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Abstract
Objective—To confirm that patients ad-
mitted to hospital with a head injury ben-
efit from a routinely oVered early
intervention service.
Patients and methods—Amixed rural and
urban Health District of 560 000 people
with two accident and emergency depart-
ments provided the setting. Existing rou-
tine services for most patients with head
injury are minimal. All patients aged
16–65 years admitted to hospital after a
head injury of any severity, with or
without other injuries entered the trial.
Prospective randomisation, with a block
randomisation procedure was used to
allocate all eligible patients to either: a
group oVered an additional service by a
specialist team; or a group receiving
existing standard services. Patients were
assessed at follow up six months after
injury. The primary outcome measure
was the Rivermead head injury follow up
questionnaire, a validated and reliable
measure of social disability. The River-
mead post-concussion symptoms ques-
tionnaire was used to estimate severity of
post-concussion symptoms. Each patient
in the trial group was contacted 7–10 days
after injury, and oVered assessment and
interventions as needed. These initially
focused on the provision of information,
support, and advice. Forty six per cent of
patients in the trial group also received
further outpatient intervention or addi-
tional support by telephone.
Results—314 patients were registered: 184
were randomised into the trial group, 130
into the control group. For prognostic
data, the groups were comparable at ran-
domisation, and remained comparable
when assessed at six months. 132 trial and
86 control patients were followed up at six
months after injury. Patients’ post-
traumatic amnesia ranged from mild
(n=79, 40%), andmoderate (n=62, 32%), to
severe (n=38, 19%) and very severe (n=17,
9%). The trial group patients had signifi-
cantly less social disability (p=0.01) and
significantly less severe post-concussion
symptoms (p=0.02) at follow up at six
months after injury than the control
group patients.
Conclusions—The early interventions of-
fered by a specialist service significantly
reduced social morbidity and severity of
post-concussion symptoms in trial group
patients at six months after head injury.
Recommendations about how specialist

services should be targeted are made both
in the light of these results and those from
a previous randomised controlled trial.
(J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 1998;65:177–183)

Keywords: head injury; follow up service; randomised
controlled trial; outcome

Head injuries are common. Epidemiological
studies suggest that between 250 and 300 hos-
pital admissions a year/100 000 of the popula-
tion in Britain involve a head injury.1 Although
as few as 7% of patients may be severely
injured,2 they have been the focus for services
for the head injured. A recent randomised con-
trolled trial of a routine early intervention serv-
ice for patients with head injury of any severity,
suggested that patients with post-traumatic
amnesia>1 hour did benefit in terms of a
reduced level of social morbidity.3 This second
study aimed to confirm and clarify findings
from the earlier trial.
Mild and moderate head injuries are usually

defined as those resulting in post-traumatic
amnesia<24 hours, or Glasgow coma scale
(GCS) 13–15, or a loss of consciousness<30
minutes,4 and account for at least 75% of all
head injuries.5 As many as 50% of patients with
such injuries experience a range of post-
concussion symptoms which can include head-
aches, dizziness, fatigue, irritability, reduced
concentration, sleep disturbance, memory dys-
function, anxiety and depression, sensitivity to
noise or light, and double or blurred vision.6 7

These symptoms usually resolve spontaneously
within 3 to 6 months after injury,8 9 although a
minority of patients experience symptoms up
to and beyond 1 year.10 Symptoms, at least ini-
tially, may be associated with one or more of
the following: diVuse axonal injury,11 changes
in cerebral blood flow,12 minor intracranial
lesions seen on MRI,13 vestibular damage,9 or
slowed information processing.14 They can be
exacerbated or maintained by emotional or
cognitive stress, depression, or anxiety (includ-
ing post-traumatic stress).15–18 In the past,
research has concentrated on the possible psy-
chological mechanisms involved in post-
concussion symptoms, including stress, acci-
dent neurosis, and malingering, but more
recently organic mechanisms have been dem-
onstrated or implicated using MRI, single pho-
ton emission computerised tomography
(SPECT), and PET.19 Post-concussion symp-
toms can cause significant psychosocial prob-
lems for the patient, both at home and at work,
and often coincide with neuropsychological
impairments—for example, dysfunction of
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memory and speed of information
processing.14 20

