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Abstract

Background: Digital mental health interventions (DMHIs) can help bridge the gap between the demand for mental health care
and availability of treatment resources. The affordances of DMHIs have been proposed to overcome barriers to care such as
accessibility, cost, and stigma. Despite these proposals, most evaluations of the DMHI focus on clinical effectiveness, with less
consideration of users’ perspectives and experiences.

Objective: We conducted a pilot randomized controlled trial of “Overcoming Thoughts,” a web-based platform that uses
cognitive and behavioral principles to address depression and anxiety. The “Overcoming Thoughts” platform included 2 brief
interventions—cognitive restructuring and behavioral experimentation. Users accessed either a version that included asynchronous
interactions with other users (“crowdsourced” platform) or a completely self-guided version (control condition). We aimed to
understand the users’ perspectives and experiences by conducting a subset of interviews during the follow-up period of the trial.

Methods: We used purposive sampling to select a subset of trial participants based on group assignment (treatment and control)
and symptom improvement (those who improved and those who did not on primary outcomes). We conducted semistructured
interviews with 23 participants during the follow-up period that addressed acceptability, usability, and impact. We conducted a
thematic analysis of the interviews until saturation was reached.

Results: A total of 8 major themes were identified: possible opportunities to expand the platform; improvements in mental
health because of using the platform; increased self-reflection skills; platform being more helpful for certain situations or domains;
implementation of skills into users’ lives, even without direct platform use; increased coping skills because of using the platform;
repetitiveness of platform exercises; and use pattern. Although no differences in themes were found among groups based on
improvement status (all P values >.05, ranging from .12 to .86), there were 4 themes that differed based on conditions (P values
from .01 to .046): helpfulness of self-reflection supported by an exercise summary (greater in control); aiding in slowing thoughts
and feeling calmer (greater in control); overcoming patterns of avoidance (greater in control); and repetitiveness of content (greater
in the intervention).

Conclusions: We identified the different benefits that users perceived from a novel DMHI and opportunities to improve the
platform. Interestingly, we did not note any differences in themes between those who improved and those who did not, but we
did find some differences between those who received the control and intervention versions of the platform. Future research
should continue to investigate users’ experiences with DMHIs to better understand the complex dynamics of their use and
outcomes.
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Introduction

Background
The prevalence of mental health disorders continues to increase
at a rapid pace, with approximately 11.7% of US adults reporting
symptoms of anxiety and 4.8% reporting symptoms of
depression in 2021 [1]. Despite these high rates, a large
proportion of individuals with mental health disorders do not
receive treatment [2]. Barriers to receiving mental health care
include cost, limited availability of treatment providers,
transportation issues, long waitlists, stigma, and the fear of
discrimination [3-6].

Most people (90%) in the United States are internet users [7];
therefore, using technology to develop and deploy mental health
support is a scalable way to efficiently help people who might
not otherwise receive mental health treatment. Digital mental
health interventions (DMHIs), which are web-based or mobile
interventions, can help mitigate such barriers by allowing people
to privately access mental health care immediately within the
context of their daily lives, usually for free or at a lower cost
than traditional in-person therapy. In addition, the ability to
access such interventions from home can help avoid childcare
and transportation costs. DMHIs have been shown to be as
effective as face-to-face therapy in treating mental health
disorders [8,9]. As such, the popularity and use of DMHIs have
gradually increased in the last decade [10].

However, despite the general effectiveness of DMHIs, not every
person who uses them experiences benefits [11]. To date, most
research on DMHIs has used quantitative measures and relied
primarily on group averages to assess outcomes [12-15],
subsequently masking individual differences. Therefore,
understanding users’varied experiences is a gap in the research.
In addition, quantitative measures in clinical trials often focus
on symptom reduction, which is not always the outcome that
matters most to the participants [16]. For example, in one study
of patients with depression and their caregivers and providers,
outcomes such as motivation, functioning, social isolation,
safety, social representation, and stigmatization were all
identified as important [17]. We need opportunities for
participants to provide feedback on traditional quantitative
outcome measures to ensure that important outcomes are not
missed.

Another important aspect to understand is participants’
experiences of a particular intervention—what they viewed as
most helpful or what they disliked. Although engagement has
been noted as a challenge in DMHI research and development
[18,19], it is worth noting that mental health interventions
overall often experience suboptimal engagement, as many
patients drop out before receiving a full course of treatment
[20,21]. Learning about users’ perspectives and incorporating
their feedback into the design of interventions is central to
improving them, as such improvements could increase initial

engagement, adherence, and the potential impact on users [10].
Recent efforts have started to incorporate methodologies to
involve and solicit end users in the early development and
iterative evaluation, including leveraging methods from
human-centered design [22,23]. Furthermore, it is worth noting
that not everyone’s experiences will be the same. This refers to
both clinical outcomes, as noted earlier, and people’s
experiences of and perspectives on interventions. Providing
opportunities for participants to speak more directly about their
experiences through qualitative methods can help researchers
delve deeper into the specific needs of individuals.

Some studies have used qualitative methods to evaluate the
impact of DMHIs [24]. For example, some studies have
examined people’s experiences of deployments of various
DMHIs “in the wild,” such as cognitive behavioral therapy
(CBT) platforms [25] or mood-tracking apps [26]. Other studies
have examined people’s experiences with specific DMHIs,
usually during the early development and evaluation. For
example, Boucher et al [27] used a qualitative approach to
determine how 11 adults experiencing loneliness reacted to
Happify Health, which included specific tracks focused on
defeating loneliness [27]. Qualitative methods have also been
used to gain insight into medical students’ preferences for
tailored DMHIs [28] and people’s general concerns and
acceptability about using DMHIs for self-management of severe
mental health problems [29].

Despite the current qualitative research that has been completed
thus far, there continues to be a need for more work in this area,
especially for studies evaluating the effects of specific DMHIs.
A common challenge in such cases is trying to systematically
include interviewees who (1) can provide a relatively even
distribution of types of users and their perspectives on the DMHI
(eg, perceptions of the DMHI from those who improved or did
not improve from using it) and (2) has shared experiences of
using the same DMHI around the same time period. However,
many of the interviewees in qualitative studies are chosen on a
first-come, first-served basis [27] or are self-selected users [30]
who have all had different experiences with DMHIs (eg,
free-range users or users from different time periods). In this
study, we sought to include interviewees who all experienced
the same DMHI and who we were able to group based on our
knowledge of how they benefited from the intervention and
which intervention they received.

Objective
Specifically, this study aimed to understand the experiences of
participants using a novel DMHI platform for depression and
anxiety, “Overcoming Thoughts.” “Overcoming Thoughts” was
based on CBT principles, which are commonly used in DMHIs
for depression and anxiety [12]. Our investigation was focused
on understanding users’ perceptions of the features of the
platform, as well as their experience using the platform,
including their own assessment of its impact on them. The
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interviewees were selected based on their group assignments
and symptom improvement. This study was part of a broader
evaluation of “Overcoming Thoughts,” but has relevance to
both understanding the impact of digital CBT platforms on users
and informing the design of future DMHI and digital CBT
platforms.

