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Abstract

Background: Patients with cancer often experience substantial fluctuations in psychological states during disease manage-
ment. Traditional research tools are limited in capturing these dynamic changes in real time, constraining clinicians’
understanding of patients’ true conditions. Ecological momentary assessment (EMA) enables high-frequency, real-time data
collection, providing patient-reported data with greater ecological validity. However, the effectiveness of EMA studies
critically depends on patient compliance, and reported compliance rates vary widely, with a lack of systematic quantitative
synthesis.

Objective: This study aims to systematically review and quantitatively analyze compliance with EMA among patients with
cancer, and to examine whether EMA design characteristics were associated with compliance.

Methods: Web of Science, PubMed, Embase, Cochrane Library, CINAHL, PsycINFO, CNKI, and Wanfang databases
were searched for literature published up to April 30, 2026. Compliance was defined as completed prompts divided by
delivered prompts. Single-group proportions were pooled using logit transformation and random-effects models with the
Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman adjustment. Prediction intervals were calculated to describe the expected distribution of
compliance in future comparable settings. Subgroup analyses, univariable meta-regressions, leave-one-out sensitivity analyses,
and tests for small-study effects were performed. Risk of bias was assessed using the Joanna Briggs Institute Critical Appraisal
Checklist for Studies Reporting Prevalence Data, methodological reporting quality was assessed using a modified Checklist
for Reporting EMA Studies, and certainty of evidence was evaluated using the Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development, and Evaluation approach.

Results: Twenty-three studies involving 13,565 participants were included. The pooled compliance rate was 78.55% (95%
CI 73.48%-82.87%), with a prediction interval of 48.59%-93.41%. Subgroup analyses identified no robust differences across
study characteristics. Although study length showed a statistically significant subgroup test, the result was not stable after
excluding singleton categories. Meta-regression analyses similarly found no significant linear associations for study length,
prompts per day, items per prompt, or assessment window. Leave-one-out analyses showed that no single study drove the
pooled estimate. Regarding the risk of bias, 2 studies were judged as low, while 21 were judged as moderate risk. Quality
scores ranged from 6.5 to 9.0, and the certainty of evidence for the pooled compliance rate was rated as very low according to
the Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development, and Evaluation approach.

Conclusions: Overall compliance with EMA among patients with cancer was moderate to high, suggesting that repeated
real-world assessment may be feasible in oncology research settings. Nevertheless, the very high heterogeneity, wide pre-
diction interval, and very low certainty of evidence indicate that compliance is context-dependent. The pooled estimate
should therefore be interpreted as an approximate benchmark rather than a universal expected rate. Future oncology EMA
studies should use standardized compliance denominators, report missing prompts transparently, and prospectively evaluate
patient-centered design strategies that reduce burden while preserving data quality.
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Introduction

Cancer represents one of the most formidable global
public health challenges, with its associated disease bur-
den continuing to rise. Recent estimates indicate that the
global cancer burden has surpassed 20 million new cases
annually, a figure projected to surge to 35.3 million by
2050, driven by population growth and aging [1,2]. Patients
with cancer experience a complex constellation of physical
symptoms, psychological distress, and behavioral changes
that exhibit pronounced temporal fluctuations and substantial
interindividual variability [3-6]. Traditional cross-sectional
surveys and retrospective designs inadequately capture this
dynamic nature and are susceptible to recall bias [7], critically
impeding nuanced understanding of patients’ real-world
experiences and the development of personalized intervention
strategies [8]. Approaches that capture symptoms, behav-
iors, and psychological states in real time within naturalis-
tic contexts are therefore essential for identifying high-risk
periods, tailoring individualized management, and designing
effective interventions to improve treatment outcomes and
quality of life.

Ecological momentary assessment (EMA) is a method
that involves high-frequency, real-time sampling of indi-
viduals’ symptoms, behaviors, and emotions within their
natural environments, generating data with high ecological
validity [9,10]. Compared with traditional retrospective or
single-timepoint assessments, EMA more accurately captures
dynamic fluctuations in individual states [11]. Typically
implemented through smartphones or wearable devices, EMA
offers three major advantages: (1) reduced recall bias and
enhanced data authenticity, (2) capture of temporal varia-
bility in symptoms, behaviors, and psychological states,
and (3) collection of information in participants’ everyday
settings, improving ecological validity [12-14]. EMA has
been increasingly applied across diverse domains, including
chronic disease management [15], mental health research
[16], and oncology [17], offering new opportunities for
personalized and precision-based interventions. For instance,
Miller et al [15] used EMA to assess dyspnea in patients with
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, enabling real-time
monitoring of symptom trajectories and exacerbation risks.
Similarly, Henneghan et al [18] applied EMA among patients
with breast cancer to capture symptoms and conduct mobile-
based cognitive testing, providing continuous insights into
cognitive changes over time.

Despite its advantages, the use and data quality of
EMA studies depend heavily on participant compliance,
the extent to which participants adhere to high-frequency,
real-time reporting protocols [19], typically operationalized
as the proportion of completed prompts [20]. Compliance
in oncology is uniquely challenged by intensive assessment
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schedules, significant symptom burden, and fluctuating
motivation [21,22]. Consequently, reported compliance rates
among patients with cancer varied substantially, from 44.7%
[23] to 99% [24]. A scoping review suggested that EMA
is feasible in oncology but provided no quantitative syn-
thesis of compliance or investigation of factors driving
this heterogeneity [17]. This evidence gap stands in stark
contrast to established compliance rates in other populations:
75.06% in substance use disorders [25], 86.41% in older
adults [26], and 78.3% in children and adolescents [27].
Oncology populations present unique challenges that limit
the generalizability of these findings. Specifically, patients
with cancer experience fluctuating and multidimensional
symptom clusters, including severe cancer-related fatigue
[3], which can significantly hinder the executive function
required for consistent EMA reporting. Furthermore, the
acute toxicity and cyclic nature of anticancer therapies (eg,
chemotherapy or immunotherapy infusions) create periods of
extreme physical debilitation [6]. Combined with existential
distress from a life-threatening diagnosis, these factors may
uniquely compromise sustained motivation and capacity for
intensive, real-time monitoring [6]. Therefore, a critical gap
remains: the field lacks a rigorous quantitative synthesis
providing an approximate benchmark for EMA compliance
in cancer populations and identifying modifiable study design
characteristics that optimize it. To address this, we conducted
a systematic review and meta-analysis to provide evidence-
based recommendations for future EMA implementation in
oncology.

This systematic review had three objectives. First, to
systematically characterize the key features of EMA studies
in cancer populations. Second, to quantify overall compliance
rates and examine how study design characteristics (eg, daily
prompt frequency, study duration, and items per prompt) and
procedural factors (eg, incentives and device type) influence
compliance. Third, to discuss implications for optimizing
EMA design and reporting in oncology research.

Methods

Protocol and Registration

The review protocol, including the search strategy,
was prospectively registered in the International Pro-
spective Register of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO,
CRD420251047109). This systematic review and meta-anal-
ysis were conducted in accordance with the PRISMA
(Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses) 2020 [28] and PRISMA-S (Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses
literature search extension) [29]. The completed PRISMA
2020 checklist and PRISMA-S checklist are provided in
Checklists 1 and 2.
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Literature Search

We conducted a comprehensive literature search across
multiple electronic databases, including Web of Science,
PubMed, Embase, Cochrane Library, CINAHL, PsycINFO,
CNKI, and Wanfang databases from inception to April 30,
2026. CINAHL and PsycINFO were searched simultaneously
via the EBSCOhost platform, whereas the other databases
were searched separately through their respective platforms.