Managing problems experienced after head
injury is not well researched. One controlled
unmatched non-randomised study investigated
early case management of patients with severe
head injury and found that this did not aVect
outcome.21 However, psychological interven-
tions for the less severely injured, including
reassurance, information giving, and advice,
have been investigated in controlled treatment
trials, and findings have indicated that the
interventions were associated with significant
reductions in the intensity and number of
symptoms, and quicker return to work.22 23

In 1988 the Medical Disability Society
recommended that “every patient attending
hospital after head injury should be registered
and oVered an out-patient appointment”.4 A
recent study investigated the validity of this
recommendation, using a large scale ran-
domised control trial to establish whether
oVering a specialist routine early follow up
service to all patients presenting to hospital
with a head injury of any severity aVected their
outcomes six months later.3 The results
suggested that patients with a head injury
resulting in post-traumatic amnesia>1 hour
achieved significantly better outcomes if they
had received the service. This finding, however,
emerged by post hoc analysis; the population
studied included a large proportion of patients
with mild injuries (72% had post-traumatic
amnesia<1 hour), and very minor injuries
(48% without post-traumatic amnesia or loss
of consciousness). When data from these
patients were included in the analysis, no
diVerences were found between the trial and
control groups. A follow up rate for patients at
six months of 41% also made it diYcult to
draw definitive conclusions from the data.
The study described here tested these

findings prospectively by investigating whether
a routine specialist early follow up service,
oVered to patients with non-trivial head injury,
aVected outcome at 6 months. The service
provided and procedures used were virtually
identical to those in the previous study, with
the diVerence that patients seen in accident
and emergency departments but not admitted
to hospital (those most likely to have had only
minor or trivial head injuries), were excluded.

Method
All patients aged between 16 and 65, resident
in Oxfordshire (total population 560 000;
Health Authority Code QCE), admitted to
hospital with a head injury of any severity, and

regardless of any additional injuries, were
registered using methods described in a previ-
ous paper.24 A head injury was defined as “any
blow to the head causing a clinical diagnosis of
head injury to be made”. The diYculty in
defining a head injury has been discussed
elsewhere,25 and it has been noted previously
that many inpatients with a head injury do not
have this recorded in their notes.25 To register
as many patients as possible, a member of the
Oxford Head Injury Service (OXHIS) visited
the wards two or three times a week. Randomi-
sation into two groups was based on computer
generated random numbers with a preference
for trial patients (1.5:1). All patients were
informed of their inclusion in the study by let-
ter (as required by the ethics committee). Both
groups continued to have access to existing
hospital services such as the outpatient fracture
clinic, but normal clinical services locally do
not include routine follow up of patients
admitted to hospital after an uncomplicated
head injury. The group receiving the early
intervention service are referred to as the
“trial” group. Those receiving only the existing
hospital services and not contacted until 6
months after injury are referred to as the “con-
trol” group.

INTERVENTION

Patients randomised to receive the additional
service (trial group), were approached at 7 to
10 days after injury, or as soon as possible
thereafter. The OXHIS clinicians, a senior
nurse therapist, and a senior clinical psycholo-
gist, all with experience of working with
patients with head injury, aimed to see patients
face to face wherever and whenever was most
convenient for them. When it was impossible
either to contact the patient by telephone, or to
see them in person, the service intervention
comprised sending the patient an information
leaflet about the management of possible
symptoms after a head injury.26 This was
accompanied by a letter with a tear oV slip to
return if they wished to speak to someone
about their head injury.
All those interviewed, either face to face or

by telephone, were assessed. Assessment by
telephone always included the collection of
basic epidemiological data, the administration
of the Rivermead post-concussion symptoms
questionnaire (RPQ),27 and the estimation of
the duration of post-traumatic amnesia using
the Rivermead post-traumatic amnesia proto-
col (RPP).28 The RPQ lists 16 of the most
common post-concussion symptoms, derived
from the literature, and asks the patient to rate