Methods

Procedures
Participants were drawn from those who participated in a pilot
randomized controlled trial (RCT) examining the “Overcoming
Thoughts” web-based platform (ClinicalTrials.gov NCT0422
6742). “Overcoming Thoughts” is based on CBT and consisted
of 2 exercises involving cognitive restructuring and behavioral
experimentation practices. In the pilot RCT, participants were
asked to use the platform for 8 weeks. Participants completed
trial assessments at baseline, midtreatment (4 weeks),
posttreatment (8 weeks), and follow-up (16 weeks) time points.
The RCT compared 2 versions of this platform: a version with
crowdsourced support (ie, allowing users to engage with peers’
content in structured ways) and a self-guided control (ie,
working through the platform’s exercises alone without seeing
others’ responses). We found preliminary evidence that
participants in both groups improved on the Depression Anxiety
and Stress Scale (DASS) after 8 weeks of using the
“Overcoming Thoughts” platform, with no significant
differences between the crowdsource and control groups [31].

Recruitment for the pilot RCT was conducted on the Mental
Health America screening website [32]. Recruitment
advertisements were placed on the screener results to visit a
short eligible screener. Participants who had elevated levels of
depression and anxiety on the Patient Health Questionnaire-9
(PHQ-9) [33] or Generalized Anxiety Disorder-7 (GAD-7) [34],
defined as PHQ-9 or GAD-7 scores >9, completed a baseline
assessment for full eligibility. Potential interviewees for the exit
interviews were selected through purposive sampling by taking
a random sample balancing across conditions (crowdsource vs
control) and symptom improvement (improved vs did not
improve). Symptom improvement was determined by users’
scores (change from baseline to week 8) on the DASS, with
improvement defined as a symptom change of at least 25%.
The selected participants were invited to participate in the
optional interview via email. If they did not respond to the initial
email invitation, 2 additional attempts were made before
considering that they had declined the opportunity. Exit
interviews were conducted at the postintervention time point
(between the 8- and 16-week assessments) using a
semistructured interview guide that addressed issues of
acceptability, usability, and impact (Textbox S1 in Multimedia
Appendix 1 presents the semistructured interview guide). Each
interview lasted between 30 and 60 minutes and was conducted
via Zoom (Zoom Communications Inc) by a research assistant
who was a masters-level trainee and had been trained in the
study procedures and interview protocol. The interviews were
audio recorded and transcribed.

Ethics Approval, Informed Consent, and Participation
The study procedures were approved by the Institutional Review
Board at the University of California, Irvine (HS #2020-6071)
as part of the pilot RCT. All participants provided signed consent
to participate in all the trial procedures and were informed that
they might be selected to participate in an optional interview.
Participants who completed the interview were offered an
additional US $20 in compensation, which did not impact their
compensation for the overall trial. The study data were
deidentified before the analysis.

Participants
Of the 45 participants invited to the exit interviews at the
postintervention time point, 23 (51%) participants completed
them. Of the 23 participants, 15 (65%) were female, 7 (30%)
were male, and 1 (4%) was identified as nonbinary or other.
Furthermore, 74% (17/23) were White, 9% (2/23) were Asian,
9% (2/23) were African American, 4% (1/23) was of more than
one race, and 4% (1/23) did not report race. The mean age across
this subset of participants was 34 (SD 11.1) years. As mentioned,
the participants were invited based on both their condition
assignment (intervention vs control) and their improvement
status (improve vs did not improve). The sample size was
determined based on an initial goal to recruit about 25% of the
total sample, with an enrollment target for the RCT of 100 and
for the interviews of 25. However, we reviewed and coded
interview transcripts throughout the process and continued
recruitment until thematic saturation was reached [35], resulting
in our final sample of 23 interview participants. Although we
randomly selected participants to invite, as the completion rate
was 51% (23/45), we had slight differences in completions,
with 10 intervention participants and 13 control participants
and 13 participants who improved and 10 who did not. Among
the interview participants, the mean baseline DASS score was
68.9 (SD 26.04) and the score at week 8 was 50.08 (SD 30.34).
Among those identified as improvers, the baseline DASS score
was 63.4 (SD 20.68) and the score at week 8 was 21.8 (SD
7.63), whereas among those identified as nonimprovers, the
baseline DASS score was 73.2 (SD 29.61) and the score at the
week 8 was 71.8 (SD 21.54).

Analysis
We conducted thematic analysis to identify the key themes
discussed in our interviews. Our thematic analysis followed
6-stage process formulated by Braun and Clarke [36], including
iterative steps to identify the data, create a codebook and identify
themes, review themes, and present the data. In the initial phase,
we conducted affinity diagramming to familiarize ourselves
with the data and to identify the initial themes. We began this
process after 15 participants had completed the interviews not
only to provide our team with sufficient content to review and
start coding but also to allow us to assess whether we had
reached thematic saturation and could stop recruiting
participants. Our team randomly selected 4 interview transcripts,
and 4 members of our team read 2 transcripts, identified themes
in those transcripts, presented the themes to the group, and
discussed until consensus resulted in 15 initial themes.
Subsequently, 2 members of our team took those themes and
created an initial codebook with definitions for each code to
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identify common themes in the participants’ experiences of the
platform. Two independent raters (JS and GG) coded the
remaining interview transcripts, noting additional codes that
were then discussed among the research team until thematic
saturation was reached, which occurred after approximately 20
interviews. We interviewed another 3 participants to ensure that
no new trends were identified and then stopped recruiting for
the exit interviews. The final codebook consisted of 19 codes
(Table S1 in Multimedia Appendix 1 provides the list of codes
and definitions). The raters returned to all transcripts to code
them using the final codebook. The raters had 88.1% general
agreement in codes across all transcripts. In addition to our
thematic analysis, we compared differences in the frequency of
themes that occurred between the crowdsource and control
conditions and those who improved and did not improve using
chi-square difference tests.

Results

Overview
Out of the 19 themes, there were eight themes that we identified
in most interviewees (ie, >50%): (1) improvement in mental
health, (2) self-reflection skills, (3) engraining skills learned
from the platform into habit, (4) coping skills, (5) situational
benefits, (6) areas for improvement, (7) repetitiveness of
platform exercises, and (8) use pattern. These major themes
were separated into 2 categories: impact of the platform on the
users and feedback on the platform itself. The impact of either
working through the exercises alone (ie, control group) or seeing
others’ responses (ie, crowdsource group) was also evaluated
and categorized under feedback on the platform itself. Table 1
depicts the full breakdown of the remaining 11 identified themes
(ie, those mentioned by <50% of interviewees). These major
themes are outlined with examples of interviewees’ responses
in subsequent paragraphs.

Table 1. Frequency of codes identified across participant interviews.

Control (n=13), n (%)Intervention (n=10), n (%)Total (n=23), n (%)CodeTheme and rank

Improvement in mental health

11 (85)9 (90)20 (87)Improvement in mental health1

12 (92)7 (70)19 (83)Self-reflection skills2

12 (92)7 (70)19 (83)Situational benefit3

8 (62)9 (90)17 (74)Application of skills or building habits4

7 (54)6 (60)13 (57)Coping skills5

9 (69)2 (20)11 (48)Calming or slowing down6

5 (38)5 (50)10 (43)Breaking things down7

3 (23)3 (30)6 (26)Lack of motivation8

6 (46)0 (0)6 (26)Overcome avoidance9

Feedback on platform

13 (100)10 (100)23 (100)Areas for improvement1

13 (100)N/Aa13 (57)Impact of working alone (control)2

5 (38)8 (80)13 (57)Repetitiveness of platform exercises3

7 (54)5 (50)12 (52)Use pattern4

6 (46)5 (50)11 (48)Flexibility5

8 (62)3 (30)11 (48)Simplicity6

N/A10 (100)10 (43)Impact of seeing others’ responses (crowd-
source)

7

3 (23)5 (50)8 (35)Access challenges8

5 (38)0 (0)5 (22)Ability to look at answers9

1 (8)4 (40)5 (22)Freedom of scheduling10

aN/A: not applicable.