The initial search strategies were independently devel-
oped by our research team based on a thorough review
of relevant literature [13,17,19], and were further refined
through intensive group discussions and consultations with
information specialists. The search strategy used a combi-
nation of MeSH terms and free-text keywords related to
(1) EMA (eg, “experience sampling,” “momentary assess-
ment,” and “daily diary”) and (2) oncology (eg, “neoplasm,”
“cancer,” and “tumor”). Additionally, the reference lists of
relevant systematic reviews and meta-analyses were manually
screened to identify further eligible studies. Furthermore,
during the manuscript revision stage, we reran the exact
search strategies across all databases to update the literature
and ensure the inclusion of the most recent publications. The
detailed search strategies for each database are provided in
Multimedia Appendix 1.

No study registries, search filters, or additional sources
(eg, gray literature, conference proceedings, and organiza-
tional websites) were searched or applied. The search strategy
did not undergo formal peer review. Apart from database
searching, manual screening of reference lists, and author
contact for missing or unclear compliance data, no additional
search methods were used.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Studies were considered eligible for inclusion if they met the
following criteria: (1) Population: Patients had a patholog-
ically confirmed diagnosis of cancer. (2) Methodology:
The study used EMA or the experience sampling method,
including electronic daily diaries. (3) Outcome measures:
clear quantitative documentation of EMA compliance
metrics. (4) Study design: observational studies. (5) Sampling
frequency: data were collected at least once per day. (6)
Publication requirement: peer-reviewed articles in English or
Chinese with full-text available.

Studies were excluded based on the following predefined
criteria: (1) nonempirical studies: commentaries, editorials,
conference abstracts, and studies lacking original data.
(2) Intervention-embedded protocols: real-time assessments
conducted as integral components of experimental interven-
tions (eg, EMA used to deliver a treatment), as these may
confound compliance attributable to assessment procedures
alone. (3) Duplicate datasets: Secondary publications derived
from identical EMA datasets (retained only the earliest
publication per dataset). (4) Dyadic or multiparticipant
studies: Studies that simultaneously monitored patients and
their caregivers (eg, spouses or family members), as the
primary focus of this meta-analysis was the independent
compliance of oncology patients.

https://www jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

Ma et al

Study Selection

Identified references were uploaded into Rayyan, a web-
based review management tool for literature screening. All
duplicates were removed in Rayyan. Two authors (MGY
and DC) screened the titles and abstracts independently to
identify potentially eligible studies. Then all full-text articles
were assessed according to the inclusion and exclusion
criteria by both reviewers. Disagreements were resolved
through discussion and, when necessary, consultation with
a senior reviewer (GC). Full-text studies that did not meet
the inclusion criteria were excluded with reasons, and the
study selection process was described using the PRISMA
flow diagram.

Data Extraction

Data from included studies were independently extracted
using the collection form developed based on the adap-
ted STROBE (Strengthening the Reporting of Observatio-
nal Studies in Epidemiology) Checklist for Reporting EMA
Studies (CREMAS) [30]: (1) Basic information included title,
first author, year of publication, country, study purpose, study
duration, and sample size. (2) Demographic characteristics
included age, gender, cancer type, cancer stage, treatment,
clinical status, etc (3) EMA-related features included EMA
device type, application name, operating system, EMA data
sampling scheme (time-based or event-based), duration of
individual assessments, number of items (ie, number of items
to be answered for each measurement), daily measurement
frequency, assessment window (ie, the length of time that
each measurement had a chance to be answered before it
was considered unanswered), training for the EMA, incentive,
participation rate, completed prompts (the number of prompts
answered), delivered prompts (the number of prompts sent),
attrition, and strategy to deal with unanswered prompts.
The compliance rate was calculated as completed prompts
divided by delivered prompts. For studies that reported only
compliance rates without explicitly providing the number
of answered prompts, we derived the answered prompts by
multiplying the reported compliance rate by the total number
of prompts (ie, scheduled study d and the planned daily
assessments). For studies that did not report detailed data
related to compliance, we attempted to contact their corre-
sponding authors by email.

Risk of Bias and Quality Assessment
Risk of Bias

Risk of bias was assessed using the Joanna Briggs Insti-
tute (JBI) Critical Appraisal Checklist for Studies Report-
ing Prevalence Data [31]. The checklist includes nine
domains assessing the appropriateness of the sample frame,
sampling method, sample size, description of study partici-
pants and setting, coverage of the analyzed sample, validity
and reliability of outcome measurement, appropriateness of
statistical analysis, and adequacy of response rate. Each item
was rated as “yes,” “no,” “unclear,” or “not applicable.”
Overall risk of bias was judged as low, moderate, or high
based on the number and importance of domains rated as
“no” or “unclear.” In this review, the “condition” in the JBI
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checklist was operationalized as EMA compliance, defined as
completed prompts divided by delivered prompts.

Quality Assessment

The quality assessment of the included studies was comple-
ted independently by two authors (MGY and DC) using
a modified version of the CREMAS, and disagreements
were resolved through discussion. The checklist addresses
the following nine dimensions: EMA technology, training
program for EMA, study duration, prompting design, prompt
frequency, attrition, latency, missing data, and limitations.
Each dimension was scored using a 3-tier scoring system
(O=not described, 0.5=partially described, 1=fully described)
with a total score range of 0-9. Higher scores indicate better
methodological quality of the study.

GRADE Evaluation

The certainty of evidence for the primary outcome was
assessed using the Grading of Recommendations Assess-
ment, Development, and Evaluation (GRADE) approach. The
GRADE assessment was conducted at the outcome level for
the pooled EMA compliance rate. The following domains
were considered: risk of bias, inconsistency, indirectness,
imprecision, and publication bias. Certainty of evidence was
rated as high, moderate, low, or very low. Because this review
synthesized single-arm observational EMA studies rather than
randomized intervention studies, the assessment focused on
the certainty of evidence for the pooled compliance propor-
tion.

Data Analysis

Meta-analyses were performed using R (version 4.5.1) via
RStudio, primarily using the “meta” and “metafor” packages.
Statistical significance was set at a 2-sided P<.05. Com-
pliance was defined as the ratio of completed-to-delivered
prompts. To stabilize variances and normalize the distribu-
tion, proportion data underwent logit transformation before
synthesis and were subsequently back-transformed for clinical
interpretation.

We used random-effects models for all analyses, incorpo-
rating the Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman (HKSJ) adjustment
to produce robust 95% CIs and minimize type I errors [32].
Between-study heterogeneity was assessed using Cochran Q,
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I, and 12 statistics. Additionally, 95% prediction intervals
were calculated to estimate the expected compliance range in
future clinical settings [33].

To explore heterogeneity, prespecified subgroup analyses
and exploratory univariable meta-regressions were conducted
on logit-transformed scales, examining moderators such as
study duration, prompt frequency, and assessment burden.
The robustness of results was validated through leave-one-
out sensitivity analyses. Finally, small-study effects and
publication bias were evaluated via visual inspection of
funnel plots and statistically confirmed using Egger and Begg
tests.

Deviations From Protocol

Several deviations from the original study protocol were
made during the implementation of this review to ensure
methodological robustness. First, the search strategy was
expanded by incorporating a broader range of keywords
related to real-time digital monitoring and cancer-rela-
ted symptom terminology to improve retrieval sensitivity.
Second, the eligibility criteria were further refined to exclude
studies where EMA was strictly embedded within therapeutic
interventions or involved dyadic participant monitoring (eg,
patient-caregiver pairs). These refinements were implemented
to isolate the independent compliance behaviors of oncol-
ogy patients and ensure the conceptual clarity of the pooled
estimates.