Table 1 Abbreviations used

Abbreviation Full title Domain assessed

GCS Glasgow coma scale Coma; head injury severity
HADS Hospital anxiety and depression scale Psychological distress
IES Impact of event scale Psychological severity of accident
OXHIS Oxford head injury service
PCS Post-concussion symptoms
PTA Post-traumatic amnesia Head injury severity
RHFUQ Rivermead head injury follow up questionnaire Social, functional consequences of head injury
RPP Rivermead PTA protocol Method of measuring PTA
RPQ Rivermead post-concussion symptoms questionnaire Severity of ongoing symptoms
SOMC Short orientation memory concentration test Current memory, concentration, orientation
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how problematic, if at all, each symptom has
been compared with before their head injury. A
reliable and valid total score can be obtained by
summing all ratings (except 1, which denotes
no change in a symptom). Face to face assess-
ment also included the administration of the
impact of event scale (IES),29 the hospital
anxiety and depression scale (HADS),30 and
the short orientation memory and concentra-
tion test (SOMC, table 1).31

After the assessment, trial group patients
(and where necessary family members) were
given information, advice, and support as

appropriate relating to managing post-
concussion symptoms; coping with reduced
speed of information processing; likely progno-
sis and recovery times; how to reduce the
eVects of cognitive and emotional stress on
post-concussion symptoms and vice versa; the
nature of, and ways to cope with, post-
traumatic stress; and advice on graduated
return to normal levels of activity. Information
sheets on coping with reduced speed of
information processing, post-traumatic stress
and memory problems were developed by the
OXHIS from the existing literature and used as
needed.26 (Copies available on request.)
Patients were contacted by telephone or

given outpatient appointments to monitor and
provide further interventions when required.
These included continuing advice, support,
counselling, neuropsychological assessment
and treatment, cognitive behavioural psycho-
therapy, and referral to other specialists. The
interventions provided by the OXHIS and the
potential dangers of oVering bland reassurance
and general advice without specialist assess-
ment are described in detail elsewhere.19 26 All
trial group patients had open access to the
OXHIS and could contact it at any time. Six
control group patients also contacted the

Flow of patients through RCT.

Registered, eligible patients
(n = 321)

Randomised
(n = 314)

Trial Control

Not randomised: late registration
(n = 7)

Allocated to be contacted by OXHIS (n = 184)

   Limited service, died (n = 3)

   Letter sent with advice (n = 181)

      No further contact (n = 44)

      Telephone contact and advice only (n = 19)

      Seen, assessed, advised once only (n = 35)

      Seen, assessed, advised, telephone follow up (n = 62)

      Seen, assessed, advised, outpatient follow up (n = 21)

Not seen at follow up (n = 52)

   Not contacted: died (n = 3)

   Moved away, other reasons (n = 5)

   Refused (n = 6)

   Unable to contact (n = 38)

Not seen at follow up (n = 44)

   No service: died (n = 2)

   Moved away, other reasons (n = 2)

   Refused (n = 4)

   Unable to contact (n = 36)

Completed trial, full data (n = 132) Completed trial, full data (n = 86)

Allocated to receive standard service (n = 130)

   Limited service, died (n = 2)

   Patient contacted OXHIS (n = 6)

Table 2 Data on age and sex at randomisation

Trial (n=184) Control (n=130)

Age (y, n (%))
16–19 31 (17) 20 (15)
20–24 33 (18) 24 (18)
25–29 23 (12) 17 (13)
30–34 22 (12) 20 (15)
35–39 22 (12) 10 (8)
40–44 10 (5) 12 (9)
45–49 8 (4) 12 (9)
50–54 12 (6) 8 (6)
55–59 12 (6) 7 (5)
>60 11 (6) 0

Mean (SD) 33.53 (13.99) 32.45 (12.23)
Sex (n (%))
M 130 (71) 102 (78)
F 54 (29) 28 (22)

Routine follow up after head injury 179
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service (after receipt of the letter notifying
them of the study). They were assessed and
oVered treatment.

FOLLOW UP

At six months after injury all randomised
patients were contacted, initially by letter and
then by telephone, to ask whether they were
willing to be followed up. The assessors were
independent of the initial service provision and
blind to the randomisation. Patients were seen
face to face at home or as outpatients whenever
possible, but to increase the follow up rate, they
were also interviewed over the telephone if
necessary. Every eVort was made to contact as
many patients as possible, including repeated
telephone calls and second letters.
At the follow up assessment, data were

collected on demographic details (age, sex,
marital status, employment status, etc) and
details of the injury (cause, associated injuries,

etc). Specific clinical assessments included the
duration of post-traumatic amnesia using the
Rivermead post-traumatic amnesia protocol
(RPP)28; the Rivermead postconcussion symp-
toms questionnaire (RPQ)27; and the River-
mead head injury follow-up questionnaire
(RHFUQ).32 The RHFUQ lists 10 aspects of
everyday life commonly aVected by an appreci-
able, but not necessarily severe, head injury.
The patient rates the degree to which their
experience of each item has changed since their
injury. A reliable and valid total score can be
obtained by summing the ratings on all items.

