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ABSTRACT
Objective Previous research on coping strategies of 
patients with SLE showed that there are no absolute 
adaptive or maladaptive strategies and that the range of 
potential coping strategies is large and heterogeneous. 
In this paper, we aimed to identify, in a large sample of 
patients with SLE (N=3222), the most frequent words used 
by patients to describe their coping strategies, to group 
them into significant themes and to test their possible 
association with specific patient characteristics.
Methods Our analyses were based on the data set of the 
European survey ‘Living with Lupus in 2020’ (N=3222). 
Through the T- LAB software, we analysed the answers 
that adult participants gave to an open- ended question 
about how they cope with the disease. We identified the 
most frequent words, and with hierarchical cluster analysis 
we grouped them into semantic clusters (ie, themes) that 
were characterised by specific patterns of words. Finally, 
we tested the possible association between clusters 
and illustrative variables (sociodemographics, disease 
characteristics, quality of life).
Results Five coping strategies were identified, each 
of them constituting an important percentage of the 
total word occurrences: positive attitude (22.58%), 
social support (25.46%), medical treatments (10.77%), 
healthy habits (20.74%) and avoid stress (20.45%). Each 
strategy was statistically associated with specific patient 
characteristics, such as age and organ involvement.
Conclusions Learning to adapt to a lifetime of having 
SLE may require replacing old coping strategies with more 
effective ones. Investigating patients’ coping strategies 
in relation to different patient characteristics represents 
a useful starting point for developing more targeted and 
efficacious interventions.

INTRODUCTION
SLE is a chronic systemic autoimmune disease 
that can affect many organs, including the 
skin, lung, kidney, heart, brain and joints, with 
different grades of severity. Even if some clus-
ters of clinical and immunological features 
have been identified, SLE exhibits consider-
able variation in its manifestations between 
individuals.1 2 SLE is much more frequent 
among women (about 90% of total diag-
noses) than men and prevalence rates gener-
ally range from 20 to 70 per 100 000 persons, 
with great variability between studies.3 4

SLE generally involves a variety of severe 
symptoms, with periods of intense flares and 
periods of remission.5–7 The clinical picture of 
SLE is very complex as it is not only related 
to disease activity but also to damage accrual, 
comorbidities and sometimes drug toxicity. As 
a result of the disease and its treatment, there 
are several limitations imposed on patients’ 
job, leisure and social activities, leading to 
poorer quality of life among patients than the 
general population.8–10

Thanks to recent improvements in the 
treatment of SLE, in the last decades fewer 
patients are dying early in their disease, and 
the study of psychosocial factors that may 
increase the chance of an adequate quality of 
life in patients with SLE is gradually growing 
in importance.11–14 In this regard, several 
authors underline the potential benefits of 
engaging patients in the active management 
of their condition.15 16 The present work 
specifically focuses on the resources and strat-
egies that patients with SLE report when they 
describe how they face their condition. Before 
presenting our results and their implication 
for interventions, in the next paragraph we 
briefly review previous psychosocial research 
on coping strategies and some of the recent 

Key messages

What is already known on this topic
 ⇒ The range of potential strategies to cope with SLE is 
large and heterogeneous.

What this study adds
 ⇒ Based on 3222 cases, we identified five coping 
strategies: positive attitude (22.58%), social support 
(25.46%), medical treatments (10.77%), healthy 
habits (20.74%) and avoid stress (20.45%).

How this study might affect research, practice and/
or policy

 ⇒ Patients with certain characteristics (both demo-
graphics and disease- related) may be willing to 
use some specific coping strategies, more or less 
functional, and this could orient future research and 
interventions.
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studies that considered the coping strategies of patients 
with SLE.

Coping with SLE
The literature offers a number of classifications of 
patients’ coping strategies, which are more or less stressor- 
dependent or generalisable to different situations. For 
example, a classic model distinguishes between approach 
and avoidance coping strategies.17 In an approach- 
oriented coping strategy, an individual attempts to deal 
with life events by actively approaching the stressor, for 
instance by seeking information and social support, by 
planning ahead and by attempting to solve the problems 
caused by the stressor. The opposite of the approach orien-
tation is a movement away from the stressor, referred to as 
an avoidance dimension, which may consist, for example, 
of a disengaged way of relating to stressful events, diver-
sion and escape.18

In another classic model of coping strategies, Lazarus 
and Folkman19 proposed the distinction between 
‘emotion- focused’ coping and ‘problem- focused’ coping. 
Emotion- focused coping is usually defined as aiming to 
manage the emotional distress that is associated with the 
situation. Problem- focused coping refers to the actions 
to modify the problem at hand and typically includes 
elements such as generating options to solve the problem, 
evaluating the pros and cons of different options, and 
implementing steps to solve the problem.19