Impact of the Platform on the Users

Overview
The first category of themes evaluated the impact of the platform
on users. Overall, interviewees indicated that they experienced

many and varied positive impacts from using the platform, such
as perceived improvement in their mental health. In addition,
many interviewees noted improvement in more specific areas
related to mental health, such as increased self-reflection skills,
coping skills, and the ability to apply skills learned from the
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platform into their daily lives (ie, even without the direct use
of the platform). Interviewees also mentioned that there were
specific contexts or situations in which the platform was
especially helpful for them over others.

Improvement in Mental Health
Of the 23 interviewees, 20 (87%) perceived improvement in
their mental health because of using the “Overcoming Thoughts”
platform. Notably, there was a wide range in the timeline of
improvement, with some users saying they experienced benefits
immediately (eg, “I would say it was kind of immediate. Kind
of like a cup of coffee is how I can compare it to” [P18]); after
several weeks (eg, “I saw the most impact between 3-5 weeks”
[P13]); or never (eg, “I think it does little to help for people
with severe mental illness like me” [P11]). Several participants
mentioned that the platform was particularly beneficial in
helping them process their feelings. For example, 1 participant
described it as follows:

I think it was immediately, as soon as I used it the
first day, that I saw the impact. That I was able to
process what was happening with my emotions. I
realized I have this tool now to help out and I can use
it whenever I’m not feeling all that great. [P17]

Similarly, another participant said the following:

I think the main impact was forcing me to process
feelings. Probably at two weeks was when I realized,
“Oh I guess I should actually figure out what I’m
feeling,” and at least these prompts were helping me
to do that since I don’t tend to do that. It was nice to
have these prompts because again, I’m very bad at
processing it on my own. [P16]

Other participants said that the platform benefited their mental
health by helping them to instill healthier thought patterns by
regularly completing the platform’s exercises, supporting them
when dealing with loneliness, or making it feel like having a
friend to talk to.

Self-reflection Skills
Of the 23 interviewees, 19 (83%) noted that using the
“Overcoming Thoughts” platform assisted in the process of
reflecting on their thoughts, feelings, and emotions. Participants
attributed the platform’s effectiveness at improving
self-reflection skills to its structure and the way the prompts in
the exercises were set up:

It built in a sort of process or procedure or SOP of
evaluating my state of mind. [P2]

Others compared using the platform to “thinking out loud” or
writing in a diary or journal, which helped them look at their
thoughts and feelings more in depth.

In addition, participants often described how the platform helped
them shift their perspective and look at their thoughts or feelings
from a different angle. For example, 1 participant said the
following:

Helped to remind me to check in and think about the
actual thoughts I was having instead of just kind of
lingering in them. It gave me room to kind of step

outside and see things from a different perspective.
[P14]

Furthermore, this change in perspective allowed some
participants to reflect on and realize how their thoughts could
be negatively impacting them:

What it showed me as I was typing it out, I was kind
of recognizing my thoughts, seeing myself in this
really low-level way and how I was talking so harshly,
which was just eye-opening. [P19]

I was more able to analyze myself and how I cope
with things. I realized I was having a very bad
attitude. Every little thing would complicate my whole
day. I was thinking very negatively about everything.
[P9]

Although most participants referenced improvements in their
self-reflection skills in general, some participants identified that
the platform helped them reflect on specific situations or
problems they were experiencing. Examples included “dating
and how I could improve myself” (P18) or helping with graduate
school:

I’m a grad student so when I was having a rough time
in my lab, I pulled it up and did the Overcoming
Thoughts and mental processes activity. I was able
to see the situation a little more clearly and the steps
I needed to take to rectify the situation. It helped to
put it into perspective. [P15]

Application of Skills or Building Habits
Of the 23 interviewees, 17 (74%) noted that they were able to
apply skills into their lives because of the learning stemming
from the platform. In other words, they were able to internalize
and mentally “go through” the platform’s activities, even without
directly logging in and using the platform. For example:

When struggling with thoughts or self-doubt, whether
it was just in my head, I found myself asking a lot of
the types of questions that the prompts in activities
would ask me as they came up in real life. [P1]

Other participants commonly reported similar experiences:

I’d remember the questions and I’d do it in my head.
Started changing my way of thinking after three weeks
of using it. [P9]

I started practicing doing the online prompts in my
head more. If I’m worrying about something a lot or
something is bugging me, I’d think, “Okay, what’s a
different way of thinking about this? What can I do
about it?” Allowed me to think about it even without
getting on the website to participate but just by
thinking about it. I learned how to apply coping
mechanism for everyday use even without the tool.
[P8]

As a result, participants commonly reported feeling less
dependent on the platform as their new skills developed into
habits. Although their reliance on the direct use of the platform
faded, they continued to reap the mental health benefits of
learning stemming from the platform:
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It helped me learn how to deal with my emotions more
on my own. I could use it but I feel like I don’t need
to now when I get upset. I can talk myself through it.
I really like that it taught me something lasting. [P7]

I’d say those first couple of weeks were enough and
it instilled the thought patterns and habits in me. I
was sort of seeking a way to help build better habits
anyway. [P2]

It felt like the natural flow of the tool became
internalized and I could go through it without
accessing the tool directly. Almost felt like it turned
into a habit after a while of using it so I had less need
for actually using it or logging in. [P3]

By contrast, a few participants mentioned that they felt they
needed more practice using the platform before it could become
fully engrained into habit:

Has helped somewhat with new situations and
stressors but need to go back and practice more for
it to become more like auto pilot. [P5]

Coping Skills
Of the 23 interviewees, 13 (57%) stated that they developed
internal skills to help cope with stress, anxiety, and depression
using the platform. One of the most mentioned coping skills
learned was reframing thoughts into “less harsh” thoughts (P3).
For example, some participants said the following:

It has helped me reframe my thinking where before,
I would spiral downwards with my anxiety and
thoughts. Now I’m able to kind of stop it in the
beginning and reframe. I think it’s had a very positive
impact. [P5]

Helped me with the way I was thinking or how I can
change one negative thought to a positive one, or take
an unrealistic thought and think about it more in a
more realistic way. [P9]

Participants also reported other coping skills that the platform
helped with, such as learning how to process their negative
thoughts in general, talking themselves down when overthinking,
and understanding which concrete steps or activities could help
reduce their feelings of anxiety in the moment:

I only have one coping skill for my anxiety and it’s
playing my guitar. The tool helped connect this
together for me. [P17]

Situational Benefits
Of the 23 interviewees, 19 (83%) indicated that there were
certain times or domains when the “Overcoming Thoughts”
platform was more helpful to them than others. In other words,
the platform’s relative effectiveness depended on which situation
they used it in. For example, 1 participant said that the platform
helped more when feeling anxious rather than depressed:

My anxiety is easier to break down a bit and my
depression feels like a big fat brick wall. [P17]

Participants also commonly reported that the time of day also
impacted how beneficial the platform was for them, with most
people noting that it was more helpful in the morning:

When I did it in the morning or earlier in the day, it
helped me focus less on the negative things the rest
of the day. Versus when I did it at night, it was still
nice, but I just went to sleep right after. [P16]

Participants also commented on specific situations in which the
platform was particularly helpful for them:

I was trying to get the COVID vaccine 1.5 months
ago and I was having all these fears about it, thinking
about what if I get a rare allergic reaction or
something happens to me. After a couple tries with
the tool, I was able to get the vaccine and second dose
and everything. It really helped me, and that was
really the reason why I was able to get the vaccine.
[P9]

One of the days, I typed about how I got a B on an
assignment and I was so upset about it. That was one
of the times where the tool was really effective
because it asks, “If this were true, what would that
mean of you?” and that made me think about why it’s
so important to me, why grades have become almost
like a part of my identity. In terms of dealing with
failure, it’s really where that tool shined a lot for me.
[P19]

Other situations in which participants noted that the platform
was particularly helpful included job-related stress, coping with
loss, physical appearance, interpersonal relationships, road rage
incidents while driving, loneliness, and improving productivity.