Results

Study Selection

The database search identified 5049 records. After duplicate
removal and title and abstract screening, full-text articles
were assessed for eligibility, and 23 studies [18,21,34-54]
were included in the final synthesis, with a total sample of
13,565 participants. Figure 1 presents the detailed process of
study selection, Table 1 presents the characteristics of the
included studies, and Table 2 presents the detailed informa-
tion of the EMA design. We assessed potential overlap in
study populations and confirmed that all included studies
were based on independent samples, with no evidence of
duplicate data.
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Figure 1. PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) 2020 flow diagram of the study selection process.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the included studies.
Sample Female, n
Study Year  Country size, n Age?, years (%) Cancer type Clinical status  Attrition, n/N (%)
Geeraerts et al [34] 2026 Belgium 36 654 (10.3) 26 (72.2) Advanced breast/  Outpatient 4/40 (10)
lung cancer
Psihogios et al [35] 2021 United States 18 17.94 (2.31); range 4(22.2) Leukemia Outpatient 0/18 (0)
15-22
van Roozendaal et 2023 Netherlands 30 50.4(9.7) 23 (76.7) Mixed Outpatient 7/37 (18.9)
al [36]
Daniel et al [37] 2025 United States 407 48.73 (12.23) 367 (90.2) Mixed cancer Outpatient 19/426 (4.5)
Zwanenburg et al 2025 Netherlands 61 58.26 (11.62) 33 (54.1) Advanced lung Outpatient 11/72 (15.3)
[38] cancer; melanoma
Panjer et al [39] 2026 Netherlands 33 67 (range 29-76) 17 (52) Mixed Outpatient 3/33(9.1)
Cobden et al [40] 2025 Australia 19 51.93(9.31) 19 (100) Breast cancer Outpatient 0/19 (0)
King-Dowling et al 2025 United States 20 189 (2.2) 9 (45) Mixed childhood ~ Outpatient 2/22(9.1)
[41] cancer survivors
Villegas et al [42] 2021 Spain 21 56.95 (10.53) 4(19) NRP Outpatient NR
Hacker and Ferrans 2007 United States 20 48.7 (range 23-64) 11 (55) Hematologic Inpatient 3/20 (15)
[21] malignancies
Ratcliff et al [43] 2014 United States 20 54.70 (10.29) 20 (100) Breast cancer Outpatient 1/21 (4.8)
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Sample Female, n
Study Year Country size,n Age?, years (%) Cancer type Clinical status  Attrition, n/N (%)
Solk et al [44] 2019 United States 75 48.5(10.3) 75 (100) Breast cancer Outpatient 12/75 (16)
Henneghan et al 2025 United States 51 51.1(11.1) 51 (100) Metastatic breast Outpatient 1/52 (1.9)
[18] cancer
Bates-Fraser et al 2025 United States 40 63 (7) 40 (100) Endometrial Outpatient 4/40 (10)
[45] cancer
Shiyko et al [46] 2019 United States 59 66.1(7.9) 36 (61) Lung cancer Outpatient 12/71 (16.9)
Badr et al [47] 2006 United States 56 Breast cancer: 56.7 56 (100) Breast/ovarian Outpatient NR
(10.2); ovarian cancer
cancer: 58.3 (11.1)
Stephenson et al 2018 United States 53 49.38 (10.76); range 53 (100) Metastatic breast Outpatient 6/59 (10.2)
[48] 30-73 cancer
Hacker et al [49] 2017 United States 25 534 (11.5) 11 (44) Hematologic Outpatient 0/25 (0)
malignancies
Pinto et al [50] 2021 United States 22 51.5(8.4) NR Breast cancer Outpatient 2/22 (9.1)
Heathcote et al [51] 2022 United States 29 17.6 14 (46.7) Mixed childhood Outpatient 1/30 (3.3)
cancer survivors
Gustavell et al [52] 2019 Sweden 6 65 (range 57-74) 3 (50) Pancreatic/ Outpatient 0/6 (0)
periampullary
cancer
Cracchiolo et al 2024 United States 12,433 57 (47-65) 7874 (63.3) Mixed Outpatient 1619/12433 (13)
[53]
Komarzynskietal 2019 France 31 61 (range 35-91) 14 (45.2) Mixed advanced Outpatient 1/31 (3.2)
[54] cancer

4Age values are presented as mean (SD), median (IQR), or median/range as reported in the original studies.

PNR: not reported.

Table 2. Ecological momentary assessment characteristics. “Mixed” prompting scheme refers to studies using both time-based and event-based

assessments.
Prompt Study
Items per s per Latency length Prompting
Study prompt day (minutes)  (days) scheme Training Incentive Device Compliance
Geeraertsetal 16 10 NR? 7 Time-based NR NR Smartphone 77.6% (1676/2160)
[34]
Psihogios etal 14 1 NR; 60-min 28 Time-based NR Yes SMS+MEMSP TrackCap 88.9% (448/504)
[35] reminder
van 20 5 30 >21 Time-based Yes NR Smartphone 83.5% (2631/3150)
Roozendaal et
al [36]
Daniel et al 8 3 120 35 Time-based NR Yes Smartphone 54.9% (23472/42735)
[37]
Zwanenburg et NR 8 45 14 Time-based Yes Yes Smartphone 89.1% (6085/6832)
al [38]
Panjer et al 22 3 45 42 Time-based NR Yes Smartphone or web 67.0% (2533/3780)
[39] platform
Cobden et al NR 1 ~5 min/ 30 Time-based NR Yes Smartphone 82.1% (468/570)
[40] session
King-Dowling  NR 4 14.2; median 14 Time-based NR Yes Smartphone+acceleromet  78.2% (862/1102)
etal [41] 8.0 er
Villegas et al 8 =2 NR 30 Mixed Yes NR Smartphone 82.2% (1036/1260)
[42]
Hacker et al 1 3 NR 6 Time-based Yes NR Actigraphy watch 87.1% (290/333)
[21]
Ratcliff and 5/16 4 2-4 min/ 21 Time-based N/R Yes PDAC 57.3% (923/1612)
Ferrans [43] session
Solk etal [44] 7-13 4 13.8 (4.6) 30 Time-based Yes Yes SMS+accelerometer 86.0% (6502/7560)
Henneghanet 15 1 11.88 (1.60) 28 Time-based Yes Yes Smartphone 94.0% (1342/1428)
al [18]
Bates-Fraser et NR 9 15 7 Time-based Yes Yes Smartphone+acceleromet 69.0% (1565/2268)
al [45] er
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Prompt Study
Items per s per Latency length Prompting
Study prompt day (minutes)  (days) scheme Training Incentive Device Compliance
Shiyko et al 4 2 10 14 Time-based Yes NR PDA 61.0% (1007/1652)
[46]
Badretal [47] 18/19 4 2-3 min/ 7721 Time-based Yes NR PDA 82.8% (2828/3416)
session
Stephensonet  2/3 6 2-5 min/ 14 Time-based Yes Yes PDA 70.2% (3127/4452)
al [48] session
Hacker et al 1 5 NR 7 Time-based Yes NR Actigraphy watch 79.1% (692/875)
[49]
Pinto et al [S0] 22/23 5 NR 7 Time-based Yes Yes Smartphone+acceleromet 78.6% (3027/3850)
er
Heathcote et al NR 3 2.55(1.15) 11 Time-based Yes Yes Smartphone 82.4% (789/957)
[51]
Gustavelletal 12 1 NR 28 Time-based Yes NR Smartphone 83.9% (141/168)
[52]
Cracchioloetal 14 1 1.7(1.2-25) 10 Time-based Yes NR Computer or tablet or 58.8% (65274/110936)
[53] smartphone
Komarzynskiet 19 1 NR 30 Time-based Yes NR Computer+actigraph 74.8% (696/930)
al [54]

4NR: not reported.
PMEMS: medication event monitoring system.
“PDA: personal digital assistant.

Participant Characteristics

Participants were predominantly female (64.7%, 8760/13,543
among studies reporting sex). The included studies were
conducted across 7 countries, with the United States
contributing the majority (n=15, 65.2%) [18,21,35,37,41 43-
51,53]. Sample sizes varied substantially, ranging from
6 participants to 12433 participants. Most studies were
conducted in outpatient settings (n=22, 95.7%) [18,34-54].
Additional characteristics of the study populations are
summarized in Table 1. (More comprehensive information
can be found in Multimedia Appendix 2)

Study Characteristics

Study Length

Among the 23 included studies [18,21,34-54], the assessment
period ranged from 6 to 42 days. Overall, 11 studies [21,34,
38,41,4546,48-51,53] lasted 7-14 days, and 11 studies [18,
35-37,39,40.,42-44,52,54] lasted more than 14 days.

