratives with more detail and
therapeutic focus. Despite these differences, the groups did not differ in average
levels of avoidance or multimodal trauma network activation when recounting
traumas, and neither word count nor level of detail predicted 12-week treatment
outcomes. Expressing avoidance when recounting trauma predicted better 12-
week outcomes across groups, and higher levels of trauma network activation
predicted better outcomes for the WET group. Across trauma processing
narratives from both treatments, avoidance decreased in both groups and
overgeneralization decreased significantly in the CPT group only.
Accommodation decreased in both treatments, with larger reductions in CPT. In
terms of outcomes, improvements in overgeneralization and accommodation both
predicted better 12-week outcomes, individually and over and above levels of
trauma network activation. Finally, higher levels of assimilation in the first
trauma processing narrative predicted dropout.

Therapeutic Processes During Trauma Recounting and Treatment Outcome

Although those in the CPT condition wrote more words with more detail
and trauma focus than those in the WET condition, the levels of avoidance and
multimodal trauma network activation did not differ significantly when

recounting traumas in written narratives. This suggests that patients are able to
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describe their avoidance responses (e.g. numbing, withdrawal, dissociation) when
the trauma occurred and describe their index trauma memories in a multimodal
manner with the WET instructional set and without the context of traditional CBT
treatment. While therapists in WET briefly spoke with patients before each
writing session to guide exposure, they had considerably less time and contact
with patients than CPT therapists. The extra words and detail in CPT narratives
did not seem to provide further benefit in terms of engaging with the recounting
task and activating the trauma network in a multimodal way.

In predicting treatment outcomes, levels of avoidance in the trauma
recounting narratives were associated with improvements in PTSD symptoms
(CAPS) at the 12-week assessment. This finding was unexpected, as PTSD is
characterized by pervasive avoidance, which has been associated with poor
outcomes in previous studies (Leiner, Kearns, Jackson, Astin, & Rothbaum, 2012;
Tarrier, Sommerfield, Pilgrim, & Faragher, 2000). However, the recounting
narrative involved the description of the index trauma, and the level of avoidance
that occurred at the time of the trauma. Because this past time frame was coded,
the current responses to the recounting of the trauma were not captured. More
avoidance during traumatic experiences has been identified as a key predictor of
the onset of PTSD (Kumpula, Orcutt, Bardeen, & Varkovitzky, 2011), and this
might be one reason that the two treatment groups of participants (all of whom
had PTSD) did not differ on levels of avoidance recounted. The ability to recall

and write about the avoidance experienced at the time would improve the quality
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of the memory recall. Related to this, more avoidance in the recounting narratives
was also associated with more multimodal activation of the trauma network, and
both variables predicted better treatment outcomes.

Higher levels of multimodal trauma network activation in the trauma
recounting narratives predicted lower 12-week CAPS scores in the completer
sample; however, surprisingly, this relationship only held true for the WET group
despite similar means and standard deviations of trauma network activation across
the groups (Table 5). This could suggest a difference between the treatments or in
the rates of dropout. More multimodal activation when recounting the traumatic
experiences was associated with describing more avoidance during the trauma, so
it is possible that those with a general tendency to avoid might have been more
likely to continue to avoid and perhaps dropout of CPT. For instance, the
intensive homework of CPT and sharing thoughts and feelings with the therapist
may be distressing enough to contribute to dropout in some participants. Neither
avoidance nor network activation in the intent-to-treat sample, which includes
participants who dropped out, predicted treatment outcomes. It is also possible
that multimodal network activation might have been more apparent in the CPT
sessions than in the narratives, whereas in WET, the narratives are the only
opportunity for network activation.

The findings from this study support previous findings (Sloan et al., 2007,
2012) that WET is capable of encouraging the key therapeutic process of fully

activating the fear structure to facilitate new learning (Bouton et al., 2002; Foa et
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al., 2006) and also encouraging healthy cognitive changes (Resick & Schnicke,
1992), as suggested by associations between multimodal trauma network
activation and higher final levels of accommodation and improvement in PTSD
symptoms at outcome. It is also interesting to note that trauma network activation
was not significantly correlated with maladaptive cognitive variables (assimilation
and overgeneralization) in WET, suggesting that participants did not simply
reiterate their maladaptive beliefs or spiral into extreme or over-accommodated
thinking without the support and guidance of a therapist (Resick & Schnicke,
1992). These positive changes occurred with much less therapist involvement and
lower levels of dropout than traditional exposure therapies for PTSD (Imel et al.,
2013).