ANALYSIS

The data have been analysed primarily accord-
ing to the group allocation (an “intention to
treat” analysis), but subgroup analysis has
investigated the eVect of the six control group
patients who received the early intervention
service. Statistical tests used to compare
groups were primarily for non-parametric data
and comprised the ÷2 test and the Mann-
Whitney U test, with two tailed p values. Ethi-
cal approval for the study was obtained. The
first study suggested that 200 patients should
be included to detect a diVerence.

Results
Three hundred and fourteen patients were
randomised: 184 to receive the additional
intervention (the “trial” group) and 130 to
receive only existing standard services (the
“control” group). The figure shows the flow of
patients in the trial. Seven patients were
excluded because they were notified to the
head injury register more than six weeks after
injury. At six month follow up 218 (69%) ran-
domised patients were interviewed, 132 (71%)
from the trial group, 86 (66%) from the control
group. There was no evidence of selective
follow up of either group (÷2=0.23). The
groups were comparable for age and sex at ran-
domisation (table 2).
Statistical tests on data collected at six

month follow up relating to the accident itself
and the patient’s premorbid social situation
indicated no significant diVerences (p<0.05)
between the trial and control groups for age,
sex, marital status, employment situation,
cause of injury, or associated injuries sustained
or severity of head injury as measured by post-
traumatic amnesia (table 3).
At six months, the trial group’s totalled

ratings on the RHFUQ32 were significantly
lower than those of the control group (Mann-
Whitney U test: z=−2.54; p=0.01), indicating
that the trial group patients experienced less
disruption of social activities. Table 4 shows the
frequencies of specific disabilities reported and
the range of ratings.
The trial group also had significantly lower

ratings than the control group on the RPQ27

(Mann-Whitney U test: z=−2.27; p=0.02),
indicating that the trial group patients experi-
enced fewer or less severe post-concussion
symptoms. Table 5 shows the frequency of spe-
cific reported symptoms and range of totalled
ratings.

Table 3 Demographic data from patients interviewed at 6
months

Trial
(n=132)
(n (%))

Control
(n=86)
(n (%))

Marital status:
Single adult (>18 y) 55 (42) 32 (37)
Married, cohabiting 54 (41) 39 (45)
Child <18 9 (7) 6 (7)
Divorced, widowed, separated 14 (11) 9 (11)

Employment:
In education: child, student 15 (11) 9 (11)
Full time employment 75 (57) 52 (61)
Part time employment 8 (6) 9 (11)
Unemployed—seeking work 9 (7) 3 (4)
Unemployed—not seeking work 10 (8) 6 (7)
Self employed 8 (6) 6 (7)
Retired 1 (1) 0 (0)
Other 5 (4) 1 (1)
Missing data 1 (1) 0 (0)

Accident type:
Road traYc accident, including
pedestrian 54 (41) 36 (42)

Cyclist 13 (10) 8 (9)
Horse riding 3 (2) 4 (5)
Domestic accident 9 (7) 8 (9)
Work accident 10 (8) 5 (6)
Assault 16 (12) 10 (12)
Sport 7 (5) 4 (5)
Other 20 (15) 11 (13)

Post-traumatic amnesia (PTA) as estimated at 6 month follow
up:
<1 h 48 (41) 31 (40)
>1h<24 h 39 (33) 23 (29)
>24<7 days 21 (18) 17 (22)
>7 days 10 (8) 7 (9)
Unable to estimate 14 8

Table 4 Frequency of reported changes in work, relations, social, and leisure activities at
six months

Trial Control

Item (n (%))
Participating in conversation with one 27 (21) 24 (28)
Participating in conversation with >2 31 (24) 27 (31)
Performing routine domestic activities 19 (14) 20 (23)
Participating in previous social activities 23 (17) 30 (35)
Participating in previous leisure activities 27 (21) 28 (33)
Maintaining previous work load 23 (17) 21 (24)
Finding work more tiring 34 (26) 27 (31)
Relationships with your friends 19 (14) 16 (19)
Relationship with your partner 15 (11) 19 (22)
Ability to cope with family demands 14 (11) 22 (26)