However, in the literature, the distinction between these 
dimensions (approach- avoidance and problem- emotion) 
is not always clear and they have been sometimes consid-
ered as overlapping and for their possible intersec-
tions.20–23 In this way, a number of coping strategies were 
identified, such as (to mention some examples) denial, 
self- blaming, avoidance, resignation, self- distraction, 
behavioural disengagement, active coping (ie, taking 
active steps to circumvent the stressor), planning, seeking 
instrumental and emotional social support, humour, 
venting, turning to religion, and use of substances.20 23

A recent line of research paid particular attention to the 
coping strategies that are adopted by patients with SLE to 
face the disease and the related stress.24 25 For example, a 
qualitative study with 13 adults taking part in focus groups 
identified some ‘modifiable factors’ (social support, open 
communication about SLE and strong patient–provider 
relationships) and some ‘strategies’ (focusing on the posi-
tive side of SLE, reducing stress and technology) that can 
be helpful to face the disease.25 In general, the literature 
suggests that an active coping style seems to help preserve 
patients’ quality of life.24 However, there are no absolute 
‘adaptive’ or ‘maladaptive’ strategies, and the suitability 
of these depends on the situation that a patient could 
sustain.13 26 Moreover, the range of potential coping strat-
egies is so large and heterogeneous that further efforts 
are required to identify the coping strategies that are 
more frequently associated with specific characteristics of 
the patient and the disease.

Taking advantage of the availability of the data set 
‘Living with Lupus in 2020’, the aim of this study was to 
analyse the answers that adult patients with SLE gave to an 
open- ended question about the strategies that they used 
to cope with the disease, identifying the main themes.

METHODS
Procedure and participants
Lupus Europe is the European umbrella organisation 
that brings together national lupus patient organisations 
from across Europe. Covering many European coun-
tries, it represents over 30 000 patients in their respective 
memberships. The Lupus Europe board is composed of 
six trustees, who are all either lupus patients themselves 
or relatives of a patient with lupus. In 2020, Lupus Europe 
launched an internal online survey named ‘Living with 
Lupus in 2020’. The main aim of the survey was to get a 
picture of the impact of the disease on patients with lupus 
in Europe in 2020. Participants were invited to take part 
in the survey through an invitation that was published on 
the website of Lupus Europe and was distributed also by 
the national lupus patient organisations.

The survey was anonymous and covered several areas, 
including information about sociodemographics, disease 
characteristics and patients’ quality of life. It was made 
available to European patients with lupus both through 
a unique link to a multilingual start page on Lupus 
Europe’s website or through national language- specific 
direct access links. Data were collected in the platform 
SurveyLegend and were then downloaded as an Excel 
file. More information about data collection and descrip-
tive statistics on the entire sample are available in the 
publication by Cornet and colleagues.7

For the purposes of this study, all cases that reported 
missing values in one or more of the key variables were 
removed, as well as a minority of participants not reporting 
an SLE diagnosis. The final sample thus consisted of 3222 
valid cases.

Questionnaire
The focus of our work was on the coping strategies that were 
reported by patients. Participants were asked to identify 
the most relevant words to describe their ways of coping 
with their condition. The main variable (string) consisted 
of the answer to the question ‘What is the most important 
thing that helps you manage your condition?’ Patients 
were required to give a one- line textual answer (no more 
than 10 words) in their own language, which was subse-
quently translated to English for analyses.

Many patient characteristics were also assessed for their 
possible association with different coping strategies. 
Table 1 presents all the descriptive statistics. These vari-
ables included sociodemographics (gender, age, educa-
tion and employment status), disease characteristics 
(years from the diagnosis, organ involvement and disease 
under control), quality of life (functional autonomy, 
perceived pain and discomfort, anxiety, and depression).
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In regard to the quality of life dimensions, functional 
autonomy was assessed with three items about mobility 
(‘How do you assess your mobility, that is, your ability to 

walk around?’), self- care (‘How do you assess your ability 
to perform self- care tasks like washing or dressing your-
self?’) and daily activity (‘How do you assess your ability 
to perform normal daily activities, like studying, working, 
housework, leisure or participation in family life’), with 
possible answers ranging from 1 ‘not able’ to 5 ‘no 
problem at all’.7 A Cronbach’s α value of 0.84 was accept-
able and a mean index was calculated. Perceived pain/
discomfort (‘How do you assess your level of discomfort 
or pain?’, with answers ranging from 1 ‘no pain/discom-
fort’ to 5 ‘extreme pain/discomfort’) and anxiety/
depression (‘Do you feel anxious or depressed?’, with 
answers ranging from 1 ‘not at all’ to 5 ‘yes, extremely’) 
were assessed through single items.