Therapeutic Processes Across Trauma Processing Narratives and

Treatment Qutcome

Changes in avoidance and the cognitive variables showed some varying
effects across trauma processing narratives. Although avoidance decreased
significantly in both treatments, it did not predict 12-week outcomes in either
treatment. There was a trending positive association between more avoidance and
worse treatment outcomes for both treatments in the ITT sample, which might
suggest that some of these participants completed fewer sessions or dropped out.
More assimilation in the last trauma processing narrative also did not predict
outcome. This finding is consistent with recent research reporting that changes in

self-blame (a modal type of assimilated thought) were unrelated to outcome in
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prolonged exposure therapy (Kumpula et al., 2017). Dropout analyses in the
current study showed that participants expressing higher levels of assimilation
during the first trauma processing narrative were more likely to prematurely
terminate treatment. It is therefore possible that completing fewer sessions or
dropping out of treatment might have diminished the effects of assimilation on
outcomes. Overgeneralization decreased significantly in CPT only. In terms of the
unexpected findings related to assimilation and overgeneralization, unforeseen
floor effects in the WET condition may have impacted hypothesized results.
Participants in WET had low average levels of those variables in initial processing
sessions. This may be due to the difference in prompts and/or therapist influence
across treatments. The first written processing assignment in CPT (first impact
statement) is assigned for homework after the first session. This psychoeducation-
heavy initial session (including information about avoidance) had an abbreviated
counterpart in the first session of WET; however, the next two WET sessions
asked for focused trauma recounting before processing prompts began in the third
session. Thus, those in the WET condition might have begun to process their
trauma after recounting (i.e., exposure), whereas CPT is sequenced in reverse. As
a result, those in the WET condition may have already shifted beliefs following
exposure sessions. In addition, there may be differences in demand characteristics
to elaborate on current maladaptive cognitions in the CPT group, as participants
are encouraged to report more in the initial impact statement. It is possible that

these factors influenced the differences in starting values between the groups by
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restricting range in the WET condition, which could attenuate significant change
when compared to CPT. It is important to note, however, that improvements in
overgeneralization from the initial to the final trauma processing narrative
predicted better PTSD outcomes in both WET and CPT.

Improvements in accommodated thinking may be as important as
reductions in maladaptive cognitions, such as overgeneralization, as previous
research suggests that improvements in fear-related disorders might result from
reducing maladaptive learning and also strengthening new learning that can
compete with and inhibit the old (Bouton, 2002; Craske et al., 2012). This was
demonstrated in previous research on trauma-focused CBT for youth with PTSD
(Ready et al., 2015) using the same cognitive codes as in the present study. More
overgeneralization during the trauma processing phase of TF-CBT predicted
worse treatment outcomes in that study, whereas more accommodation was
associated with better outcomes and seemed to lessen the negative effects of
overgeneralization (interaction). These same improvements in WET in the current
study provide further promising support for this largely self-guided treatment to
induce key therapeutic change processes. The larger changes in accommodation
in the CPT group were hypothesized to occur due to the extra sessions and direct
focus on challenging thoughts in sessions and through intensive homework
assignments. Similar to the other cognitive variables, the differences between the
groups may be due to structural differences between the treatments related to

narratives. For instance, the CPT instructions for the final impact statement ask
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participants to “write a page on what they think now about why the traumatic
event occurred,” whereas the final WET narrative instructions do not directly
prompt participants to focus on changes in perspective. Despite the difference in
magnitude of change between the groups, these findings again strengthen the
evidence that therapeutic processes similar to traditional CBTs are possible in
WET (i.e., decreases in overgeneralization, increases in accommodation), and that
more avoidance, assimilation, or overgeneralization did not occur when the
therapist was only minimally involved in the WET condition. Furthermore, the
difference in time frame in which these improvements occurred (two-week period
in WET versus 11 to 12 weeks in CPT) has important implications for the
temporal benefits and cost-effectiveness of WET.