Sampling Scheme

Sampling schemes were classified as time-based, event-based,
or mixed. Most included studies used time-based sampling
[18,21,34-41,43-54] (22/23,95.7%), while 1 study [42] used a
mixed time-based and event-based design.

Sampling Frequency

Sampling frequency ranged from 1 to 10 prompts per day.
Low-frequency sampling (1-3 prompts per d) was used in 12
studies [18,21,35,37,39,40,42.46,51-54], moderate-frequency
sampling (4-5 prompts per d) in 7 studies [36,41,43,44,47 49,
50], and high-frequency sampling (=6 prompts per d) in 4
studies [34,38,45,48].

https://www jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

Number of Items

The number of items per assessment varied considerably.
Eight studies [21,37.42-44464849] used fewer than 10
items per assessment, 8 studies [18,34-36,43,44.47,54] used
10-20 items, 2 studies [39,50] used more than 20 items,
and 5 studies [38,40.41,45,51] did not report this information
clearly.

Sampling Devices

With respect to device usage, smartphones were the most
widely used platform (15/23, 65.2%). Four studies [43,46-48]
used personal digital assistants and 4 studies [21,35,44.,49]
used other platforms, such as patient portals, computers, or
dedicated monitoring devices.

Training

Reporting of implementation details was incomplete. Sixteen
studies [18,21,36,38,42,44-54] explicitly reported participant
training, whereas 7 studies [34,35,37,39-41,43] did not report
this information.

Incentive

Thirteen studies [18,35,37-41,43-4548,50,51] reported
providing incentives or compensation to participants, whereas
10 studies [21,34,36,42,46,47.49,52-54] did not report this
aspect.

Assessment Window

With regard to the assessment window, 11 studies [21,34,35,
40,42,434749,50,52,54] did not report the allowable time
frame for completing prompts. Among studies that did report
this information, 6 studies [36,38,39,45,46 48] used windows
shorter than 1 hour, 4 studies [37,41,44,51] used windows of
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1-3 hours, and 2 studies [18,53] used windows longer than 3
hours (Table 2).

Meta-Analysis

Compliance Rate

In the meta-analysis, a total of 23 studies [18,21,34-54]
were included, yielding a pooled compliance rate of 78.55%

Ma et al

(95% CI 73.48%-82.87%) among patients with cancer. The
prediction interval ranged from 48.59% to 93.41%. Sub-
stantial heterogeneity was observed (?=99.7%, t>=0.4083,
Q=8043.84; P<.001). Detailed results are presented in Figure
2.

Figure 2. Forest plot of ecological momentary assessment compliance rates among patients with cancer [18,21,34-54]. EMA: ecological momentary

assessment.
Study Events Total EMA compliance rate Compliance 95% Cl Weight
Geeraerts-2026 1676 2160 * 77.59 [75.77,79.34] 4.4%
Psihogios-2021 448 504 —a 88.89 [85.81;91.50] 4.2%
van Roozendaal-2023 2631 3150 ™ 83.52 [82.18;84.80] 4.4%
Daniel-2025 23472 42735 54,92 [54.45;55.40] 4.4%
Zwanenburg-2025 6085 6832 89.07 [88.30;89.80] 4.4%
Panjer-2026 2533 3780 - 67.01 [65.49;68.51] 4.4%
Cobden-2025 468 570 4'-** 82.11 [78.71;8517] 4.3%
King-Dowling-2025 862 1102 * 78.22 [75.67;80.63] 4.4%
Villegas-2021 1036 1260 e 82.22 [80.00;84.30] 4.4%
Hacker-2007 290 333 — 87.09 [83.00;90.49] 4.2%
Ratcliff-2014 923 1612 - 57.26 [54.80;59.69] 4.4%
Solk-2019 6502 7560 86.01 [85.20;86.78] 4.4%
Henneghan-2025 MBC 1342 1428 H | 93.98 [92.62;95.15] 4.3%
Bates-Fraser-2025 1565 2268 = 69.00 [67.05:70.90] 44%
Shiyko-2019 1007 1652 - i 60.96 [58.56;63.32] 4.4%
Badr-2006 2828 3416 | 82.79 [81.48,84.04] 4.4%
Stephenson-2018 3127 4452 == 70.24 [68.87;71.58] 4.4%
Hacker-2017 692 875 - 79.08 [76.24;81.74] 4.3%
Pinto-2021 3027 3850 —*— 78.62 [77.29;79.91] 44%
Heathcote-2022 789 957 - 82.45 [79.88,84.80] 4.3%
Gustavell-2019 141 168 ‘-‘-7 83.93 [77.49;89.13] 4.0%
Cracchiolo-2024 65274 110936 i 58.84 [58.55;59.13] 4.4%
Komarzynski-2019 696 930 = 74.84 [71.92;77.60] 4.4%
Random effects model (HKSJ) 202530 <> 78.55 [73.48; 82.87] 100.0%
Prediction interval [48.59; 93.41]
Heterogenelty: * = 99.7%, 1° = 0.4083 : ! T T T T !
40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Compliance rate (%)
Subgroup Analyses robust subgroup differences were observed by country region,

We conducted subgroup analyses across various EMA
characteristics to further examine the impact of common
study design features or procedural factors on compliance.
Detailed results are provided in Table 3 and Figures 3-6. No

cancer type, study length, sampling frequency, items per
assessment, sampling devices, and assessment window. Some
features were not included in subgroup analyses because their
category distributions were highly imbalanced.

Table 3. Subgroup analyses of compliance rates for categorical moderator variables. Subgroup analyses were exploratory and used a logit-trans-

formed random-effects model with Hartung-Knapp adjustment and the Sidik-Jonkman estimator.

Variable Studies, n (%) Compliance rate (95% CI) (%) Heterogeneity test—1 Test for subgroup differences
Q value (df) P value
Country region 99.7% 1.82(2) 40
North America 15(65.2) 77.37 (69.40-83.74) 99.7%
Europe 7 (30.4) 80.46 (73.00-86.25) 99.2%
Oceania 1(4.3) 82.11 (78.74-85.04) —a
Cancer type 99.7% 1.85(3) .60
Breast cancer 10 (43.5) 80.27 (72.00-86.56) 99.2%
Lung cancer 2(8.7) 78.11 (0.01-100.00) 99.9%
Mixed 3(13) 69.30 (29.41-92.44) 99.5%
Other 8 (34.8) 79.45 (70.57-86.17) 99.2%
Study length (days) 99.7% 045 (1) 50
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Variable Studies, n (%)

Compliance rate (95% CI) (%)

Heterogeneity test—12

Test for subgroup differences

Q value (df)

P value

11 (50)
11 (50)
Sampling frequency (prompts/day)
1-3 12 (52.2)
4-5 7(304)
=6 4(174)
Items per assessment
<10
10-20
>20

>14

5(33.3)
8(53.3)
2(13.3)
Sampling devices
15 (65.2)
4(174)
4(174)
Assessment window (hours)
<1 6 (50)
1-3 4(333)
>3 2(16.7)

Smartphone
PDAP
Other

76.69 (69.47-82.63)
79.92 (70.41-86.94)

78.70 (69.30-85.81)
78.86 (70.26-85.49)
77.72 (57.38-90.04)

71.85 (52.21-85.63)
82.78 (72.60-89.71)
73.21 (5.92-99.16)

81.32 (75.54-85.98)
68.83 (47.07-84.57)
76.12 (53.49-89.83)

74.82 (60.49-85.22)

76.99 (51.91-91.21)
82.49 (0.00-100.00)

99.7%
99.8%
99.7%
99.4%
99.1%
99.6%
99.7%
99.4%
99.8%
99.2%
99.7%
99.8%
99.3%
99.1%
99.8%
99.6%

99.9%
99.8%

0.04 (2) 98

331(2) .19

448 (2) 11

0.19 (2) 91

#Not available.
YPDA: personal digital assistant.