Analysis
The answers to the open- ended question about coping 
were analysed through the software T- LAB Plus 2021. This 
software represents a set of linguistic and statistical tools 
for content analysis and text mining.27–29 Consistent with 
our main aim, the analytical process followed three main 
steps.
1. Identification of the most frequent words used in pa-

tients’ answers. After the importation process (ie, a 
series of processes that transform the texts into a set 
of tables integrated in the T- LAB database), T- LAB al-
lowed identification of the most frequent words that 
were used by the participants.

2. Identification of meaningful semantic clusters that 
are characterised by a specific pattern of words (ie, 
themes). We performed a singular value decomposition 
(SVD), followed by hierarchical cluster analysis. SVD 
is a technique for dimensionality reduction which can 
be used to discover the latent dimensions which deter-
mine semantic similarities between words (ie, the data 
table was a co- occurrence matrix whose rows and col-
umns were keywords). Cluster analysis uses the results 
of the SVD to identify semantic clusters (ie, themes) 
that are characterised by a specific pattern of words. 
In this sense, our approach was ‘bottom- up’, that is, an 
inductive approach in which the themes identified are 
strongly linked to the data themselves.27–30

3. Testing of the possible association between clusters 
and specific respondent characteristics (ie, illustra-
tive/categorical variables in the T- LAB environment). 
We tested the possible association between clusters 
and categorical variables through a test value,31 with a 
threshold value (test value >1.96) corresponding to sta-
tistical significance (p<0.05).

RESULTS
The mean age of the participants was 44.56 years 
(SD=12.24), with 3103 (96.31%) women and 119 (3.69%) 
men. The mean time from diagnosis (in years) was 12.82 
(SD=10.20). In T- LAB, illustrative variables must be cate-
gorical, and for this reason the scales about quality of 
life were also dichotomised. The responses to the items 

Table 1 Descriptive analyses of the illustrative variables

Variables Variable level Frequency (%)

Sociodemographic variables

  Gender Male 119 (3.69)

Female 3103 (96.31)

  Age 18–40 1232 (38.24)

41–60 1661 (51.55)

61–87 329 (10.21)

  Education Up to secondary 
education

1736 (53.88)

Higher education 1486 (46.12)

  Employment status Not working 1292 (40.10)

Part- time working 645 (20.02)

Full- time working 1285 (39.88)

  Years from diagnosis 0–5 970 (30.11)

6–15 1158 (35.94)

16–70 1094 (33.95)

Organ involvement

  Skin No 1307 (40.56)

Yes 1915 (59.44)

  Heart No 2674 (82.99)

Yes 548 (17.01)

  Bloodstream No 2343 (72.72)

Yes 879 (27.28)

  Lungs No 2646 (82.12)

Yes 576 (17.88)

  Central nervous 
system

No 2683 (83.27)

Yes 539 (16.73)

  Muscles No 1811 (56.21)

Yes 1411 (43.79)

  Joints No 542 (16.82)

Yes 2680 (83.18)

  Kidneys No 2247 (69.74)

Yes 975 (30.26)

  Antiphospholipid 
syndrome

No 2526 (78.40)

Yes 696 (21.60)

  Disease under control No 908 (28.18)

Yes 2314 (71.82)

Quality of life

  Functional autonomy Low 1750 (54.31)

High 1472 (45.69)

  Pain and discomfort Low 2005 (62.23)

High 1217 (37.77)

  Anxiety and 
depression

Low 2145 (66.57)

High 1077 (33.43)
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about pain/discomfort, anxiety/depression and func-
tional autonomy were provided on a range from 1 to 5. 
The items about pain/discomfort and anxiety/depres-
sion were recoded into ‘low’ (1–3) and ‘high’ (4–5). The 
value of functional autonomy was also recoded into ‘low’ 
(1–2) and ‘high’ (3–5). Table 1 presents all the descrip-
tive statistics and how the scales were categorised to be 
used as categorical (illustrative) variables in T- LAB.

Most frequent words
Table 2 presents the 30 most frequently reported words, 
including a wide range of actions, contexts and objects.

As a second output of analysis, we obtained a five- 
cluster solution, which is presented in table 3. The table 
reports the word occurrences in each cluster and the list 
of keywords that are characteristics of the cluster (also 
see online supplemental file 1). Finally, at the bottom of 
table 3, all the illustrative variables that are significantly 
associated with each cluster are also reported.

Cluster 1 ‘positive attitude’ is described by keywords 
that emphasise the mental positive attitude that the respon-
dents have, living with optimism and taking their strength 
from the presence of their children. This coping strategy is 
more frequent in patients more than 40 years of age with 
no critical organ involvement (such as the lungs or the 
central nervous system).

Cluster 2 ‘social support’ has to do with the support, 
love and understanding that the respondents receive from 
many people, including their partner (husband, spouse), 
family and friends. This coping strategy appears associated 
with age 18–40 years with kidney involvement and blood-
stream involvement.