RHFUQ sum total ratings (n (%)):
0 58 (44) 28 (52)
1–10 45 (34) 28 (32)
11–20 21 (16) 17 (20)
21–30 6 (4) 12 (14)
31–40 2 (1) 1 (1)

Mean (SD) 5.36 (7.81) 8.23 (8.75)
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Table 6 shows subgroup analysis of the
totalled ratings on the RHFUQ and RPQ for
the control and trial groups, each divided
according to severity of head injury (as
measured by post-traumatic amnesia). When
patients were classified using traditional crite-
ria into mild, moderate, severe, or very severe
groups28 the main benefit appeared in the mild
and moderate groups. When diVerent cut oV
points for post-traumatic amnesia were used,
patients with post-traumatic amnesia<7 days
seemed to benefit most from the early interven-
tion service, at least for better social outcomes.
Six of the patients interviewed at 6 months

had been randomised to the control group but
had received the early intervention. All these
patients had significant scores on the RHFUQ
(median=12, range 8–21) or RPQ (me-
dian=20, range 2–33), and all but one had
post-traumatic amnesia<24 hours. They were
almost certainly a self selected group of
patients with appreciable problems who had
asked to receive a service. When they were
excluded from analyses, Mann-Whitney test
results remained significant for both RHFUQ

scores (z=−2.04, p=0.04) and RPQ scores
(z=−1.92, p=0.05).
The intervention given to all trial group

patients included written information and
advice about coping with head injury. After
attempts to contact them by telephone or
letter, 44 (24%) did not respond and proved
impossible to contact. Nineteen (10%) were
contacted and given advice over the telephone,
35 (19%) were assessed face to face, 62 (34%)
were assessed face to face and required
additional telephone support, and 21 (12%)
were assessed face to face and required further
outpatient contact. Of those 52 trial group
patients who were not interviewed at six month
follow up, all had been given or sent written
information: 29 (56%) had not responded to
the invitation to contact the service, three (6%)
were contacted and given advice over the
telephone, six (11%) had had face to face con-
tact, 10 (19%) were assessed face to face and
required additional telephone support, and
four (8%) were assessed face to face and
required additional out patient contact. The six
control group patients who had contacted the
service for help were given written information
and two were seen once, two needed additional
telephone contact, and two additional face to
face contact. Three patients randomised to the
trial group died before the service could
contact them and two patients in the control
group died before the six month follow up
assessment.
The assessing clinicians guessed whether or

not patients had received a service and were
61% successful (X2=23.92) which is at greater
than chance levels. This was mainly because a
large proportion of control patients told the
clinicians that they had not received any inter-
vention before their assessments were com-
pleted.

Discussion
The results of this large randomised controlled
trial indicate that patients who received special-
ist intervention after head injury had signifi-
cantly less social disability and significantly less
severe post-concussion symptoms six months
after injury (p<0.05), compared with those
who did not receive the service.
The problems of defining and registering

patients with head injury have been discussed
previously in relation to the earlier randomised
controlled trial.24 There is no agreed single
diagnostic criterion: not all patients even
attend hospital and the diagnosis may be
missed. It is inevitable that not all patients will
have been registered and some clinicians might
not agree on the diagnosis in every case.
Moreover, it is possible that patients who had
had severe injuries and were considered likely
to die were not notified. However, all patients
surviving a severe head injury would have been
registered because team members visited the
ward every week.The number of patients in the
age range studied was that anticipated and we
think that the patients randomised were
representative of patients admitted to and dis-
charged alive from most trauma wards with
head injury.