These findings further confirm similarities in PTSD change processes
across the treatments despite important structural differences (e.g., therapist
involvement, time, homework). Cognitive changes have been shown to be integral
in reducing PTSD symptoms even in primarily behavioral interventions (McLean
et al., 2015; Rauch et al., 2015; Resick et al., 2008). Furthermore, research on
CPT impact statements alone has shown that the cognitive variables targeted in
the treatment show evidence of change in the expected directions (Sobel et al.,
2009). These results suggest that WET not only achieves similar cognitive
changes without traditional CBT structure and therapist involvement, but that

these changes also predict better outcomes. Furthermore, these findings
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complement the primary RCT by showing that not only are outcomes of the two
treatments equivalent, but the therapeutic processes are similar.

Results of the multiple regression analyses offer interesting implications
for therapy processes as well. More multimodal trauma network activation during
the trauma recounting narratives predicted better treatment outcome; however,
when included with cognitive changes during the trauma processing narratives,
network activation was no longer a significant predictor of outcome. More
network activation during trauma recounting was associated with more
accommodation during the processing narratives, which may suggest that network
activation is important for facilitating cognitive changes (Resick & Schnicke,
1992) that then predicted change in PTSD symptoms. Indeed, more
accommodation during the processing narratives was a key predictor of
improvement in this study, supporting recent evidence that cognitive changes
precede and predict PTSD symptom change even in behaviorally-focused
exposure therapy (Bluett, Zoellner, & Feeny, 2014; Craske et al., 2008; Kumpula
etal., 2017; McLean et al., 2015). Related to this, the differences between WET
and CPT (trauma network activation and its association with accommodation and
symptom outcomes) support recent evidence that subtle differences between
behavioral, cognitive, and combined treatments can produce similar symptom

improvement (Resick et al., 2008).

Dropout
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One of the most striking differences between the two treatments was the
rate of dropout. One of the main advantages of WET is that it is associated with
low dropout rates (in the current primary RCT, only 6% dropped out of the WET
condition, whereas as many as 40% dropped out of CPT; in the current study
sample that excluded participants without any written narratives, those
percentages were 7% and 30% respectively) relative to most other trauma-focused
treatments (36%; Imel et al., 2013), and even relative to a similar narrative-based
treatment that involves reading narratives at home and to a therapist (30%;
Gutner, Gallagher, Baker, Sloan, & Resick, 2016). Although written narratives
were not available for all participants who dropped out, for those who had an
initial trauma processing narrative, higher levels of assimilation predicted
dropout, and interestingly, baseline PTSD symptoms and trauma history did not.

Assimilated thinking about trauma often includes self-blame, guilt, shame,
and a lack of acceptance about the trauma. It may be that some combination of
therapist influence and the narrative prompt in the initial CPT impact statement
encouraged participants to share more assimilation (the CPT group expressed
more assimilation: 1.3 [SD = 1.2] versus 0.3 [SD = 0.63], t[106] =-5.43, p =
0.00), and that sharing these thoughts with a therapist may encourage avoidance.
Consistent with this, more assimilation showed a trending association with
avoidance in these initial trauma processing narratives (r = 0.27, p = 0.07) only in
the CPT condition. In addition, participants in the WET condition could express

as much or as little as they wanted in the processing narratives, and they did not
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have to share those thoughts or explore them with the therapist, thus those in the
WET condition may have been better able to remain in treatment.
Limitations

The current study has several limitations. The written components are part
of WET and CPT, and although they are similar in wording, they are not identical.
This could have influenced differences between the groups (e.g., the CPT impact
statements ask for more specific detail that pull for higher levels of cognitive
variables). Furthermore, the verbal interactions between therapists and
participants in the CPT sessions were not coded, and it is possible that changes in
the maladaptive processes and in accommodation are more apparent in the session
material than in the written narratives. Nevertheless, WET and CPT showed
similar efficacy at the 6- and 12-week assessments, and rates of dropout were
lower in WET. There are limitations inherent in the narratives. Only content that
was expressed in writing was coded. It could be that other therapy processes were
taking place, but participants did not write content that revealed these processes.
Related to this, only written representations of multimodal trauma network
activation were assessed rather than measures specifically designed to capture the
different network nodes (e.g., measures of behavior or physiology). The current
study also only included a single measure of outcome (CAPS); however, this
measure is the gold standard of PTSD assessment and is a structured interview

rather than self-report measure.