Cluster 3 ‘trust in medical treatments’ is described by 
words related to good medical treatments, including drugs, 
controls and follow- ups with the rheumatologist. This is more 
frequent in patients aged 61 years or more with kidney 
involvement.

Cluster 4 ‘healthy habits’ has to do with a number of 
active behaviours for staying healthy, such as working, doing 
sports and exercises, meditation and relaxation, and paying 
attention to nutrition (eating, diet). This cluster is associ-
ated with joint involvement and low functional autonomy, 

but with the disease under control, lower levels of anxiety/
depression and lower pain/discomfort, and absence of 
many other organ involvements (bloodstream, antiphos-
pholipid syndrome, central nervous system, heart, lungs, 
muscles and skin).

Finally, cluster 5 ‘to avoid stress’ includes a number 
of words related to avoiding stress (pace, yoga, sleep, rest, 
break), regular medications (eg, hydroxychloroquine) intake 
and a potentially stressful situation like sun exposure. 
This cluster does not appear significantly associated with 
the variables under study, meaning that these words were 
equally (ie, not differentially) used by participants with 
different characteristics.

DISCUSSION
Our work focused on the strategies that patients with SLE 
report when they describe how they face their condition.

In this paper we were able to identify, in a large sample 
of patients with SLE, the most frequent words used by 
patients to describe their coping strategies, grouping 
them into significant themes. Five themes, corresponding 
to as many coping strategies, were identified: positive atti-
tude, social support, trust in medical treatments, healthy 
habits and avoid stress. All these strategies were quite 
important for patients, ranging from 10.77% (medical 
treatments) to 25.46% (social support) of the total word 
occurrences.

The strategies appeared both emotion- focused (like 
positive attitude) and problem- focused (like trust in 
medical treatments), and both approach (seeking social 
support) and avoidance (like avoiding stress), covering 
several classic coping classifications.24 26 Moreover, some 
of them clearly corresponded to the coping strategies 
that were recently identified in qualitative studies with 
patients with SLE.25

Interestingly, in this paper, we were able to test the 
possible association between the themes and some patient 
characteristics. For example, it appeared quite clear that 
words related to keeping a ‘positive attitude’, despite the 
high level of pain/discomfort, were frequently reported 
by older patients (aged 41–60 and 61–87). On the other 

Table 2 Most frequently reported words

Lemma Frequency Lemma Frequency Lemma Frequency

Family 445 Good 105 Walk 62

Rest 287 Husband 96 Pain 58

Medication 252 Life 94 Activity 57

Support 192 Medicine 94 Treatment 55

Positive 163 Think 89 Diet 48

Child 124 Work 88 Daughter 47

Exercise 120 Love 73 Regular 47

Friend 119 Attitude 73 Pace 47

Sleep 114 Sport 65 Understanding 47

Stress 111 Doctor 63 Hydroxychloroquine 46
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Table 3 The five clusters

Cluster 1: 
’positive attitude’

Cluster 2: ’social 
support’

Cluster 3: ’trust 
in medical 
treatments’

Cluster 4: ‘healthy 
habits’

Cluster 5: ‘to avoid 
stress’

Total occurrence (%) 1434 (22.58) 1617 (25.46) 684 (10.77) 1317 (20.74) 1299 (20.45)

Words (occurrence) Positive (163) Family (445) Good (105) Exercise (120) Rest (287)

  Child (124) Support (192) Treatment (55) Work (88) Medication (252)

  Life (94) Friend (119) Medical (43) Sport (65) Sleep (114)

  Think (89) Husband (96) Faith (34) Walk (62) Stress (111)

  Attitude (73) Medicine (94) Care (34) Diet (48) Regular (47)

  Pain (58) Love (73) Drug (32) Dog (34) Pace (47)

  Daughter (47) Doctor (63) Listen (27) Healthy (34) Hydroxychloroquine 
(46)

  Help (45) Activity (57) Therapy (25) Movement (31) Yoga (35)

  Disease (45) Understanding 
(47)

Know (22) Eat (29) Avoid (33)

  Live (44) Positivity (42) Follow- up (19) Active (27) Time (32)

  Optimism (44) Partner (35) Control (18) Meditation (26) Body (30)

  Strength (40) Spouse (26) Knowing (15) Relaxation (26) Need (22)

  Day (37) Physical (23) Patience (15) Mind (25) Sun (19)

  Mental (31) People (21) Rheumatologist 
(15)

Nutrition (23) Break (12)