Figure 3. Subgroup analyses of compliance rates for country region (A) and cancer type (B) [18,21,34-54].
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Figure 4. Subgroup analyses of compliance rates for study length (A) and sampling frequency (B) [18,21,34-54].
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Figure 5. Subgroup analyses of compliance rates for number of items (A) and sampling devices (B) [18,21,34-54].
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Figure 6. Subgroup analyses of compliance rates for assessment window [18,36-39 41 ,44-46,48,51,53].
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Risk of Bias and Quality Assessment

Risk of Bias

2 studies [37,53] were judged as low risk of bias, and 21
studies [18,21,34-36,38-52,54] were judged as moderate risk

of bias. The most common sources of concern were unclear
sampling procedures and inadequate or unjustified sample
size, which were common in pilot or feasibility EMA studies
(Table 4).

Table 4. Risk of bias assessment using the Joanna Briggs Institute checklist for the included studies.

Study Q12 Q2P Q3¢ Q4d Qs¢ Qof Q78 Qgh Q9! Overall risk
Geeraerts et al [34] Yi Uk NI Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Psihogios et al [35] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
van Roozendaal et al [36] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Daniel et al [37] Y U Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Low
Zwanenburg et al [38] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Panjer et al [39] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Cobden et al [40] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
King-Dowling et al [41] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Villegas et al [42] U U N U U Y Y Y U Moderate
Hacker and Ferrans [21] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Ratcliff et al [43] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Solk et al [44] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Henneghan et al [18] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Bates-Fraser et al [45] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Shiyko et al [46] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Badr et al [47] Y U N Y U Y Y Y U Moderate
Stephenson et al [48] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Hacker et al [49] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Pinto et al [50] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Heathcote et al [51] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
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Study Q12 Q2b Q3¢ Q44 Qs5¢ Q6f Q78 Qsh QY Overall risk
Gustavell et al [52] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Cracchiolo et al [53] Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Low
Komarzynski et al [54] Y U N Y Y Y Y Y Y Moderate

3Q1: Was the sample frame appropriate to address the target population?
bQ2: Were study participants sampled in an appropriate way?

€Q3: Was the sample size adequate?

dQ4: Were the study subjects and setting described in detail?

©Q5: Was the data analysis conducted with sufficient coverage of the identified sample?

fQ6: Were valid methods used for the identification of EMA compliance?

2Q7: Was EMA compliance measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants?

hQ8: Was there appropriate statistical analysis?

%Q9: Was the response rate adequate, and if not, was the low response rate managed appropriately?

JY: yes.
kU: unclear.
IN: no.

Quality Assessment

The methodological quality scores of the included stud-
ies ranged from 6.5 to 9.0, indicating generally moderate
to high reporting quality. Most studies clearly described
EMA technology, study duration, prompting design, prompt

Table 5. Quality scores of the included studies.

frequency, and attrition. However, several studies provided
limited information on EMA training, response latency, or
missing data handling, which were the main sources of lower
scores (Table 5).

EMA? EMA Study Prompting Missing  Limitations  Total
Study technology  training  duration  scheme Frequency  Attrition  Latency  data of EMA score
Geeraertsetal 1P 0° 1 1 1 1 0 0.5 1 65
[34]
Psihogios et al 1 0 1 1 1 1 0.5 1 1 7.5
[35]
van Roozendaal 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
et al [36]
Daniel et al [37] 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
Zwanenburg et al 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
[38]
Panjeretal [39] 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
Cobden et al [40] 1 0 1 1 1 1 05 1 1 75
King-Dowling et 1 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 85
al [41]
Villegas et al 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 0 0.5 1 7
[42]
Hacker and 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0.5 7.5
Ferrans [21]
Ratcliff et al [43] 1 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 85
Solk et al [44] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
Henneghanetal 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
[18]
Bates-Fraser et al 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
[45]
Shiyko et al [46] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 85
Badr et al [47] 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 05 05 75
Stephensonetal 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 85
[48]
Hackeretal [49] 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 8
Pinto et al [50] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
Heathcote et al 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
[51]
Gustavell et al 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.5 1 7.5
[52]
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EMA? EMA Study Prompting Missing  Limitations  Total
Study technology  training  duration  scheme Frequency  Attrition  Latency  data of EMA score
Cracchioloetal 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 1 8.5
[53]
Komarzynskiet 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 8
al [54]

EMA: ecological momentary assessment.
byes (fully described)=1.

®No (not described)=0.

dSomewhat (partially described)=0.5.

Certainty of Evidence Assessment indirectness (differences in EMA protocols, compliance
definitions, and patient populations). No further downgrading

The certainty of this evidence was very low, downgraded \.q required for imprecision (the CI was reasonably narrow;
for serious risk of bias (due to lack of randomization Table 6).

and potential selection bias), very serious inconsistency
(substantial heterogeneity across studies), and serious

Table 6. Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation evidence profile for ecological momentary assessment compliance
rate. Compliance was defined as the number of completed prompts divided by the total number of delivered or scheduled prompts. The certainty of
evidence was assessed at the outcome level for the pooled ecological momentary assessment compliance rate.

Studie Certaint Importan
s,n Certainty assessment Effect y ce
Risk Other
Study of Inconsistency Indirectness Imprecision consideration Events, Individuals Rate (95%
design bias? P ¢ d s n n CI
EMAF® Compliance rate
23 Non- Serious Very serious Serious Not serious none NAf 13,565 Event rate Very low  8-critical
randomized 78.55% 000
studies (73.48-82.87)

4Risk of bias: Downgraded for serious risk of bias because most included studies were single-arm observational, feasibility, or diary-based studies,
and several studies incompletely reported key EMA implementation details, such as missing data handling, assessment windows, training procedures,
or compliance calculation methods.

bInconsistency: Downgraded for very serious inconsistency because heterogeneity was extremely high (12=99.7%, t>=0.4083), and the prediction
interval was wide, suggesting substantial variability in compliance across future comparable real-world settings.

CIndirectness: Downgraded for serious indirectness because included studies varied substantially in cancer type, clinical status, EMA/ePRO design,
device type, sampling frequency, assessment window, study duration, and compliance denominator definitions

ClImprecision: Not downgraded for imprecision because the 95% confidence interval around the pooled estimate was relatively narrow. The broad
prediction interval was considered under inconsistency rather than imprecision.

®EMA: ecological momentary assessment

fNA: not applicable

Meta-Regression Analyses of items per prompt (k=15; $=0.0105; P=.70), or assess-
ment window in hours (k=12; $=-0.0234; P=.53). Resid-
. : . T ual heterogeneity remained substantial across all models,
examine whether continuous EMA design characteristics indicating that these continuous design characteristics did not

were .as.sociated with compliance rates. No significant linear explain the high between-study variability in compliance rates
associations were observed for study length (k=22; 5=0.0025; (Table 7 and Figure 7).

P=.85), prompts per day (k=23; f=—0.0184; P=.74), number

Univariable meta-regression analyses were conducted to

Table 7. Univariable meta-regression of continuous ecological momentary assessment design characteristics. [3 coefficients are presented on the
logit-transformed compliance proportion scale. Each model was fitted separately as a univariable random-effects meta-regression. Studies with
unavailable moderator data were excluded from the corresponding model.