Table 5 Patients reporting symptoms after concussion at 6
month follow up

Symptoms (n(%)) Trial Control

Headache 34 (26) 33 (38)
Nausea, vomiting 12 (9) 15 (17)
Dizziness 30 (23) 22 (26)
Noise sensitivity 34 (26) 25 (29)
Sleep disturbance 26 (20) 28 (33)
Fatigue 47 (36) 46 (54)
Irritability 38 (29) 36 (42)
Feeling depressed 33 (25) 29 (34)
Feeling frustrated 37 (28) 37 (43)
Poor memory 50 (38) 36 (42)
Poor concentration 30 (23) 31 (36)
Taking longer to think 34 (26) 30 (35)
Blurred vision 12 (9) 16 (19)
Sensitivity to light 20 (15) 20 (23)
Double vision 3 (2) 4 (5)
Restlessness 29 (22) 21 (24)
RPQ sum total ratings
0+1 39 (30) 21 (24)
2–10 50 (38) 18 (21)
11–20 17 (13) 23 (27)
21–30 16 (12) 10 (11)
31–40 7 (5) 10 (11)
41–64 3 (2) 5 (7)

Mean (SD) 9.8 (11.7) 13.9 (13.6)

Table 6 Subgroup analysis of RHFUQ and RPQ Mann–Whitney scores at 6 months
follow up

Trial Control Total

RHFUQ RPQ

z Score p Value z Score p Value

PTA class*
Mild
PTA <1 hr 48 31 79 −2.29 0.02 −1.78 0.07
Moderate
PTA >1 h<24 h 39 23 62 −1.75 0.08 −0.63 0.53
Severe
PTA >24 h<7 days 21 17 38 −2.81 0.72 −0.13 0.89
Very severe
PTA >7 days 10 7 17 −0.05 0.96 −0.20 0.84

PTA subgroups*:
PTA=0 27 14 41 −2.57 0.01 −1.88 0.06
PTA <1 h 48 31 79 −2.29 0.02 −1.78 0.07
PTA >1 h 70 47 117 −1.36 0.17 −0.45 0.65
PTA <24 h 87 54 141 −2.81 0.005 −1.88 0.06
PTA >24 h 31 24 55 −0.145 0.88 −0.01 0.99
PTA <7 days 108 71 179 −2.59 0.01 −1.80 0.07
PTA >7 days 10 7 17 −0.05 0.96 −0.20 0.84

*PTA data for 22 patients were unassessable.

Routine follow up after head injury 181
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Baseline information collected at the time of
admission was minimal as there was no routine
assessment at the time of notification to
randomisation. Practical considerations such
as staV resources available and the diYculty in
tracing and contacting such a large number of
people, many of whom were well, made it
impossible to undertake a formal assessment
within the first few days. Furthermore, the
process of contacting and interviewing all ran-
domised patients would probably have been
therapeutic, as providing information and reas-
surance would have been unavoidable, aVect-
ing data from the control group. Data in hospi-
tal records are often unreliable and incomplete.
The main prognostic factor, post-traumatic
amnesia, was assessed at six months after injury
in all patients interviewed and this has been
shown to be valid and reliable.28 The randomi-
sation process was successful (tables 2 and 3)
in that there were no significant epidemiologi-
cal diVerences between trial and control groups
(p<0.05). We have no reason to doubt that the
groups were comparable.
The percentage of patients followed up

(69%) was better in this study than in the pre-
vious randomised control trial,3 and was good
for this particular population of patients. A
more complete follow up would be extremely
diYcult to achieve in a group of patients who
often may have recovered fully, most of whom
who work, and for whom there is no obvious
incentive to cooperate with researchers. The
information needed to get in touch with
younger patients is often unavailable. For some
patients, their head injuries may have arisen in
traumatic circumstances which they do not
wish to discuss.We have no reason to think that
follow up was biased towards either group. It is
likely that most of those patients not inter-
viewed at 6 months had few symptoms. The
clinicians undertaking the 6 month follow up
had not been involved in giving treatment and
we think that the follow up data collected were
not biased.
The outcome measures used were those

already tested for reliability and validity in this
type of research.3 We did not use any specific
tests of cognitive function. This would have
reduced the follow up rate significantly (they
cannot be done quickly or by telephone).
Moreover, from the perspective of the patient it
is their symptomatology and disability that
concerns them. The lack of data on cognitive
skills does make it more diYcult to understand
how the intervention helped patients, but does
not reduce the validity of the findings.
Two possible reasons why an overall benefit

to the trial group patients was shown in the
present study but not the previous randomised
control trial3 suggest themselves. The earlier
study included a large proportion of patients
with no post-traumatic amnesia (48%), or,
with post-traumatic amnesia<1 hour ( 72%),
who had no social disability and no post-
concussion symptoms at six month follow up
(57% and 43% respectively). In the present
study, only 40% of patients had post-traumatic
amnesia<1 hour, only 39% had no disability at
follow up, and only 28% had no post-