Associated variable 
category, test value 
and p value

  Age (41–60 years), 
7.84, p<0.001

Age (61–87 years), 
3.24, p=0.002

Age (18–40 years), 
5.45, p<0.001

Age (61–87 years), 
2.43, p=0.018

Age (41–60 years), 
5.13, p<0.001

  Years from 
diagnosis (11–70 
years), 9.43, 
p<0.001

Years from 
diagnosis (0–10), 
3.30, p=0.001

  Education (up to 
secondary), 8.52, 
p<0.001

Education (higher), 
2.27, p=0.026

  Pain/discomfort 
(high), 8.84, 
p<0.001

Pain/discomfort 
(low), 4.71, p<0.001

  Kidneys 
(involvement), 
2.40, p=0.019

Kidneys 
(involvement), 
2.18, p=0.032

Kidneys (no 
involvement), 2.77, 
p=0.007

  Bloodstream 
(involvement), 
2.42, p=0.018

Bloodstream (no 
involvement), 4.51, 
p<0.001

Continued
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hand, ‘seeking social support’ was more typical of younger 
patients (aged 18–40), with less years from diagnosis and 
with some signs of organ involvement (bloodstream and 
kidney involvement). The importance of ‘trust in medical 
treatment’ was reported by the oldest participants (aged 
61–87) with kidney involvement. Finally, a coping strategy 
based on active behaviours for staying healthy (like nutri-
tion, movement and work) was typical of patients who, 
despite their low functional autonomy, reported less 

severe lupus, under control and with joint involvement 
only (see the ‘healthy habits’ cluster).

These results have strong implications for clinical prac-
tice and for interventions aimed at improving patients’ 
quality of life. First, describing the content of the coping 
strategies, the study provides a detailed picture of the more 
frequently used strategies by a large sample of patients. 
Second, our study shows that patients with certain char-
acteristics (both demographics and disease- related) 

Cluster 1: 
’positive attitude’

Cluster 2: ’social 
support’

Cluster 3: ’trust 
in medical 
treatments’

Cluster 4: ‘healthy 
habits’

Cluster 5: ‘to avoid 
stress’

  Central nervous 
system (no 
involvement), 
7.49, p<0.001

Central nervous 
system (no 
involvement), 3.69, 
p<0.001

  Lungs (no 
involvement), 
7.87, p<0.001

Lungs (no 
involvement), 2.63, 
p=0.011

  Gender (female), 
8.26, p<0.001

Functional 
autonomy (low), 
4.81, p<0.001

  Anxiety/depression 
(low), 4.83, p<0.001

  Employment (part- 
time), 4.41, p<0.001

  Antiphospholipid 
syndrome (no), 4.14, 
p<0.001

  Disease (under 
control), 3.53, 
p=0.001

  Heart (no 
involvement), 3.47, 
p=0.001

  Joints (involvement), 
2.35, p=0.022

  Muscles (no 
involvement), 2.17, 
p=0.032

  Skin (no 
involvement), 2.01, 
p=0.046

Table 3 Continued

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://lupus.bm

j.com
/

Lupus S
ci M

ed: first published as 10.1136/lupus-2022-000656 on 13 M
ay 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://lupus.bmj.com/


Cornet A, et al. Lupus Science & Medicine 2022;9:e000656. doi:10.1136/lupus-2022-000656 7

Epidemiology and outcomes

may be willing to use some specific coping strategies. 
These results are particularly important if we consider 
that learning to adapt to a lifetime of having lupus may 
require replacing old coping methods with more effective 
approaches and that identifying successful coping strat-
egies may be an important goal of both individual and 
group interventions.32

Some limitations of the present study should be 
recognised. The first limitation has to do with the selec-
tion bias of participants. Indeed, the survey ‘Living with 
Lupus in 2020’ was distributed through patient organisa-
tions and the respondents might not be statistically repre-
sentative of the entire population of patients with SLE. 
For example, the sample was unbalanced in some patient 
characteristics (ie, gender). Nevertheless, the association 
between the thematic clusters and patient characteristics 
(ie, illustrative variables) was found in a large sample, 
suggesting interesting hypotheses that could be tested 
with a more representative sample.

A second limitation is represented by the short length 
of the statements describing coping strategies (around 
10 words, which were subsequently translated to English 
for the analyses). With more extensive descriptions, 
the number of words and the lexicon could be higher. 
However, the shortness of the answers was functional 
to keep the questionnaire short and to obtain answers 
of comparable length. Moreover, following the T- LAB 
logic,28 the low number of words used by each partici-
pant did not represent a real obstacle for data analysis 
and interpretation, if we consider the very high number 
of cases, which produced a large and rich data set.

Third, the method of assessing patient characteristics 
was based on self- report items, rather than multi- item vali-
dated scales. This could limit the construct validity and 
the possibility of differentiating between different psycho-
logical symptoms (eg, anxiety and depression) as well as 
quality of life dimensions.