Moderator Studies included, k Range B coefficient P value

Study length, days 22 6-42 0.0025 85

Prompts per day 23 1-10 -0.0184 74

Items per prompt 15 1-23 0.0105 70

Assessment window, hours 12 0.17-24 -0.0234 53
https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506 J Med Internet Res 2026 | vol. 28 | 87506 | p. 13
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Figure 7. Meta-regression analyses of continuous ecological momentary assessment design characteristics [18,21,34-54]. EMA: ecological

momentary assessment.
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Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity analysis was performed using leave-one-out
meta-analysis to assess the robustness of the pooled esti-
mate. After excluding each study sequentially, the pooled
EMA compliance rates ranged from 77.40% to 79.38%,
which was highly consistent with the overall pooled estimate
of 78.55% (95% CI 73.48%-82.87%). The heterogeneity
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remained consistently high across all iterations (2=99.7%),
and the between-study variance showed only modest variation
(1?=0.3252-0.4281). These findings indicate that no single
study exerted an undue influence on the overall pooled
estimate, although substantial between-study heterogeneity
persisted (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of the pooled ecological momentary assessment compliance rate [18,21,34-54].

Study Leave-One-Out Meta-Analysis Compliance 95% Cl  Tau2 Tau 12
Omitting Geeraerts-2026 78.59 [73.26;83.11] 0.4279 0.6542 99.7%
Omitting Psihogios-2021 77.96 [72.73;82.43] 0.3987 0.6314 99.7%
Omitting van Roozendaal-2023 — 78.30 [72.95;82.83] 0.4228 0.6502 99.7%
Omitting Daniel-2025 ——0— 79.38 [74.59; 83.47] 0.3668 0.6057 99.7%
Omitting Zwanenburg-2025 —_— 77.91 [72.69; 82.38] 0.3958 0.6291 99.7%
Omitting Panjer-2026 — 79.00 [73.85;83.36] 0.4106 0.6408 99.7%
Omitting Cobden-2025 — 78.38 [73.03; 82.91] 0.4256 0.6524 99.7%
Omitting King-Dowling-2025 e p— 78.57 [73.23;83.08] 0.4281 0.6543 99.7%
Omitting Villegas-2021 —_— 78.37 [73.02; 82.91] 0.4254 0.6522 99.7%
Omitting Hacker-2007 —_— 78.10 [72.81;82.60] 0.4104 0.6406 99.7%
Omitting Ratcliff-2014 —H— 79.31 [74.43;83.46] 0.3773 0.6142 99.7%
Omitting Solk-2019 — e 78.14 [72.83;82.66] 0.4146 0.6439 99.7%
Omitting Henneghan-2025 MBC — e 77.40 [72.63;81.56] 0.3252 0.5702 99.7%
Omitting Bates-Fraser-2025 —_— 78.93 [73.74;83.33] 0.4156 0.6447 99.7%
Omitting Shiyko-2019 — 79.19 [74.20; 83.43] 0.3916 0.6258 99.7%
Omitting Badr-2006 — e 78.34 [72.99; 82.88] 0.4244 0.6514 99.7%
Omitting Stephenson-2018 — 78.89 [73.67;83.31] 0.4184 0.6468 99.7%
Omitting Hacker-2017 — 78.53 [73.19; 83.05] 0.4280 0.6542 99.7%
Omitting Pinto-2021 — 78.55 [73.21;83.07] 0.4281 0.6543 99.7%
Omitting Heathcote-2022 —am 78.36 [73.01;82.89] 0.4250 0.6519 99.7%
Omitting Gustavell-2019 —aw 78.30 [72.97;82.82] 0.4224 0.6499 99.7%
Omitting Cracchiolo-2024 —8— 79.26 [74.34; 83.45] 0.3833 0.6191 99.7%
Omitting Komarzynski-2019 — 78.71 [73.41;83.19] 0.4259 0.6526 99.7%
Random effects model | |<|> : | 78.55 [73.48; 82.87] 0.4083 0.6390 99.7%
70 75 80 85 90

Pooled EMA compliance rate (leave-one-out)

Reporting Biases and Small-Study Effects

Potential reporting biases and small-study effects were
assessed using funnel plots, Egger linear regression test,
and Begg rank correlation test. Visual inspection of the
funnel plot showed an uneven distribution of studies around
the pooled logit-transformed estimate, with several studies
with larger standard errors scattered outside the pseudo 95%
confidence limits, suggesting possible funnel-plot asymmetry.

https://www jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

Begg test indicated statistically significant small-study effects
(P=.02), whereas Egger test was not statistically significant
(P=.11). Therefore, the evidence for small-study effects was
suggestive but not conclusive. Given the substantial between-
study heterogeneity and the inconsistent findings between
the two statistical tests, the funnel-plot asymmetry should
be interpreted cautiously, and potential small-study effects or
reporting bias cannot be ruled out (Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Funnel plot for small-study effects in ecological momentary assessment compliance estimates.
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Discussion substance use disorders [25], 86% in older adults [26],
and 78% in children and adolescents [27]. Specifically, the
Principal Fin dings compliance among patients with cancer was slightly lower

To our knowledge, this is the first meta-analysis to quan-
titatively synthesize EMA compliance among oncology
populations, directly addressing our three primary research
objectives. In alignment with our first aim, we system-
atically characterized EMA deployment strategies across
23 studies [18,21,34-54]. Regarding our second objective,
the pooled analysis revealed a generally favorable overall
compliance within the moderate to high range [19]. How-
ever, contrary to our expectations, subgroup and meta-regres-
sion analyses indicated that no robust study-level design
characteristics or procedural factors consistently explained
compliance variability. Consequently, the wide prediction
interval suggests that compliance remains highly context-
dependent [55]. Finally, reflecting our third objective, while
EMA is a feasible methodology for real-world symptom
tracking in cancer care, this interpretation must remain
cautious in light of substantial heterogeneity, risk of bias, and
the low certainty of the current evidence.

The EMA compliance observed in this review was broadly
comparable to existing EMA benchmarks and meta-analy-
ses. Stone and Shiffman recommended an 80% compliance
threshold as a useful methodological benchmark for EMA
studies [56]. Our findings align closely with this threshold,
as well as with previous meta-analyses reporting pooled
compliance rates of approximately 75% in individuals with

https://www jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

than the rates reported for older adults, but exceeded those
found in individuals with substance use disorders and was
comparable to the levels seen in pediatric and adolescent
populations. The disparity may stem from the relatively
regular daily routines of older adults and the lower EMA
prompting frequency typically used in studies involving
this demographic [57], which together facilitate sustained
participation. In contrast, patients with cancer often con-
tend with severe symptom burdens and treatment-induced
discomfort [42,43,48], which may hinder their ability to
complete all assessments promptly, resulting in slightly lower
compliance relative to older adults. However, compared with
individuals with substance use disorders or youth cohorts,
patients with cancer tend to exhibit stronger health manage-
ment motivation and well-established compliance behav-
iors shaped through rigorous medical follow-ups [58,59].
Furthermore, one possible explanation is that participants
who enroll in EMA studies may be more motivated or more
comfortable with health-related monitoring, although this
cannot be confirmed using aggregate study-level data.

The notable gap between the high EMA compliance
observed in this study and the typically lower rates of
clinical treatment compliance (20%-60%) [60] highlights
unique behavioral dynamics. Crucially, the pooled compli-
ance estimate should not be equated with clinical treat-
ment compliance. EMA completion is a short-term research
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behavior involving repeated self-reported prompts [9,10],
whereas treatment compliance is shaped by broader clinical,
behavioral, and health-system factors [60]. This divergence
likely stem from the low-burden nature of EMA tasks [12-
14], the shorter durations [12-14], and a potential “Haw-
thorne effect” where frequent digital prompts foster sus-
tained engagement [61]. While these findings suggest patients
with cancer are capable of consistent real-time monitor-
ing, selection bias must be acknowledged, as study par-
ticipants may represent a more motivated subgroup with
higher baseline compliance [62]. Nonetheless, EMA remains
a high-fidelity tool for capturing the symptomatic triggers,
such as acute pain or fatigue, that often precipitate clinical
noncompliance [12-14].