Implications
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Overall, the findings from the current study suggest that processes that
contribute to the efficacy of WET, such as decreasing overgeneralization and
increasing accommodation, are similar to CPT and other full-course trauma-
focused CBTs. These similarities in process and outcome highlight WET’s
advantages, including addressing common barriers to care such as financial and
time demands, access to care (Hoge et al., 2014; Kazden & Blasé, 2011; Sloan et
al., 2011), and dropout. Furthermore, the cost-effectiveness of WET suggests that
is could be considered not only as an alternative for patients who are experiencing
barriers to traditional CBT treatments, but also a frontline intervention. Due to its
advantages, WET may be best suited as a universal initial treatment option that
can stand alone or that can be built upon in a stepped care approach for those who
need further treatment.

The current study also provided further evidence that improvements in
overgeneralization and accommodation are important to symptom improvement in
CPT. Furthermore, it may be helpful for CPT clinicians to notice assimilation
early in treatment and perhaps encourage more patient-paced sharing and
processing of these thoughts as a potential way to mitigate dropout.

There are several CBTs for PTSD that while efficacious, are associated
with barriers like dropout and lack of access skilled care. WET offers an effective
way to overcome some of these barriers without sacrificing important therapeutic

change processes.

76



RERFERENCES

Abel, A., Hayes, A. M., Henley, W., & Kuyken, W. (2016). Sudden gains in
cognitive—behavior therapy for treatment-resistant depression: Processes
of change. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 84(8), 726-
737. doi:http://dx.doi.org.udel.idm.oclc.org/10.1037/ccp0000101

American Psychiatric Association. (2013). Diagnostic and statistical manual of
mental disorders (5th ed.). Arlington, VA: Author.

Arch, J. J., Wolitzky-Taylor, K., Eifert, G. H., & Craske, M. G. (2012).
Longitudinal treatment mediation of traditional cognitive behavioral
therapy and acceptance and commitment therapy for anxiety disorders.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 50(7-8), 469-478.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2012.04.007

Beck, A. T., Rush, J., Shaw, B. F., & Emery, G. (1979). Cognitive therapy of
depression. New York: Guilford Press

Blake, D. D., Weathers, F. W., Nagy, L. M., Kaloupek, D. G., Gusman, F. D.,
Charney, D. S., & Keane, T. M. (1995). The development of a clinician-
administered PTSD scale. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 8(1), 75-90.
Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/618652587?accountid=10457

Blanchard, E. B., Hickling, E. J., Taylor, A. E., Forneris, C. A., Loos, W., &
Jaccard, J. (1995). Effects of varying scoring rules of the clinician-
administered PTSD scale (CAPS) for the diagnosis of post-traumatic
stress disorder in motor vehicle accident victims. Behaviour Research and
Therapy, 33(4), 471-475. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/618697288?accountid=10457

Bluett, E. J., Zoellner, L. A., & Feeny, N. C. (2014). Does change in distress
matter? Mechanisms of change in prolonged exposure for PTSD. Journal
of behavior therapy and experimental psychiatry, 45(1), 97-104. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2013.09.003

Borah, E. V., Wright, E. C., Donahue, D. A., Cedillos, E. M., Riggs, D. S., Isler,
W. C., & Peterson, A. L. (2013). Implementation outcomes of military
provider training in cognitive processing therapy and prolonged exposure
therapy for post-traumatic stress disorder. Military Medicine, 178(9), 939-
944. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1509631443%accountid=10457

77


http://search.proquest.com/docview/618652587?accountid=10457
http://search.proquest.com/docview/618697288?accountid=10457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2013.09.003
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1509631443?accountid=10457

Boritz, T. Z., Bryntwick, E., Angus, L., Greenberg, L. S., & Constantino, M. J.
(2014). Narrative and emotion process in psychotherapy: An empirical test
of the narrative-emotion process coding system (NEPCS). Psychotherapy
Research, 24(5), 594-607.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10503307.2013.851426