A final remark should be done about the possible inter-
pretations of causality in the results. From our data, it is 
not possible to identify the more adaptive coping strate-
gies for patients with SLE. For example, the fact that one 
strategy is statistically associated with low organ involve-
ment and with a higher autonomy does not allow to drive 
conclusions about the causal direction (eg, is it because 
of this coping strategy that the level of autonomy is higher 
or is it that patients with a higher level of autonomy are 
more willing to adopt this coping strategy?). Further 
longitudinal studies with patients with SLE are necessary 
to clarify this aspect.

Acknowledgements The authors would like to acknowledge all the participants 
of this study as well as the many Lupus Europe volunteers who made the 
implementation of the survey possible.

Contributors All authors were involved in drafting the article and/or critically 
revising it for important intellectual content, and all authors approved the final 
version to be published. AC, JA, DMa and AE contributed to the study conception 
and design. AC, JA, DMa and DMo contributed to the acquisition of data. AC is 
responsible for the overall content as guarantor. All authors contributed to the 
analysis and interpretation of data.

Funding The study has been funded by Lupus Europe. Lupus Europe is an 
independent volunteer- based patient organisation.

Competing interests None declared.

Patient and public involvement Patients and/or the public were not involved in 
the design, or conduct, or reporting, or dissemination plans of this research.
Patient consent for publication Not required.
Ethics approval This study involves human participants and data analysis for 
this study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of Milan, Italy 
(references: Allegato 13 Comitato Etico 14.12.20, Repertorio pareri Comitato Etico: 
parere numero 123/20). Participants gave informed consent to participate in the 
study before taking part.
Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.
Data availability statement Data are available upon reasonable request.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the author(s). It has 
not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have been 
peer- reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Unported (CC BY 4.0) license, which permits 
others to copy, redistribute, remix, transform and build upon this work for any 
purpose, provided the original work is properly cited, a link to the licence is given, 
and indication of whether changes were made. See: https://creativecommons.org/ 
licenses/by/4.0/.

ORCID iDs
Alain Cornet http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7344-7258
Davide Mazzoni http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6607-5636

REFERENCES
 1 Font J, Cervera R, Ramos- Casals M, et al. Clusters of clinical and 

immunologic features in systemic lupus erythematosus: analysis 
of 600 patients from a single center. Semin Arthritis Rheum 
2004;33:217–30.

 2 To CH, Mok CC, Tang SSK, et al. Prognostically distinct clinical 
patterns of systemic lupus erythematosus identified by cluster 
analysis. Lupus 2009;18:1267–75.

 3 Pons- Estel GJ, Alarcón GS, Scofield L, et al. Understanding the 
epidemiology and progression of systemic lupus erythematosus. 
Semin Arthritis Rheum 2010;39:257–68.

 4 Stojan G, Petri M. Epidemiology of systemic lupus erythematosus: an 
update. Curr Opin Rheumatol 2018;30:144–50.

 5 Mosca M, Bombardieri S. Assessing remission in systemic lupus 
erythematosus. Clin Exp Rheumatol 2006;24:99–104.

 6 Petri M, Orbai A- M, Alarcón GS, et al. Derivation and validation of the 
systemic lupus international collaborating clinics classification criteria 
for systemic lupus erythematosus. Arthritis Rheum 2012;64:2677–86.

 7 Cornet A, Andersen J, Myllys K, et al. Living with systemic lupus 
erythematosus in 2020: a European patient survey. Lupus Sci Med 
2021;8:e000469.

 8 Kuriya B, Gladman DD, Ibañez D, et al. Quality of life over time 
in patients with systemic lupus erythematosus. Arthritis Rheum 
2008;59:181–5.

 9 Sutanto B, Singh- Grewal D, McNeil HP, et al. Experiences and 
perspectives of adults living with systemic lupus erythematosus: 
thematic synthesis of qualitative studies. Arthritis Care Res 
2013;65:1752–65.

 10 Mattsson M, Möller B, Stamm T, et al. Uncertainty and opportunities 
in patients with established systemic lupus erythematosus: a 
qualitative study. Musculoskeletal Care 2012;10:1–12.

 11 Trager J, Ward MM. Mortality and causes of death in systemic lupus 
erythematosus. Curr Opin Rheumatol 2001;13:345–51.

 12 Seawell AH, Danoff- Burg S. Psychosocial research on systemic 
lupus erythematosus: a literature review. Lupus 2004;13:891–9.

 13 Bricou O, Taïeb O, Baubet T, et al. Stress and coping strategies in 
systemic lupus erythematosus: a review. Neuroimmunomodulation 
2006;13:283–93.