Focusing solely on comparative averages may overlook
the profound variability observed across oncology studies,
as evidenced by the wide 95% prediction interval of 48.59%-
93.41%. This wide prediction interval reflects substantial
between-study variation and highlights the context-dependent
nature of EMA compliance in oncology populations. While
such variability presents statistical challenges, the pooled
estimate remains valuable as a benchmark when interpreted
alongside the prediction interval [33], signaling that research-
ers should set context-specific targets rather than expect-
ing uniform rates. Furthermore, the absence of significant
predictors in our meta-regression suggests that compliance
is likely governed by complex, nonlinear interactions among
disease severity, treatment toxicity, and digital literacy, rather
than simple design metrics like prompt frequency alone [19].

Subgroup analyses revealed that EMA compliance
remained remarkably consistent across diverse study
characteristics. Specifically, no significant differences were
identified by country region, cancer type, or technical
configurations such as device type and assessment windows.
However, these null findings should be interpreted cautiously,
as many subgroup comparisons were underpowered due to
limited study counts within specific strata [63]. Similarly,
factors such as study length, sampling frequency, and items
per assessment did not significantly alter compliance rates.
These findings may imply that oncology patients’ engage-
ment with EMA may be driven more by intrinsic factors, such
as health motivation and perceived utility, than by extrinsic
protocol adjustments [64,65]. Consequently, researchers may
have considerable flexibility in designing EMA protocols
without necessarily compromising participant compliance,
provided the clinical burden remains manageable.

Overall, these findings highlight that EMA is a feasible,
scalable methodology for oncology populations, support-
ing its integration into personalized health management
[66]. Future studies should focus on developing standar-
dized reporting and compliance metrics to enhance cross-
study comparability and reproducibility. Additionally, given
that traditional design features did not significantly drive
compliance in our analysis, future research should investigate
more complex, nonlinear predictors of engagement, such as
digital literacy and real-time symptomatic burden, through
mixed-methods approaches. Finally, exploring the long-term
sustainability of EMA in clinical practice is essential to
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maintain high-fidelity data collection throughout the cancer
survivorship continuum without imposing excessive patient
burden.

Limitations

This study has several limitations. First, there was substantial
heterogeneity among the included studies, and the availa-
ble study-level variables did not fully explain this heteroge-
neity. Some subgroup analyses were constrained by small
sample sizes, warranting cautious interpretation of these
results. Second, many studies provided incomplete report-
ing of implementation details, such as participant training,
incentive strategies, assessment windows, response latency,
missing data handling, or the exact denominator used to
calculate compliance. This lack of methodological transpar-
ency directly increases the potential risk of bias, particularly
regarding selection and reporting biases. Third, this review
included only published studies in English and Chinese,
potentially introducing reporting biases and small-study
effects. Finally, the exclusion of studies due to missing or
nonextractable prompt-level compliance data may introduce
a degree of reporting bias, as studies with lower compliance
might be less likely to report these metrics. Consequently,
these compounded factors, including severe inconsistency,
potential reporting bias, and the observational nature of
the primary literature, resulted in a very low to low cer-
tainty of evidence within the GRADE framework. Therefore,
our pooled compliance estimate should be interpreted as
an approximate, context-dependent benchmark rather than a
universal standard.

Conclusions

This study suggests that patients with cancer can achieve
moderate-to-high compliance with EMA protocols. How-
ever, the wide prediction interval, substantial heterogene-
ity, possible reporting bias, and very low certainty of
evidence indicate that compliance is highly context-depend-
ent. Consequently, the pooled estimate should therefore
be interpreted as an approximate benchmark for planning
oncology EMA studies rather than as a universal expected
rate. For future research, maximizing feasibility requires
careful, transparent, and patient-centered implementation.
Researchers should consistently report compliance denomina-
tors, distinguish delivered from prompts, and clarify response
windows alongside missing data handling. Furthermore,
comprehensive reporting on training protocols, incentives,
and attrition patterns is essential. Prospective studies must
evaluate how varying combinations of design features impact
compliance across distinct clinical cohorts and cancer stages.
In terms of translation, EMA holds substantial value for
capturing real-time symptoms, behaviors, and psychological
states in patients’ daily lives. However, before widespread
adoption in routine oncology care, identifying sustainable
designs that preserve data quality without exacerbating
patient burden remains a critical priority. Standardized
reporting, enhanced methodological transparency, and a
deeper understanding of patient-level compliance determi-
nants are pivotal to transitioning EMA from a promising
research tool to a reliable clinical monitoring strategy.

J Med Internet Res 2026 | vol. 28 1 87506 | p. 17
(page number not for citation purposes)


https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

JOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH Ma et al

Acknowledgments

We sincerely thank all the collaborators for their valuable support.Disclosure of Delegation to Generative Al: The authors
declare the use of generative Al (GenAl) in the research and writing process. According to the GAIDeT taxonomy (2025), the
following tasks were delegated to GenAl tools under full human supervision: Proofreading and editing. The GenAl tool used
was: ChatGPT-5.0. Responsibility for the final manuscript lies entirely with the authors.GenAl tools are not listed as authors
and do not bear responsibility for the final outcomes. Declaration submitted by: GM (first author).

Funding

This work was supported by the National Nature Science Foundation in China (82272924), Chia Community Health Services
Program (2023YCO1).

Conflicts of Interest
None declared.

Multimedia Appendix 1

Search strategies.
[DOCX File (Microsoft Word File), 35 KB-Multimedia Appendix 1]

Multimedia Appendix 2

Characteristics of included studies.
[XLSX File (Microsoft Excel File), 15 KB-Multimedia Appendix 2]

Checklist 1

PRISMA checklist.
[PDF File (Adobe File), 107 KB-Checklist 1]

Checklist 2

PRISMA-S checklist.
[PDF File (Adobe File), 378 KB-Checklist 2]

References

1.  Bizuayehu HM, Ahmed KY, Kibret GD, et al. Global disparities of cancer and its projected burden in 2050. JAMA Netw
Open. Nov 4,2024;7(11):e2443198. [doi: 10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2024.43198] [Medline: 39499513]

2. Nierengarten MB. "Cancer Statistics, 2025" provides data on cancer occurrence and outcomes: the cancer mortality rate
continued to decline through 2022, with nearly 4.5 million deaths averted since 1991 because of smoking reductions,
earlier detection for some cancers, and improved treatment. Cancer. May 2025;131(9). [doi: 10.1002/cncr.35826]
[Medline: 40298130]

3. Pachman DR, Barton DL, Swetz KM, Loprinzi CL. Troublesome symptoms in cancer survivors: fatigue, insomnia,
neuropathy, and pain. J Clin Oncol. Oct 20, 2012;30(30):3687-3696. [doi: 10.1200/JC0O.2012.41.7238] [Medline:
23008320]

4.  Maguire R, McCann L, Kotronoulas G, et al. Real time remote symptom monitoring during chemotherapy for cancer:
European multicentre randomised controlled trial (eSMART). BMIJ. Jul 21,2021;374:n1647. [doi: 10.1136/bmj.n1647]
[Medline: 34289996]

5. Antoni MH, Moreno PI, Penedo FJ. Stress management interventions to facilitate psychological and physiological
adaptation and optimal health outcomes in cancer patients and survivors. Annu Rev Psychol. Jan 18,
2023;74(1):423-455. [doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-030122-124119] [Medline: 35961041]

6.  Wang YH, Li JQ, Shi JF, et al. Depression and anxiety in relation to cancer incidence and mortality: a systematic review
and meta-analysis of cohort studies. Mol Psychiatry. Jul 2020;25(7):1487-1499. [doi: 10.1038/s41380-019-0595-x]
[Medline: 31745237]

7. Wang X, Cheng Z. Cross-sectional studies: strengths, weaknesses, and recommendations. Chest. Jul 2020;158(1):S65-
S71. [doi: 10.1016/j.chest.2020.03.012] [Medline: 32658654]