Conversely, participants also referenced contexts in which they
felt that the platform was less effective for them. These included
situations when participants felt that they were at their lowest
points mental health–wise or when they felt less in control of
the situation, such as in their relationships with others:

When I was at my lowest during the 8-week period,
I didn’t want to use the tool. I didn’t want to do
anything. It’s that state of mind when you’re so upset
and so angry that you just kind of lose hope and you
just kind of want to do nothing. I don’t know if there’s
anything that made the program less effective, the
reason I wouldn’t hop on when I was sad or angry
was because when I’m in that space, I just don’t want
to do anything. I don’t think any extra like glamour
or better prompts would’ve helped me. I don’t think
I even reached out to my therapist. [P19]

I had been in a panic attack for two hours and I think
I was so far into the attack I couldn’t pull myself out
of it naturally even using the tool. [P13]

Another situation that participants mentioned the platform felt
less helpful for was when they felt general stress not tied to a
discrete event:

[L]ess effective for generalized anxiety or having wild
thoughts about things that aren’t connected directly
to something. [P3]

Feedback on the Platform
In this second category of codes, participants provided feedback
on the platform itself. The most common themes that occurred
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were areas for improvement, repetitiveness of the platform
exercises, use pattern, and the different impacts of working
alone (ie, for interviewees from the control group) or seeing
others’ responses (ie, for interviewees from the crowdsource
group).

Areas for Improvement
Of the 23 interviewees, 23 (100%) suggested ways for the
“Overcoming Thoughts” platform to be expanded on, improved,
or used in the future. One of the most common suggestions was
to embed a reminder or notification system into the platform to
encourage or “nudge” users to log on and use the platform more.
Other ideas to improve the platform included turning it into a
mobile app rather than a browser, incorporating breathing
exercises, inserting short educational videos about various
mental health topics, and adding a transcription option so that
users could vocally dictate their thoughts rather than typing
them out. Another suggestion was to expand the platform to
teen users:

I know a lot of teens would find a lot of benefit in
learning these skills early and how to form correct
thoughts. [P23]

Although the interactive (ie, crowdsourced) version of the
platform allowed users to view others’ responses and click a
“Like” or heart button on responses they related to, several
participants wished for an even more interactive version of the
platform. Suggestions included adding the ability to comment
on others’ posts and engage in 1:1 chats or discussion forums
with other users (eg, “like an open chat opportunity to connect
with people experiencing a similar situation.” [P23]). Another
participant explained:

I wish you could’ve interacted with other people more.
Almost in a social media type of way. It would’ve
been cool to establish friendships with people that
get it. Because with depression, it’s kind of hard to
open up to people that don’t get it. So there’s a little
more safety and security with people that do
understand it. Even if it’s just where you can post and
comment and share support or commonality with
other people’s posts. [P21]

By contrast, a few participants recommended giving users the
choice of whether they wanted others to see their responses,
such as by having an on and off toggle button:

I feel like people should have the option if they want
to do the peer-based one versus being alone. Some
people do like input from others. [P7]

Repetitiveness of Platform Exercises
Of the 23 interviewees, 13 (57%) indicated that the exercises
on the platform started to feel repetitive, as the same set of 8
questions was displayed in the same order each time (Figure
S1 in Multimedia Appendix 1 provides the list of questions for
each activity). For example, one participant stated the following:

The questions never change. It’s the same questions
over and over. [P11]

Others referenced how the platform would feel more engaging
if more variety was embedded into the activities:

I think for it to be something I’d want to use everyday,
I would probably feel more motivated if I didn’t know
exactly what I was going to be asked. So switching
up the wording or just kind of giving it this variety.
[P16]

At the same time, others felt that the repetitiveness of the
questions held some positive benefits, as it helped them
understand how frequently some of their thoughts commonly
recurred:

At first, I became a little frustrated or irritated
because I was like, “Ah I’m inputting the same thing
on a daily basis.” But eventually, it got to the point
where I was making those connections of like, “You’re
really having this thought everyday, let’s really tweak
it.” So I feel like having it be a repetitive thing helped
further implement the use of the positive thinking.
[P23]

Use Pattern
Of the 23 interviewees, 12 (52%) discussed aspects of the
frequency with which they used the platform. Although many
discussed their use, their reported frequencies displayed
considerable variance. Some participants said they used the
platform inconsistently in general (eg, “I didn’t use it every
week because I would forget about it.” [P12]), at least once a
week (eg, “I’d try to do the prompt all the way through at least
once a week.” [P8]), or multiple times per week or sometimes
even per day (eg, “I used it at minimum three times a week.
Some of those days, I’d use it multiple times a day.” [P17]).

In addition, participants often referenced their use patterns
depending on need:

I don’t think I set up a schedule for it or anything, I
just logged in whenever I was reminded of it or if I
felt like I needed a place to vent but didn’t want to
bother anyone else in my life” [P14]

Similarly, others specifically noted using the platform less
frequently as their mental health improved:

In the beginning, I tried to use it 3-5 times a week. As
it went on, I did less and less but it’s because I was
doing better so I found myself having to check in less
and less. [P15]

Impact of Working Alone (Control)
A total of 57% (13/23) of interviewees participated in the control
group. People in this group worked through the platform
exercises alone without being able to view other users’ responses
to the activities. Participants often referenced their personalities
and differing comfort levels, with sharing as a common reason
why they liked or disliked working through the platform
privately. For example, some participants indicated their general
discomfort when talking about sensitive topics (ie, mental
health) or fear of judgment from others as a frequent reason
why they preferred working alone:

I could see the benefits of having other users, but for
me, I prefer to do stuff alone. I feel like if I were put
into the one with other users, I would be worried they
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might be judgmental, it’s one of my anxieties.
Preferred to work through activities by myself without
worrying about other users. [P7]

However, some participants felt that the platform was less
engaging without a more interactive component and disliked
working alone without external input:

It’s not the same as when you have somebody. It’s
less engaging. It’s the nature of human beings. It
probably would’ve helped to see others’ responses.
It probably would make you dig a little bit deeper.
[P20]

Impact of Seeing Others’ Responses (Crowdsource)
A total of 43% (10/23) of interviewees belonged to the
crowdsource group. People in this group were able to read and
interact with other users’ responses to the exercises in structured
ways (ie, by “liking” or relating to others’ responses). Several
participants noted that it was helpful to see other people’s
responses because they could obtain ideas and inspiration if
they ever became stuck on a question:

There are times where I struggle trying to think of
other things or how to respond. So, I’ll scroll through
the comments and kind of get an idea and see how
other people have kind of dealt with their things. [P6]

Participants also commonly reported that seeing others’
responses helped them feel less alone, promoted a sense of
community, and even motivated them to share more honestly
about the experiences they were going through:

I really liked being able to see other people’s
submissions. That almost made me feel less alone and
even gave me ideas about what I wanted to talk about
that day. [P19]

By contrast, a few participants found other users’ submissions
distracting and felt that it impeded their own progress with the
platform’s activities:

Honestly, I would get distracted by other users’
responses. “Oh, if they’re on the fifth question and
they’re already responding, I wonder what their initial
problem was.” I started to focus less on my problem
and what I was trying to accomplish and I started
going down other rabbit holes. [P5]

Another participant referenced how the quality of other users’
responses (ie, those that were “just filling this out to fill it out”
rather than thinking thoughtfully about the platform’s questions)
negatively impacted their experience:

When I see other comments where it’s just kind of like
the response rather than actually trying to reshape
thoughts into something positive, they’ll just
continuously be negative. It just kind of makes me a
little sad. Those comments don’t really affect me but
it just kind of sucks to see that. I don’t usually go
through comments, just when I am particularly having
a hard time thinking of responses. But it’s like,
“Alright, I guess this person’s just filling this out to
fill it out.” [P6]

Similar to the control group users, some crowdsource
participants felt completely neutral. In such cases, participants
said they did not notice other users’ responses at all or seeing
them did not have much impact on them:

It didn’t really affect me much just because I didn’t
have context for what they were saying so it really
could’ve been anything. [P17]

Comparisons of Themes Across Improvement Status
and Assigned Condition
In addition to the qualitative analysis, we conducted chi-square
difference tests to determine whether the frequency of themes
varied across the groupings that formed the basis of purposive
sampling. Contrary to expectations, we found no significant
differences in themes among interviewees based on their

improvement status (all P values >.05, ranging from χ2
1=2.4,

P=.12 to χ2
1=0.03, P=.86). In other words, whether the

interviewees’ symptoms improved or did not improve on the
DASS after the intervention did not impact the frequency of
particular codes between the 2 groups.

However, we did find significant differences among the groups
based on the treatment condition that participants were assigned
to for 4 themes. Although both groups had access to this feature,
more control users (5/13, 38% of interviewees) mentioned that
they found the ability to look at a summary of their exercise
responses helpful compared with 0% of crowdsource users

(χ2
1=4.9, P=.03). One control user described as follows:

Helped to look at summary at the end and realize how
often that thought occurs for me. It was that
accumulation and that gentle reflection back of “Oh
wow, this thought is here a lot.” [P3]

The control group (9/13, 69%) was also more likely than the
crowdsource group (2/10, 20%) to report that the platform was
helpful in slowing down their thoughts and feeling calmer

(χ2
1=5.5, P=.02). One control user mentioned as follows:

It made the process of trying to better a situation or
calm myself down more clear, which it wasn’t before.
[P15]

In addition, interviewees from the control group (6/13, 46%)
were more likely than the crowdsource interviewees (0%) to
note that the platform helped them overcome patterns of

avoidance (χ2
1=6.2, P=.01).

The platform helped kick me into action to do things
I’d been putting off because of emotions that may
come up from taking care of that stuff. [P10]

By contrast, more crowdsource participants (8/10, 80%) relative
to control participants (5/13, 38%) indicated that they found the

questions in the platform’s exercises to be repetitive (χ2
1=4.0,

P=.046). Interestingly, this was despite the crowdsource users
having access to more content than the control users (ie, being
able to see other users’ responses to the questions and having
the “I Relate” button feature).
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Discussion

Principal Findings
Our findings explored users’ perceptions of the “Overcoming
Thoughts” platform. We found that users tended to discuss 3
main aspects of their experiences: the benefits they gained from
using the platform, their perceptions of the characteristics of
the platform, and their use of it. Users identified a range of
perceived benefits including improvement in mental health,
self-reflection, and coping skills. Furthermore, reflections on
the platform itself identified opportunities for improvement and
desired features that users would want on a digital CBT
platform. One unexpected finding was the lack of differentiation
of themes between those who improved and did not improve
on the main clinical outcome. This is particularly noteworthy
for themes related to users’perceived benefits from the platform.
These findings hold implications not only for our understanding
of the “Overcoming Thoughts” platform but also for digital
CBT and DMHIs more generally.

Our qualitative approach was able to identify a range of
user-reported improvements beyond changes in depression,
anxiety, and stress. Such an approach might be especially useful
in an “experimental therapeutics” paradigm, as defined by the
National Institute of Mental Health, which requires
determination of target engagement in addition to assessing
symptom change [37]. The potential mechanisms that we
identified included self-reflection, improvement in coping skills,
and the use of these skills in real-world settings. Prior
conceptualizations of experimental therapeutics for DMHIs
have focused on engagement as a potential target mechanism
[38]. However, our findings suggest that engagement, if defined
by the use of the DMHI platform throughout the intervention,
may not sufficiently relate to benefits. Instead, many users noted
that they were able to apply the platform’s skills to their lives
even without the direct use of the platform. Although this was
not explicitly promoted by the platform, engraining the learned
skills into habit is a proposed mechanism through which CBT
may have lasting benefits [39].

Even with digital platforms that, unlike therapists, can be used
throughout one’s day, skill acquisition and application may be
an important aspect of positive and lasting benefits. These
findings might help explain the mixed literature regarding the
relationship between treatment adherence to DMHI and clinical
outcomes [40]. Our findings suggest that proposing and
investigating specific proximal outcomes may be a useful
complement to engagement in understanding the mechanisms
of DMHIs. Users also mentioned the specific contexts in which
they found the platform to be particularly helpful (eg, in the
morning and when feeling anxious or depressed) or less effective
(eg, when feeling at their lowest points and relationship issues).
This information reveals that users did not view the platform
as a one-size-fits-all resource for every situation they
encountered. Instead, its relative perceived effectiveness seemed
to depend on which context they used it in. This insight could
be helpful for the development and deployment of similar
DMHIs in the future, such as by matching certain clinical

profiles to DMHIs or providing guidance to users on specific
contexts or when to use the DMHI.

We also received important feedback on the platform itself,
such as how often participants used it and potential features that
users desired, for example, embedding a notification system to
remind people to use the platform more often as well as creating
more novelty and variability to avoid repetitiveness. Indeed,
considering the basic design principles for DMHIs may be useful
to support their efficacy even with reduced professional
interaction. Although identifying design principles is more
common in human-centered design literature [41] than in clinical
science, some efforts to unpack design principles from learning
theories have been made [42]. Specifically, Hitchcock et al [42]
identified 3 principles from learning theories: repeated testing,
interleaving and varying, and spacing. Although we predicted
that our interactive “crowdsource” features would lead to better
engagement, our participants also discussed some ways in which
these features might be problematic for their use of the platform.
For example, one interviewee suggested that it may be useful
to give people the option (eg, an on and off toggle) to choose
whether they want to work through the platform’s exercises
privately or share their responses with others. Implementing
such a change might lead to a more complicated user experience,
but the important lesson we glean from this is that forcing such
an interaction might be problematic for at least some users.
Interestingly, we did not note any differences in themes among
those who improved and did not improve on the primary
outcome measure for the clinical trial, which was the reduction
of DASS total scores. We should note that the participants who
did not improve did start out with higher levels of depression,
anxiety, and stress at baseline, which might reflect baseline
differences between participants. Nevertheless, these participants
who did not experience symptom improvement at the end of
the study were just as likely to perceive mental health benefits
and have similar perceptions of the platform as those whose
symptoms did improve at the end of the study. Other studies
have demonstrated that changes in symptom improvement on
clinical measures do match participants’ self-ratings of changes
in their mental health [43] and quality of life [44]. It is worth
noting that we did not directly ask people whether they thought
the platform improved their depression, anxiety, or stress.
Instead, we asked people what they obtained out of using the
platform or how they used any skills from the platform in their
lives. We expected that those whose symptoms did not improve
would have been less likely to perceive subjective mental health
benefits or had more negative perceptions of the platform
compared with those whose symptoms did improve, and vice
versa, but this was not the case based on our qualitative analysis.