Bouton, M. E. (2002). Context, ambiguity, and unlearning: Sources of relapse
after behavioral extinction. Biological Psychiatry, 52(10), 976-986.
doi:http://dx.doi.org.udel.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/S0006-3223(02)01546-9

Bradley, R., Greene, J., Russ, E., Dutra, L., & Western, D. (2005). A
multidimensional meta-analysis of psychotherapy for PTSD. The
American Journal of Psychiatry, 62(2), 214-227.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.162.2.214

Bradley, M. M., & Lang, P. J. (1994). Measuring emotion: The self-assessment
manikin and the semantic differential. Journal of Behavior Therapy and
Experimental Psychiatry, 25(1), 49-59. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/618611593?accountid=10457

Brunello, N., Davidson, J. R. T., Deahl, M., Kessler, R. C., Mendlewicz, J.,
Racagni, G., . . . Zohar, J. (2001). Posttraumatic stress disorder: Diagnosis
and epidemiology, comorbidity and social consequences, biology and
treatment. Neuropsychobiology, 43(3), 150-162.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000054884

Bryant, R. A., O’Donnell, M. L., Creamer, M., McFarlane, A. C., Clark, C. R., &
Silove, D. (2010). The psychiatric sequelae of traumatic injury. The
American Journal of Psychiatry, 167(3), 312-320.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2009.09050617

Calabrese, J. R., Prescott, M., Tamburrino, M., Liberzon, 1., Slembarski, R.,
Goldmann, E., . .. Galea, S. (2011). PTSD comorbidity and suicidal
ideation associated with PTSD within the ohio army national guard.
Journal of Clinical Psychiatry, 72(8), 1072-1078.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.4088/JCP.11m06956

Cicchetti, D. V. (1994). Guidelines, criteria, and rules of thumb for evaluating
normed and standardized assessment instruments in psychology.
Psychological Assessment, 6(4), 284-290. doi: 10.1037/1040-3590.6.4.284

Cohen, J. A., Mannarino, A. P., & Deblinger, E. (2006). Treating trauma and

traumatic grief in children and adolescents. New York, NY: Guilford
Press.

78


http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.162.2.214
http://search.proquest.com/docview/618611593?accountid=10457

Cook, J. M., O'Donnell, C., Dinnen, S., Bernardy, N., Rosenheck, R., & Hoff, R.
(2013). A formative evaluation of two evidence-based psychotherapies for
PTSD in VA residential treatment programs. Journal of Traumatic Stress,
26(1), 56-63. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1324551242%accountid=10457

Craske, M. G., Kircanski, K., Zelikowsky, M., Mystkowski, J., Chowdhury, N., &
Baker, A. (2008). Optimizing inhibitory learning during exposure therapy.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 46(1), 5-27.
doi:http://dx.doi.org.udel.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/j.brat.2007.10.003

Craske, M. G., Liao, B., Brown, L., & Vervliet, B. (2012). Role of inhibition in
exposure therapy. Journal of Experimental Psychopathology, 3(3), 322-
345. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.5127/jep.026511

Cummings, J. A., Hayes, A. M., Saint, D. S., & Park, J. (2014). Expressive
writing in psychotherapy: A tool to promote and track therapeutic change.
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 45(5), 378-386.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037682

Department of Veterans Affairs and Department of Defense. Management of
post-traumatic stress. Washington, DC: Department of Veterans Affairs;
2010. Retrieved from http://
www.healthquality.va.gov/Post_Traumatic_Stress Disorder PTSD.asp.

Dobie, D. J., Kivlahan, D. R., Maynard, C., Bush, K. R., Davis, T. M., & Bradley,
K. A. (2004). Posttraumatic stress disorder in female veterans: association
with self-reported health problems and functional impairment. Archives of
internal medicine, 164(4), 394-400. Retrieved from:
http://archinte.jamanetwork.com

Foa, E. B., Hembree, E. A., & Rothbaum, B. O. (2007). Prolonged exposure
therapy for PTSD: Emotional processing of traumatic experiences:
Therapist guide. New York: Oxford University Press.