concussion symptoms at follow up (tables 4
and 5). The present study was influenced far
less, therefore, by the “flooring” eVects of large
numbers of trivial head injuries. Secondly,
more patients in the present study received
additional intervention rather than information
alone: 33% had extra telephone support and
12% outpatient intervention, compared with
13% and 6% respectively in the first ran-
domised control trial
Tables 4 and 5 can be used to estimate the

practical benefits arising from the service.
Table 4 suggests that the most common social
disabilities to be benefited by intervention
included relationship with partner, coping with
family demands, ability to participate in social
activities, and, ability to enjoy leisure activities.
Table 5 suggests that the most common
post-concussion symptoms to be reduced by
intervention included concentration diYcul-
ties, headaches, fatigue, sleep disturbance, irri-
tability; and, frustration. The mean totalled
ratings for the control and trial groups were 8
and 5 respectively on the RHFUQ, and 14 and
10 respectively on the RPQ.
This suggests that the social disabilities

which a representative control group patient
might experience at six months could include
moderate problems in their relationship with
their partner, moderate problems in enjoying
leisure activities, and mild problems coping
with family demands. A comparable trial group
patient might only experience moderate prob-
lems in enjoying leisure activities. Similarly, the
post-concussion symptoms of a representative
control group patient could include severe
problems with concentration and fatigue, and
moderate problems with irritability and head-
ache. A comparable trial group patient might
experience only mild problems with fatigue
and concentration, and moderate problems
with irritability and headache. The results sug-
gest that the intervention helped patients
significantly in coping with social disability,
probably by encouraging the use of better
compensatory strategies. They also show that
the intervention reduced the severity of post-
concussion symptoms, probably by minimising
the eVects of a vicious cycle of anxiety exacer-
bating post-concussion symptoms and vice
versa.
Tables 4 and 5, however, also show that at 6

months after injury a significant number of
patients continued to experience some social
disability (61%) and post-concussion symp-
toms (72%). This highlights the danger of giv-
ing bland reassurance which can cause anger
and frustration in patients if their symptoms
and disabilities do in fact persist.19

Table 6 shows the subgroup analysis suggest-
ing that the patients who benefited the most
from the intervention were those whose
post-traumatic amnesia was <7 days. Those
with post-traumatic amnesia >7 days ap-
peared not to benefit. The importance of these
findings are diYcult to assess because the
number of very severely injured patients was
small, although explanations do suggest them-
selves. Firstly, it is possible that a ceiling eVect
arose from the last group as the outcome
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measures were not designed for patients with
very severe injuries. Such patients often have
quantitatively and qualitatively diVerent prob-
lems from those whose injuries were less
severe. Secondly, the more severely injured
patients (who are likely to have remained in
hospital many months, and often transferred to
a specialist centre and received rehabilitation)
may not have benefited from the service the
input of which was more appropriate for
patients well enough to be discharged home
and no longer in post-traumatic amnesia. This
finding is consistent with the lack of influence
seen in the study of case management.21

Thirdly, it is possible that benefits for this
group of patients might not be evident as early
as six months after injury.
In summary, the results suggest that all

patients with head injury with post-traumatic
amnesia<7 days would benefit from routine
early intervention by a specialist service if their
head injuries or other injuries are suYciently
serious for them to be admitted to hospital. A
previous study suggested that patients experi-
encing significant post-concussion symptoms,
or increased anxiety, or significant depression,
or evidence of post-traumatic stress, early after
injury, were those most likely to experience
persisting post-concussion symptoms later
on.33 They would probably also benefit from
routine early intervention, as would all patients
with post-traumatic amnesia>1 hour who
attend accident and emergency departments
only and are not admitted to hospital.3

The Medical Disability Society’s
recommendation that all patients with head
injury should be followed up routinely requires
modification. On the evidence of these results
we recommend that all patients admitted to
trauma wards with a head injury should be
oVered early specialist follow up services
routinely, as should any patient with post-
traumatic amnesia>1 hour who attends an
accident and emergency department. Specialist
services should also be available to patients
attending an accident and emergency depart-
ments or consulting their general practitioner
who report appreciable post-concussion symp-
toms symptoms, depression, anxiety or post-
traumatic stress within a few weeks of their
injury, regardless of their post-traumatic amne-
sia.
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