Although there were no differences between the participants
who improved and those who did not improve, we did find some
differences between the 2 conditions (control vs crowdsource).
Control users were more likely than crowdsource users to
comment on the helpfulness of the summary pages provided at
the end of the platform’s exercise, as they allowed them to
review and reflect on their previously submitted responses.
Control users were also more likely to note perceived
improvement in areas such as calmness and overcoming
avoidance. By contrast, crowdsource users were more likely
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than control users to note that they found the platform’s
exercises repetitive, despite crowdsource content adding more
novelty through access to others’ responses. The specific reason
for these differences between the 2 groups is unclear, but one
contributing factor could be that the control users experienced
less content in general. This may have allowed them to “turn
inward” and focus more on observing and becoming more aware
of their own thoughts and feelings, rather than focusing outward
on external input from others and becoming “distracted” as one
crowdsource user mentioned. It is possible that working more
deeply through the platform helped the activities resonate more
with the control users.

Limitations
It is worth noting that some limitations of our study might have
affected the findings. We collected insights on participants’
experiences using the “Overcoming Thoughts” platform, which
is a novel DMHI and might not reflect experiences with DMHIs
more broadly. Our intervention was meant to have brief
interactions with a stronger focus on interactive exercises than
on psychoeducation. As such, it may not be generalizable to
platforms that have a more didactic format. Although we
randomly selected 45 potential participants based on purposive
sampling, we conducted only 23 interviews. As such, our
interviewees might not reflect a representative sample of all the
users of our platform. However, the purposive sampling method
is also a strength such that we have roughly equivalent numbers
of those who received the intervention and control conditions
and those who improved and did not improve on our primary
outcome measures. Although a total of 23 participants and at
least 10 per group might be small, it is consistent with the
recommendations for qualitative interviewing [45]. In particular,
given our approach of purposive sampling, our sample was well
contextualized, which provides greater information power for
qualitative synthesis. It would be worthwhile to follow-up on
some of our qualitative findings with quantitative research,
perhaps using measures focused on skill acquisition and
self-reflection as potential mechanisms for such an intervention.

Conclusions
This study explored users’perspectives on a novel DMHI based
on cognitive behavioral principles. Our purposive sampling
method, selecting a relatively even distribution of those who

improved and did not improve on the main clinical outcome,
as well as those who received the intervention (crowdsource)
and control (self-guided) conditions, allowed us to explore
differences in themes across different benefit categories and
conditions. Surprisingly, we found no significant differences
in themes between those who improved and those who did not
improve on the primary outcome measures of depression,
anxiety, and stress. However, we did find several differences
in themes between those who received the crowdsourced and
the self-guided version of the platform. Although we designed
the crowdsourced version with the hope that it would drive
engagement and benefit, we identified some challenges with
the version that demonstrated how such features could
potentially hinder people’s comfort with and use of the platform
(eg, worries about others judging their responses, privacy
reasons, and discomfort talking about sensitive topics like mental
health). Providing users with the option to either share their
responses with others or keep them private may be a useful
feature for similar DMHIs in the future.

We also identified some potential benefits of such a platform,
which might be useful targets to continue to explore in future
investigations of DMHIs more generally. For example, our
findings revealed that most interviewees (17/23, 74%) noted
that they were able to apply strategies learned through the
platform into their lives even without the direct use of the
platform. In other words, they described their newly learned
CBT-based skills as eventually becoming engrained into habit.
Consequently, they continued to experience benefits from the
skills learned through the platform, even though they logged
onto the platform less frequently as time went on. It is important
to appreciate that not all uses are equal. Having clear target uses
for DMHI platforms and metrics to evaluate their use is a
beneficial way to move development and evaluation forward.
This might lead to the better use of A/B testing and iterative
data-driven approaches to improve DMHIs.

Our qualitative investigation into users’ perceptions of our
“Overcoming Thoughts” DMHI revealed valuable insights into
the nuanced dynamics of the perceived benefits and
characteristics of the platform. As the use of CBT-based DMHIs
continues to increase, understanding the varied experiences of
users is critical for the continued development and improvement
of such DMHIs to maximize their impact.

Acknowledgments
The research reported in this publication was supported by the National Institute of Mental Health of the National Institutes of
Health under the award number R34MH113616. The authors would also like to acknowledge Zoë Dodge-Rice, who assisted with
the study management and recruitment.

Data Availability
Quantitative data reported in this study are available from the National Institute of Mental Health Data Archive (NDA). The NDA
is a collaborative informatics system created by the National Institutes of Health to provide a national resource to support and
accelerate research on mental health. Data set identifiers: Collection ID #3219, National Institute of Mental Health Data Archive
Digital Object Identifier 10.15154/1528642. Qualitative data are not available, as participants did not consent for the interview
data to be shared publicly.

JMIR Form Res 2023 | vol. 7 | e46062 | p. 10https://formative.jmir.org/2023/1/e46062
(page number not for citation purposes)

Shkel et alJMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


Conflicts of Interest
SMS serves on the Scientific Advisory Board for Headspace for which he receives compensation and has received consulting
payments from K Health (Trusst) and Otsuka Pharmaceuticals for unrelated work. All other authors declare no other conflicts of
interest.

Multimedia Appendix 1
Semistructured interview guide, final codebook, and questions contained within the Overcoming Thoughts platform.
[DOCX File , 75 KB-Multimedia Appendix 1]

References

1. Adjaye-Gbewonyo D, Boersma P. Early release of selected estimates based on data from the 2021 national health interview
survey. National Center for Health Statistics. 2021. URL: https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/earlyrelease202204.
pdf [accessed 2022-08-12]

2. Wang PS, Aguilar-Gaxiola S, Alonso J, Angermeyer MC, Borges G, Bromet EJ, et al. Use of mental health services for
anxiety, mood, and substance disorders in 17 countries in the WHO world mental health surveys. Lancet 2007
Sep;370(9590):841-850 [doi: 10.1016/s0140-6736(07)61414-7]

3. Andrade LH, Alonso J, Mneimneh Z, Wells JE, Al-Hamzawi A, Borges G, et al. Barriers to mental health treatment: results
from the WHO World Mental Health surveys. Psychol Med 2013 Aug 09;44(6):1303-1317 [doi:
10.1017/s0033291713001943]

4. Rowan K, McAlpine DD, Blewett LA. Access and cost barriers to mental health care, by insurance status, 1999-2010.
Health Aff (Millwood) 2013 Oct;32(10):1723-1730 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1377/hlthaff.2013.0133] [Medline: 24101061]

5. Pepin R, Segal DL, Coolidge FL. Intrinsic and extrinsic barriers to mental health care among community-dwelling younger
and older adults. Aging Ment Health 2009 Sep 27;13(5):769-777 [doi: 10.1080/13607860902918231] [Medline: 19882416]

6. Iskra W, Deane FP, Wahlin T, Davis EL. Parental perceptions of barriers to mental health services for young people. Early
Interv Psychiatry 2018 Apr 20;12(2):125-134 [doi: 10.1111/eip.12281] [Medline: 26487568]