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://lupus.bm

j.com
/

Lupus S
ci M

ed: first published as 10.1136/lupus-2022-000656 on 13 M
ay 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7344-7258
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6607-5636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1053/S0049-0172(03)00133-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0961203309345767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.semarthrit.2008.10.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/BOR.0000000000000480
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17083771
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/art.34473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/lupus-2020-000469
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/art.23339
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/acr.22032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/msc.220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00002281-200109000-00002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/0961203304lu1083rr
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000104856
http://lupus.bmj.com/


Cornet A, et al. Lupus Science & Medicine 2022;9:e000656. doi:10.1136/lupus-2022-0006568

Lupus Science & Medicine

 14 Mazzoni D, Cicognani E. Positive and problematic support, stress 
and quality of life in patients with systemic lupus erythematosus. 
Anxiety Stress Coping 2016;29:542–51.

 15 Mazzoni D, Cornet A, van Leeuw B, et al. Living with systemic lupus 
erythematosus: a patient engagement perspective. Musculoskeletal 
Care 2018;16:67–73.

 16 Jolly M, Sethi B, O'Brien C, et al. Drivers of satisfaction with care for 
patients with lupus. ACR Open Rheumatol 2019;1:649–56.

 17 Roth S, Cohen LJ. Approach, avoidance, and coping with stress. Am 
Psychol 1986;41:813–9.

 18 Finset A, Steine S, Haugli L, et al. The brief Approach/Avoidance 
coping questionnaire: development and validation. Psychol Health 
Med 2002;7:75–85.

 19 Lazarus RS, Folkman S. Stress, appraisal, and coping. New York: 
Springer, 1984.

 20 Carver CS. You want to measure coping but your protocol's too long: 
consider the brief cope. Int J Behav Med 1997;4:92–100.

 21 Baker JP, Berenbaum H. Emotional approach and problem- focused 
coping: a comparison of potentially adaptive strategies. Cogn Emot 
2007;21:95–118.

 22 Blum S, Brow M, Coping SRC. Encyclopedia of human behavior. 
Second Edition, 2012: 596–601.

 23 Monzani D, Steca P, Greco A, et al. The situational version of the brief 
cope: dimensionality and relationships with Goal- Related variables. 
Eur J Psychol 2015;11:295–310.

 24 Rinaldi S, Ghisi M, Iaccarino L, et al. Influence of coping skills 
on health- related quality of life in patients with systemic lupus 
erythematosus. Arthritis Rheum 2006;55:427–33.

 25 Case S, Sinnette C, Phillip C, et al. Patient experiences and strategies 
for coping with SLE: a qualitative study. Lupus 2021;30:1405–14.

 26 Córdoba- Sánchez V, Limonero- García JT. Coping and quality of life 
in patients with systemic lupus erythematosus: a review. Pensando 
Psicología 2015;11:129–39.

 27 Lancia F. Strumenti per l’analisi dei testi. Introduzione all’uso di 
T- LAB. [Tools for textual analysis. Introduction to the use of T- LAB] 
FrancoAngeli, 2004.

 28 Lancia F. The logic of the T- LAB tools explained, 2012. Available: 
http://www.tlab.it/en/toolsexplained.php [Accessed 20 Nov 2021].

 29 Mazzoni D, Marchetti L, Albanesi C, et al. The use of T- LAB in 
health psychology. A literature review [L’uso di T- LAB in psicologia 
della salute. Una rassegna della letteratura]. Psicologia della Salute 
2018;2:91–114.

 30 Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res 
Psychol 2006;3:77–101.

 31 Lebart L, Morineau A, Piron M. Statistique exploratoire 
multidimensionnelle. Paris, Dunod, 1995.

 32 Giffords ED. Understanding and managing systemic lupus 
erythematosus (SLE). Soc Work Health Care 2003;37:57–72.

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://lupus.bm

j.com
/

Lupus S
ci M

ed: first published as 10.1136/lupus-2022-000656 on 13 M
ay 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2015.1134785
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/msc.1208
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/msc.1208
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/acr2.11085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.41.7.813
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.41.7.813
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13548500120101577
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13548500120101577
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327558ijbm0401_6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02699930600562276
http://dx.doi.org/10.5964/ejop.v11i2.935
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/art.21993
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/09612033211016097
http://dx.doi.org/10.16925/pe.v11i18.1223
http://dx.doi.org/10.16925/pe.v11i18.1223
http://www.tlab.it/en/toolsexplained.php
http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J010v37n04_04
http://lupus.bmj.com/


Supplementary materials 

Table 1. Clusters with the complete list of key-words. 