Foa, E. B., Huppert, J. D., & Cahill, S. P. (2006). Emotional processing theory:
An update. Pathological anxiety: Emotional processing in etiology and
treatment. (pp. 3-24) Guilford Press, New York, NY. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/621016798?accountid=10457

Foa, E. B., & Kozak, M. J. (1986). Emotional processing of fear: Exposure to

corrective information. Psychological Bulletin, 99(1), 20-35.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.99.1.20

79


http://search.proquest.com/docview/1324551242?accountid=10457
http://www.healthquality.va.gov/Post_Traumatic_Stress_Disorder_PTSD.asp
http://archinte.jamanetwork.com/
http://search.proquest.com/docview/621016798?accountid=10457

Gallagher, M. W., Thompson-Hollands, J., Bourgeois, M. L., & Bentley, K. H.
(2015). Cognitive behavioral treatments for adult posttraumatic stress
disorder: Current status and future directions. Journal of Contemporary
Psychotherapy, doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10879-015-9303-6

Greene, C. J., Morland, L. A., Durkalski, V. L., & Frueh, C. B. (2009).
Noninferiority and equivalence designs: Issues and implications for mental
health research. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 21, 433-439. doi:
10.1002/jts.20367

Gutner, C. A., Gallagher, M. W., Baker, A. S., Sloan, D. M., & Resick, P. A.
(2016). Time course of treatment dropout in cognitive—behavioral
therapies for posttraumatic stress disorder. Psychological Trauma: Theory,
Research, Practice, and Policy, 8(1), 115-121.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/tra0000062

Hallgren, K. A. (2012). Computing inter-rater reliability for observational data: an
overview and tutorial. Tutorials in quantitative methods for psychology,
8(1), 23-34. Retrieved from
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articlessPMC3402032/

Hayes, A. M., Beevers, C. G., Feldman, G. C., Laurenceau, J., & Perlman, C.
(2005). Avoidance and processing as predictors of symptom change and
positive growth in an integrative therapy for depression. International
Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 12(2), 111-122.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327558ijbm1202_9

Hayes, A. M., Feldman, G. C., & Goldfried, M. R. (2007). The change and
growth experiences scale: A measure of insight and emotional processing.
In L. G. Castonguay, & C. Hill (Eds.), (pp. 231-253). Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/11532-011

Hayes, A. M., & Yasinski, C. (2015). Pattern destabilization and emotional
processing in cognitive therapy for personality disorders. Frontiers in
psychology, 6. 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00107

Hayes, A.M., Yasinski, C., Barnes, J.B. & Bockting, C.L.H. (2015) Network
destabilization and transition in depression: New methods for studying the
dynamics of therapeutic change. Clinical Psychology Review.
d0i:10.1016/j.cpr.2015.06.007

Hayes, A. M., Yasinski, C., Grasso, D., Ready, C. B., Alpert, E., McCauley, T, ...
& Deblinger, E. (2017). Constructive and Unproductive Processing of

80


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3402032/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/11532-011

Traumatic Experiences in Trauma-Focused Cognitive-Behavioral Therapy
for Youth. Behavior Therapy, 48(2), 166-181.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2016.06.004

Hembree, E. A., Foa, E. B., Dorfan, N. M., Street, G., P., Kowalski, J., & Xin, T.
(2003). Do patients drop out prematurely from exposure therapy for
PTSD? Journal of Traumatic Stress, 16, 555-562. doi:0894-
9867/03/1200-0555/1

Hoge, C. W., Grossman, S. H., Auchterlonie, J. L., Riviere, L. A., Milliken, C. S.,
& Wilk, J. E. (2014). PTSD treatment for soldiers after combat
deployment: Low utilization of mental health care and reasons for
dropout. Psychiatric Services, 65(8), 997-1004.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.201300307

Hoge, C. W., Terhakopian, A., Castro, C. A., Messer, S. C., & Engel, C. C.
(2007). Association of posttraumatic stress disorder with somatic
symptoms, health care visits, and absenteeism among irag war veterans.
The American Journal of Psychiatry, 164(1), 150-153.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.164.1.150

Imel, Z. E., Laska, K., Jakupcak, M., & Simpson, T. L. (2013). Meta-analysis of
dropout in treatments for posttraumatic stress disorder. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 81(3), 394-404.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0031474