7. Kemp S. Digital 2021: The United States of America. Datareportal. 2021 Feb 9. URL: https://datareportal.com/reports/
digital-2021-united-states-of-america [accessed 2022-08-12]

8. Andersson G, Cuijpers P, Carlbring P, Riper H, Hedman E. Guided internet-based vs. face-to-face cognitive behavior
therapy for psychiatric and somatic disorders: a systematic review and meta-analysis. World Psychiatry 2014 Oct
01;13(3):288-295 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1002/wps.20151] [Medline: 25273302]

9. Hedman E, Ljótsson B, Lindefors N. Cognitive behavior therapy via the internet: a systematic review of applications,
clinical efficacy and cost-effectiveness. Expert Rev Pharmacoecon Outcomes Res 2012 Dec 09;12(6):745-764 [doi:
10.1586/erp.12.67] [Medline: 23252357]

10. Patel S, Akhtar A, Malins S, Wright N, Rowley E, Young E, et al. The acceptability and usability of digital health interventions
for adults with depression, anxiety, and somatoform disorders: qualitative systematic review and meta-synthesis. J Med
Internet Res 2020 Jul 06;22(7):e16228 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/16228] [Medline: 32628116]

11. Garrido S, Millington C, Cheers D, Boydell K, Schubert E, Meade T, et al. What works and what doesn't work? A systematic
review of digital mental health interventions for depression and anxiety in young people. Front Psychiatry 2019 Nov
13;10:759 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00759] [Medline: 31798468]

12. Lehtimaki S, Martic J, Wahl B, Foster KT, Schwalbe N. Evidence on digital mental health interventions for adolescents
and young people: systematic overview. JMIR Ment Health 2021 Apr 29;8(4):e25847 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/25847]
[Medline: 33913817]

13. Davies EB, Morriss R, Glazebrook C. Computer-delivered and web-based interventions to improve depression, anxiety,
and psychological well-being of university students: a systematic review and meta-analysis. J Med Internet Res 2014 May
16;16(5):e130 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.3142] [Medline: 24836465]

14. Farrer L, Gulliver A, Chan JK, Batterham PJ, Reynolds J, Calear A, et al. Technology-based interventions for mental health
in tertiary students: systematic review. J Med Internet Res 2013 May 27;15(5):e101 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.2639]
[Medline: 23711740]

15. Lattie EG, Adkins EC, Winquist N, Stiles-Shields C, Wafford QE, Graham AK. Digital mental health interventions for
depression, anxiety, and enhancement of psychological well-being among college students: systematic review. J Med
Internet Res 2019 Jul 22;21(7):e12869 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/12869] [Medline: 31333198]

16. Cuijpers P. Targets and outcomes of psychotherapies for mental disorders: an overview. World Psychiatry 2019 Oct
09;18(3):276-285 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1002/wps.20661] [Medline: 31496102]

17. Chevance A, Ravaud P, Tomlinson A, Le Berre C, Teufer B, Touboul S, et al. Identifying outcomes for depression that
matter to patients, informal caregivers, and health-care professionals: qualitative content analysis of a large international
online survey. Lancet Psychiatry 2020 Aug;7(8):692-702 [doi: 10.1016/s2215-0366(20)30191-7]

JMIR Form Res 2023 | vol. 7 | e46062 | p. 11https://formative.jmir.org/2023/1/e46062
(page number not for citation purposes)

Shkel et alJMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=formative_v7i1e46062_app1.docx&filename=e348ca713835beba9c3afa8fb864dae0.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=formative_v7i1e46062_app1.docx&filename=e348ca713835beba9c3afa8fb864dae0.docx
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/earlyrelease202204.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/earlyrelease202204.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(07)61414-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/s0033291713001943
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24101061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2013.0133
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24101061&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13607860902918231
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=19882416&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eip.12281
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26487568&dopt=Abstract
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2021-united-states-of-america
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2021-united-states-of-america
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25273302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/wps.20151
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25273302&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1586/erp.12.67
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23252357&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2020/7/e16228/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/16228
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32628116&dopt=Abstract
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/31798468
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31798468&dopt=Abstract
https://mental.jmir.org/2021/4/e25847/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/25847
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33913817&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2014/5/e130/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.3142
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24836465&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2013/5/e101/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.2639
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23711740&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2019/7/e12869/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/12869
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31333198&dopt=Abstract
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/31496102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/wps.20661
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31496102&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s2215-0366(20)30191-7
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


18. Baumel A, Muench F, Edan S, Kane JM. Objective user engagement with mental health apps: systematic search and
panel-based usage analysis. J Med Internet Res 2019 Sep 25;21(9):e14567 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/14567] [Medline:
31573916]

19. Torous J, Lipschitz J, Ng M, Firth J. Dropout rates in clinical trials of smartphone apps for depressive symptoms: a systematic
review and meta-analysis. J Affect Disord 2020 Feb 15;263:413-419 [doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2019.11.167] [Medline: 31969272]

20. Hamilton S, Moore A, Crane D, Payne S. Psychotherapy dropouts: differences by modality, license, and DSM-IV diagnosis.
J Marital Fam Ther 2011 Jul;37(3):333-343 [doi: 10.1111/j.1752-0606.2010.00204.x] [Medline: 21745235]

21. Simon GE, Ding V, Hubbard R, Fishman P, Ludman E, Morales L, et al. Early dropout from psychotherapy for depression
with group- and network-model therapists. Adm Policy Ment Health 2012 Nov 28;39(6):440-447 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1007/s10488-011-0364-x] [Medline: 21710256]

22. Lyon AR, Koerner K. User-centered design for psychosocial intervention development and implementation. Clin Psychol
(New York) 2016 Jun;23(2):180-200 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1111/cpsp.12154] [Medline: 29456295]

23. Lyon AR, Munson SA, Renn BN, Atkins DC, Pullmann MD, Friedman E, et al. Use of human-centered design to improve
implementation of evidence-based psychotherapies in low-resource communities: protocol for studies applying a framework
to assess usability. JMIR Res Protoc 2019 Oct 09;8(10):e14990 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/14990] [Medline: 31599736]

24. Knowles SE, Toms G, Sanders C, Bee P, Lovell K, Rennick-Egglestone S, et al. Qualitative meta-synthesis of user experience
of computerised therapy for depression and anxiety. PLoS One 2014 Jan 17;9(1):e84323 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1371/journal.pone.0084323] [Medline: 24465404]

25. Rennick-Egglestone S, Knowles S, Toms G, Bee P, Lovell K, Bower P. Health technologies 'in the wild': experiences of
engagement with computerised CBT. In: Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
2016 Presented at: CHI'16: CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems; May 7 - 12, 2016; San Jose California
USA [doi: 10.1145/2858036.2858128]

26. Schueller SM, Neary M, Lai J, Epstein DA. Understanding people's use of and perspectives on mood-tracking apps: interview
study. JMIR Ment Health 2021 Aug 11;8(8):e29368 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/29368] [Medline: 34383678]

27. Boucher EM, McNaughton EC, Harake N, Stafford JL, Parks AC. The impact of a digital intervention (Happify) on loneliness
during COVID-19: qualitative focus group. JMIR Ment Health 2021 Feb 08;8(2):e26617 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/26617] [Medline: 33498011]