 

 Cluster 1 

“positive 
attitude” 

Cluster 2 

“social support” 

Cluster 3 

“trust in  medical 
treatments” 

Cluster 4 

“healthy habits” 

Cluster 5 

“to avoid stress” 

Total 

occurrences 

 

1434 

(22.58%) 

1617 (25.46%) 684 (10.77%) 1317 (20.74%) 1299(20.45%) 

Words 

(occurrences) 

positive (163) family (445) good (105) exercise (120) rest (287) 

 child (124) support (192) treatment (55) work (88) medication (252) 

 life (94) friend (119) medical (43) sport (65) sleep (114) 

 think (89) husband (96) faith (34) walk (62) stress (111) 

 attitude (73) medicine (94) care (34) diet (48) regular (47) 

 pain (58) love (73) drug (32) dog (34) pace (47) 

 daughter (47) doctor (63) listen (27) healthy (34) hydroxychloroquine 

(46) 

 help (45) activity (57) therapy (25) movement (31) yoga (35) 

 disease (45) understanding 

(47) 

know (22) eat (29) avoid (33) 

 live (44) positivity (42) follow-up (19) active (27) time (32) 

 optimism (44) partner (35) control (18) meditation (26) body (30) 

 strength (40) spouse (26) knowing (15) relaxation (26) need (22) 

 day (37) physical (23) patience (15) mind (25) sun (19) 

 mental (31) people (21) rheumatologist 

(15) 

nutrition (23) break (12) 

 son (29) contact (20) specialist (13) balance (23) able_to (12) 

 stay (27) social (20) symptom (11) food (22) management (12) 

 trying (26) nature (18) plan (11) working (22) reduce (11) 

 accept (20) relationship 

(15) 

limit (11) calm (18) little (10) 

 willpower 

(18) 

supportive (14) God (10) painkiller (18) tranquility (10) 

 moving (18) lupus (14) condition (10) job (17) sufficient (9) 

 bad (17) close (12) knowledge (9) training (16) relax (9) 

 character (17) psychological 

(11) 

situation (9) peace (15) regularly (8) 

 desire (17) hobby (11) Trust (9) physiotherapy 

(14) 

tablet (8) 

 grandchild 

(13) 

daily (10) team (8) meds (14) steroid (8) 

 try (13) emotional (9) learning (7) routine (14) oil (7) 

 positively 

(12) 

group (8) illness (7) quiet (13) acupuncture (7) 

 acceptance 

(12) 

happy (8) moment (7) swim (13) adequate (7) 

 mood (11) music (8) monitor (7) home (13) check (6) 

 understand 

(11) 

horse (7) morale (7) cortisone (13) managing (6) 

 normal (10) financial (7) diagnosis (7) entourage (13) emotion (6) 

 fight (10) meaningful (6) alternative (6) environment (13) mindfulness (6) 

 hope (10) parent (6) calmly (5) cycle (12) flexible (6) 

 living (9) talk (6) cannabis (5) kid  (12) sunscreen 6() 

 stubbornness 

(9) 

relaxing (5) distraction (5) manage (12) pressure (5) 

 move (8) reading (5) fortitude (5) lot (11) schedule (5) 
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 personal (8) network (5) hospital (5) strong (11) energy (5) 

 humor (8) optimistic (5) psychotherapy (5) relief (10) low (5) 

 courage (8) loving (5) recognize (5) joy(10) avoidance (5) 

 enjoy (7) information (5) visit (5) lifestyle(10) blood (5) 

 look (7) internist (4) year (4) dance(9) drink (4) 

 give_up (7) helping (4) surround (4) continue(8) CBD (4) 

 professional 

(7) 

fun (4) access (4) anti-

inflammatory (8) 

finding(4) 

 remission (7) association (4) feel (4) right (8) light(4) 

 stability (7) mentally (4) correct (4) play (8) start(4) 

 thought (7) moral (4) corticosteroids (4) vitamin (8) plenty(4) 

 state (6) patient (4) confidence (4) serenity (7) task(4) 

 problem (6) peer (4) pray (4) awareness (7)  

 perseverance 

(6) 

security (4) periodic (4) bath (7)  

 forward (6) travel (4)  change (7)  

 adapt (6) stable (4)  inner (7)  

 affection (6)   holiday (7)  

 believe (6)   holidays (6)  

 everyday (5)   heat (6)  

 feeling (5)   hour (6)  

 mindset (5)   pilates (6)  

 practice (5)   animal (6)  

 self-control 

(5) 

  determination (6)  

 pass (5)   bike (6)  

 spirits (5)   breathe (6)  

 worry (5)   busy (6)  

 mother (4)   focus (6)  

 motivation (4)   supplement (6)  

 sick (4)   prednisolone (6)  

 psychologist 

(4) 

  water (6)  

 important (4)   week (5)  

 cope (4)   positivism (5)  

 career (4)   stress-free (5)  

    currently (5)  

    hot (4)  

    laughter (4)  

    man (4)  

    outdoor (4)  

    month (4)  

    cure (4)  

    companion (4)  

    effort (4)  

    discipline (4)  

    garden (4)  

    great (4)  

    gym (4)  

    force (4)  

    stretch (4)  

    sea (4)  

    study (4)  

    recreation (4)  

    regulate (4)  

    resilience (4)  
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