Jaycox, L. H., Foa, E. B., & Morral, A. R. (1998). Influence of emotional
engagement and habituation on exposure therapy for PTSD. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 66(1), 185-192.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.66.1.185

Kazdin, A. E., & Blase, S. L. (2011). Rebooting psychotherapy research and
practice to reduce the burden of mental illness. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 6(1), 21-37.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393527

Kessler, R. C. (2000). Posttraumatic stress disorder: The burden to the individual
and to society. Journal of Clinical Psychiatry, 61, 4-14. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/619537062?accountid=10457

Kilpatrick, D. G., Resnick, H. S., Milanak, M. E., Miller, M. W., Keyes, K. M., &
Friedman, M. J. (2013). National estimates of exposure to traumatic events
and PTSD prevalence using DSM-IV and DSM-5 criteria. Journal of
Traumatic Stress, 26(5), 537-547. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jts.21848

81


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2016.06.004
http://search.proquest.com/docview/619537062?accountid=10457

Kubany, E. S., Haynes, S. N., Leisen, M. B., Owens, J. A., Kaplan, A. S., Watson,
S. B,, etal. (2000). Development and preliminary validation of a brief
broad-spectrum measure of trauma exposure: the Traumatic Life Events
Questionnaire. Psychological Assessment, 12(2), 210-224.

Kuhn, E., Blanchard, E. B., & Hickling, E. J. (2003). Posttraumatic stress disorder
and psychosocial functioning within two samples of MV A survivors.
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 41(9), 1105-1112.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7967(03)00071-8

Kumpula, M. J., Orcutt, H. K., Bardeen, J. R., & Varkovitzky, R. L. (2011).
Peritraumatic dissociation and experiential avoidance as prospective
predictors of posttraumatic stress symptoms. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 120(3), 617-627. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023927

Kumpula, M. J., Pentel, K. Z., Foa, E. B., LeBlanc, N. J., Bui, E., McSweeney, L.
B.,...Rauch, S. A. M. (2017). Temporal sequencing of change in
posttraumatic cognitions and PTSD symptom reduction during prolonged
exposure therapy. Behavior Therapy, 48(2), 156-165.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2016.02.008

Lang, P. J. (1977). Imagery in therapy: An information processing analysis of
fear. Behavior Therapy, 8(5), 862-886. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/616248214?accountid=10457

Leiner, A. S., Kearns, M. C., Jackson, J. L., Astin, M. C., & Rothbaum, B. O.
(2012). Avoidant coping and treatment outcome in rape-related
posttraumatic stress disorder. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 80(2), 317-321.
doi:http://dx.doi.org.udel.idm.oclc.org/10.1037/a0026814

McLean, C. P., Yeh, R., Rosenfield, D., & Foa, E. B. (2015). Changes in negative
cognitions mediate PTSD symptom reductions during client-centered
therapy and prolonged exposure for adolescents. Behaviour Research and
Therapy, 68, 64-69. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1681926331?accountid=10457

McLeod, B. D., Smith, M. M., Southam-Gerow, M., Weisz, J. R., & Kendall, P.
C. (2015). Measuring treatment differentiation for implementation
research: The therapy process observational coding system for child
psychotherapy revised strategies scale. Psychological Assessment, 27(1),
314-325. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pas0000037

82


http://search.proquest.com/docview/616248214?accountid=10457
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1681926331?accountid=10457

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2008-2011). Mplus User's Guide. Sixth Edition.
Los Angeles, CA: Muthén & Muthén.