28. Dederichs M, Weber J, Pischke CR, Angerer P, Apolinário-Hagen J. Exploring medical students' views on digital mental
health interventions: a qualitative study. Internet Interv 2021 Sep;25:100398 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1016/j.invent.2021.100398] [Medline: 34026567]

29. Berry N, Lobban F, Bucci S. A qualitative exploration of service user views about using digital health interventions for
self-management in severe mental health problems. BMC Psychiatry 2019 Jan 21;19(1):35 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1186/s12888-018-1979-1] [Medline: 30665384]

30. Carolan S, de Visser RO. Employees' perspectives on the facilitators and barriers to engaging with digital mental health
interventions in the workplace: qualitative study. JMIR Ment Health 2018 Jan 19;5(1):e8 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/mental.9146] [Medline: 29351900]

31. Green G, Shkel J, Le S, Kaveladze B, Marcotte V, Rushton K, et al. A pilot randomized controlled trial of a novel digital
intervention exploring "crowdsourcing" to reduce depression and anxiety. 2022 May Presented at: Association for
Psychological Science Annual Convention; May 26-29, 2022; Chicago, IL

32. Take a Mental Health Test. Mental Health America. URL: https://screening.mhanational.org/screening-tools/ [accessed
2023-01-28]

33. Kroenke K, Spitzer RL, Williams JB. The PHQ-9: validity of a brief depression severity measure. J Gen Intern Med 2001
Sep;16(9):606-613 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1046/j.1525-1497.2001.016009606.x] [Medline: 11556941]

34. Spitzer RL, Kroenke K, Williams JB, Löwe B. A brief measure for assessing generalized anxiety disorder: the GAD-7.
Arch Intern Med 2006 May 22;166(10):1092-1097 [doi: 10.1001/archinte.166.10.1092] [Medline: 16717171]

35. Fusch P, Ness L. Are we there yet? Data saturation in qualitative research. Qual Report 2015 Sep 8;20(9):1408-1416 [doi:
10.46743/2160-3715/2015.2281]

36. Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol 2006 Jan;3(2):77-101 [doi:
10.1191/1478088706qp063oa]

37. Insel TR, Gogtay N. National Institute of Mental Health clinical trials: new opportunities, new expectations. JAMA Psychiatry
2014 Jul 01;71(7):745-746 [doi: 10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2014.426] [Medline: 24806613]

38. Graham AK, Lattie EG, Mohr DC. Experimental therapeutics for digital mental health. JAMA Psychiatry 2019 Dec
01;76(12):1223-1224 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2019.2075] [Medline: 31433448]

39. Hundt NE, Mignogna J, Underhill C, Cully JA. The relationship between use of CBT skills and depression treatment
outcome: a theoretical and methodological review of the literature. Behav Ther 2013 Mar;44(1):12-26 [doi:
10.1016/j.beth.2012.10.001] [Medline: 23312423]

40. Donkin L, Christensen H, Naismith SL, Neal B, Hickie IB, Glozier N. A systematic review of the impact of adherence on
the effectiveness of e-therapies. J Med Internet Res 2011 Aug 05;13(3):e52 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.1772]
[Medline: 21821503]

JMIR Form Res 2023 | vol. 7 | e46062 | p. 12https://formative.jmir.org/2023/1/e46062
(page number not for citation purposes)

Shkel et alJMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://www.jmir.org/2019/9/e14567/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/14567
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31573916&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2019.11.167
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31969272&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2010.00204.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21745235&dopt=Abstract
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/21710256
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10488-011-0364-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21710256&dopt=Abstract
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/29456295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cpsp.12154
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29456295&dopt=Abstract
https://www.researchprotocols.org/2019/10/e14990/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/14990
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31599736&dopt=Abstract
https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0084323
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0084323
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24465404&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858128
https://mental.jmir.org/2021/8/e29368/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/29368
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=34383678&dopt=Abstract
https://mental.jmir.org/2021/2/e26617/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/26617
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33498011&dopt=Abstract
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S2214-7829(21)00038-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.invent.2021.100398
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=34026567&dopt=Abstract
https://bmcpsychiatry.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12888-018-1979-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12888-018-1979-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30665384&dopt=Abstract
https://mental.jmir.org/2018/1/e8/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mental.9146
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29351900&dopt=Abstract
https://screening.mhanational.org/screening-tools/
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/11556941
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2001.016009606.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=11556941&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archinte.166.10.1092
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=16717171&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2015.2281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2014.426
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24806613&dopt=Abstract
https://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/31433448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2019.2075
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31433448&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2012.10.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23312423&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2011/3/e52/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.1772
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=21821503&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


41. O'Leary K, Schueller S, Wobbrock J, Pratt W. “Suddenly, we got to become therapists for each other”: designing peer
support chats for mental health. In: Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
2018 Presented at: CHI '18: CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems; Apr 21 - 26, 2018; Montreal QC
Canada [doi: 10.1145/3173574.3173905]

42. Hitchcock P, Forman E, Herbert J. Best learning practices for internet treatments. Behavior Therapist 2016;39(2):51-55
43. Hayhurst KP, Drake RJ, Massie JA, Dunn G, Lewis SW. Patients' subjective rating of mental health improvement in a

randomised controlled trial. Psychiatry Res 2015 Sep 30;229(1-2):593-595 [doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2015.07.038] [Medline:
26208989]

44. van Os J, Gilvarry C, Bale R, van Horn E, Tattan T, White I, et al. To what extent does symptomatic improvement result
in better outcome in psychotic illness? UK700 Group. Psychol Med 1999 Sep 01;29(5):1183-1195 [doi:
10.1017/s0033291799001014] [Medline: 10576310]

45. Malterud K, Siersma VD, Guassora AD. Sample size in qualitative interview studies: guided by information power. Qual
Health Res 2016 Nov 10;26(13):1753-1760 [doi: 10.1177/1049732315617444] [Medline: 26613970]

Abbreviations
CBT: cognitive behavioral therapy
DASS: Depression Anxiety and Stress Scale
DMHI: digital mental health intervention
GAD-7: Generalized Anxiety Disorder-7
PHQ-9: Patient Health Questionnaire-9
RCT: randomized controlled trial

Edited by A Mavragani; submitted 28.01.23; peer-reviewed by B Chaudhry, P Dabas; comments to author 27.02.23; revised version
received 04.03.23; accepted 06.03.23; published 20.06.23

Please cite as:
Shkel J, Green G, Le S, Kaveladze B, Marcotte V, Rushton K, Nguyen T, Schueller SM
Understanding Users’ Experiences of a Novel Web-Based Cognitive Behavioral Therapy Platform for Depression and Anxiety:
Qualitative Interviews From Pilot Trial Participants
JMIR Form Res 2023;7:e46062
URL: https://formative.jmir.org/2023/1/e46062
doi: 10.2196/46062
PMID:

©Jane Shkel, Gavin Green, Stacey Le, Benjamin Kaveladze, Veronique Marcotte, Kevin Rushton, Theresa Nguyen, Stephen M
Schueller. Originally published in JMIR Formative Research (https://formative.jmir.org), 20.06.2023. This is an open-access
article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/),
which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in JMIR
Formative Research, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information, a link to the original publication on
https://formative.jmir.org, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

JMIR Form Res 2023 | vol. 7 | e46062 | p. 13https://formative.jmir.org/2023/1/e46062
(page number not for citation purposes)

Shkel et alJMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173905
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2015.07.038
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26208989&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/s0033291799001014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=10576310&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732315617444
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26613970&dopt=Abstract
https://formative.jmir.org/2023/1/e46062
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/46062
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