Nader, K., Schafe, G. E., & Le Doux, J. E. (2000). Fear memories require protein
synthesis in the amygdala for reconsolidation after retrieval. Nature,
406(6797), 722-726. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/619470543?accountid=10457

Owens, M. D., McCrady, B. S., Borders, A. Z., Brovko, J. M., & Pearson, M. R.
(2014). Psychometric properties of the system for coding couples’
interactions in therapy—alcohol. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors,
28(4), 1077-1088. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1640004723?accountid=10457

Peirce, J. M., Burke, C. K., Stoller, K. B., Neufeld, K. J., & Brooner, R. K.
(2009). Assessing traumatic event exposure: Comparing the traumatic life
events questionnaire to the structured clinical interview for DSM-IV.
Psychological Assessment, 21(2), 210-218.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015578

Rauch, S., & Foa, E. (2006). Emotional processing theory (EPT) and exposure
therapy for PTSD. Journal of Contemporary Psychotherapy, 36(2), 61-65.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10879-006-9008-y

Rauch, S. A. M., King, A. P., Abelson, J., Tuerk, P. W., Smith, E., Rothbaum, B.
0., ... Liberzon, I. (2015). Biological and symptom changes in
posttraumatic stress disorder treatment: A randomized clinical trial.
Depression and Anxiety, 32(3), 204-212.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/da.22331

Ready, C. B., Hayes, A. M., Yasinski, C. W., Webb, C., Gallop, R., Deblinger, E.,
& Laurenceau, J. (2015). Overgeneralized beliefs, accommodation, and
symptom outcome in youth receiving trauma-focused cognitive behavioral
therapy for childhood trauma. Behavior Therapy,
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2015.03.004

Resick, P. A., Galovski, T. E., Uhlmansiek, M. O., Scher, C. D., Clum, G. A., &
Young-Xu, Y. (2008). A randomized clinical trial to dismantle
components of cognitive processing therapy for posttraumatic stress
disorder in female victims of interpersonal violence. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 76(2), 243-258.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.76.2.243

83


http://search.proquest.com/docview/619470543?accountid=10457
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1640004723?accountid=10457

Resick, P. A., & Schnicke, M. K. (1992). Cognitive processing therapy for sexual
assault victims. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 60(5),
748. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1290480651?accountid=10457

Schnurr, P., Friedman, M.J., Foy, D.W., Shea, M.T., Hsieh, F.Y., Lavori, P.W., et
al. (2003). Randomized trial of trauma-focused group therapy for
posttraumatic stress disorder: Results from a Department of Veterans
Affairs Cooperative study. Archives of General Psychiatry, 60, 481-4809.
doi: 10.1001/archpsyc.60.5.481

Sloan, D. M., Marx, B. P., Bovin, M. J., Feinstein, B. A., & Gallagher, M. W.
(2012). Written exposure as an intervention for PTSD: A randomized
clinical trial with motor vehicle accident survivors. Behaviour Research
and Therapy, 50(10), 627-635.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2012.07.001

Sloan, D. M., Marx, B. P., Epstein, E. M., & Lexington, J. M. (2007). Does
altering the writing instructions influence outcome associated with written
disclosure? Behavior Therapy, 38(2), 155-168.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2006.06.005

Sloan, D. M., Marx, B. P., & Keane, T. M. (2011). Reducing the burden of mental
illness in military veterans: Commentary on kazdin and blase (2011).
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(5), 503-506.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691611416995

Sobel, A. A, Resick, P. A., & Rabalais, A. E. (2009). The effect of cognitive
processing therapy on cognitions: Impact statement coding. Journal of
Traumatic Stress, 22(3), 205-211. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jts.20408

Tarrier, N., Sommerfield, C., Pilgrim, H., & Faragher, B. (2000). Factors
associated with outcome of cognitive-behavioural treatment of chronic
post-traumatic stress disorder. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 38(2),
191-202. doi:http://dx.doi.org.udel.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/S0005-
7967(99)00030-3

van Minnen, A., & Foa, E. B. (2006). The effect of imaginal exposure length on
outcome of treatment for PTSD. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 19(4), 427-
438. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jts.20146

Watts, B. V., Schnurr, P. P., Mayo, L., Young-Xu, Y., Weeks, W. B., &
Friedman, M. J. (2013). Meta-analysis of the efficacy of treatments for

84


http://search.proquest.com/docview/1290480651?accountid=10457

posttraumatic stress disorder. Journal of Clinical Psychiatry, 74(6), e551-
e557. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.4088/JCP.12r08225

Weathers F. W., Blake D. D., Schnurr P. P., Kaloupek D. G., Marx B. P., &

Keane T. M. (2012) Clinician-Administered PTSD Scale for DSM-5.
National Center for PTSD: White River Junction, VT.

85