8.  Stone AA, Obbarius A, Junghaenel DU, Wen CKF, Schneider S. High-resolution, field approaches for assessing pain:
ecological momentary assessment. Pain. Jan 2021;162(1):4-9. [doi: 10.1097/j.pain.0000000000002049] [Medline:
32833794]

9.  Wiseman KP, Budenz A, Siegel L, Prutzman YM. Impact of ecological momentary assessment participation on short-

term smoking cessation: quitSTART ecological momentary assessment incentivization randomized trial. J Med Internet
Res. Jul 18,2025;27:¢67630. [doi: 10.2196/67630] [Medline: 40680166]

https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506 J Med Internet Res 2026 | vol. 28 1 e87506 | p. 18
(page number not for citation purposes)


https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v28i1e87506_app1.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v28i1e87506_app1.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v28i1e87506_app2.xlsx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v28i1e87506_app2.xlsx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v28i1e87506_app3.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v28i1e87506_app3.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v28i1e87506_app4.pdf
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=jmir_v28i1e87506_app4.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2024.43198
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/39499513
https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.35826
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40298130
https://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2012.41.7238
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23008320
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n1647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34289996
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-030122-124119
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35961041
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41380-019-0595-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31745237
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chest.2020.03.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32658654
https://doi.org/10.1097/j.pain.0000000000002049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32833794
https://doi.org/10.2196/67630
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40680166
https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

JOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH Ma et al

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Votaw VR, Witkiewitz K. Motives for substance use in daily life: a systematic review of studies using ecological
momentary assessment. Clin Psychol Sci. Jul 1,2021;9(4):535-562. [doi: 10.1177/2167702620978614] [Medline:
34447615]

Thong MSY, Chan RJ, van den Hurk C, et al. Going beyond (electronic) patient-reported outcomes: harnessing the
benefits of smart technology and ecological momentary assessment in cancer survivorship research. Support Care
Cancer. Jan 2021;29(1):7-10. [doi: 10.1007/s00520-020-05648-x] [Medline: 32844316]

Wright C, Dietze PM, Agius PA, et al. Mobile phone-based ecological momentary intervention to reduce young adults’
alcohol use in the event: a three-armed randomized controlled trial. JIMIR Mhealth Uhealth. Jul 20, 2018;6(7):e149. [doi:
10.2196/mhealth.9324] [Medline: 30030211]

Chen Y, Xi Z, Greene T, Mandy W. A systematic review of ecological momentary assessment in autism research.
Autism. Jun 2025;29(6):1374-1389. [doi: 10.1177/13623613241305722] [Medline: 39696839]

Stone AA, Schneider S, Smyth JM. Evaluation of pressing issues in ecological momentary assessment. Annu Rev Clin
Psychol. May 9, 2023;19:107-131. [doi: 10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-080921-083128] [Medline: 36475718]

Miller SN, Nichols M, Teufel Ii RJ, Silverman EP, Walentynowicz M. Use of ecological momentary assessment to
measure dyspnea in COPD. Int J Chron Obstruct Pulmon Dis. 2024;19:841-849. [doi: 10.2147/COPD.S447660]
[Medline: 38566847]

Mak HW, Gordon AM, Prather AA, Epel ES, Mendes WB. Acute and chronic stress associations with blood pressure: an
ecological momentary assessment study on an app-based platform. Psychosom Med. Sep 1, 2023;85(7):585-595. [doi:
10.1097/PSY .0000000000001224] [Medline: 37363963]

Kampshoff CS, Verdonck-de Leeuw IM, Oijen MG, Sprangers MA, Buffart LM. Ecological momentary assessments
among patients with cancer: a scoping review. Eur J Cancer Care. May 2019;28(3). [doi: 10.1111/ecc.13095]
Henneghan AM, Paolillo EW, Van Dyk KM, et al. Feasibility and psychometric quality of smartphone administered
cognitive ecological momentary assessments in women with metastatic breast cancer. Digit Health.
2025;11:20552076241310474. [doi: 10.1177/20552076241310474] [Medline: 39758254]

Wrzus C, Neubauer AB. Ecological momentary assessment: a meta-analysis on designs, samples, and compliance across
research fields. Assessment. Apr 2023;30(3):825-846. [doi: 10.1177/10731911211067538] [Medline: 35016567]

Sun Y, Jaiswal A, Slade C, Phillips KT, Benzo RM, Washington P. Associations between social determinants of health
and adherence in mobile-based ecological momentary assessment: scoping review. J Med Internet Res. Sep 23,
2025;27:69831. [doi: 10.2196/69831] [Medline: 40986865]

Hacker ED, Ferrans CE. Ecological momentary assessment of fatigue in patients receiving intensive cancer therapy. J
Pain Symptom Manage. Mar 2007;33(3):267-275. [doi: 10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2006.08.007] [Medline: 17349496]
Unal E, Cinar FI, Porucu C. Factors affecting medication adherence in patients using oral chemotherapy: A descriptive
study. J Oncol Pharm Pract. Apr 2025;31(3):412-421. [doi: 10.1177/10781552241241059] [Medline: 38613321]

Aigner CJ, Cinciripini PM, Anderson KO, Baum GP, Gritz ER, Lam CY. The association of pain with smoking and quit
attempts in an electronic diary study of cancer patients trying to quit. Nicotine Tob Res. Jun 2016;18(6):1449-1455. [doi:
10.1093/ntr/ntv118] [Medline: 26038362]

Miiller F, Hagedoorn M, Soriano EC, et al. Couples’ catastrophizing and co-rumination: dyadic diary study of patient
fatigue after cancer. Health Psychol. Dec 2019;38(12):1096-1106. [doi: 10.1037/hea0000803] [Medline: 31580128]
Jones A, Remmerswaal D, Verveer I, et al. Compliance with ecological momentary assessment protocols in substance
users: a meta-analysis. Addiction. Apr 2019;114(4):609-619. [doi: 10.1111/add.14503] [Medline: 30461120]

Yao L, Yang Y, Wang Z, Pan X, Xu L. Compliance with ecological momentary assessment programmes in the elderly: a
systematic review and meta-analysis. BMJ Open. Jul 12, 2023;13(7):e069523. [doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2022-069523]
[Medline: 37438069]

Wen CKF, Schneider S, Stone AA, Spruijt-Metz D. Compliance with mobile ecological momentary assessment
protocols in children and adolescents: a systematic review and meta-analysis. J] Med Internet Res. Apr 26,
2017;19(4):e132. [doi: 10.2196/jmir.6641] [Medline: 28446418]

Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic
reviews. BMJ. Mar 29,2021;372:n71. [doi: 10.1136/bmj.n71] [Medline: 33782057]

Rethlefsen ML, Kirtley S, Waffenschmidt S, et al. PRISMA-S: an extension to the PRISMA statement for reporting
literature searches in systematic reviews. Syst Rev. Jan 26,2021;10(1):39. [doi: 10.1186/s13643-020-01542-z] [Medline:
33499930]

Liao Y, Skelton K, Dunton G, Bruening M. A systematic review of methods and procedures used in ecological

momentary assessments of diet and physical activity research in youth: an adapted STROBE checklist for reporting
EMA studies (CREMAS). J Med Internet Res. Jun 21, 2016;18(6):e151. [doi: 10.2196/jmir.4954] [Medline: 27328833]

https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506 J Med Internet Res 2026 | vol. 28 | 87506 | p. 19

(page number not for citation purposes)


https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702620978614
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34447615
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-020-05648-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32844316
https://doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.9324
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30030211
https://doi.org/10.1177/13623613241305722
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/39696839
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-080921-083128
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36475718
https://doi.org/10.2147/COPD.S447660
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38566847
https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0000000000001224
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37363963
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecc.13095
https://doi.org/10.1177/20552076241310474
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/39758254
https://doi.org/10.1177/10731911211067538
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35016567
https://doi.org/10.2196/69831
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40986865
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2006.08.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17349496
https://doi.org/10.1177/10781552241241059
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38613321
https://doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntv118
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26038362
https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000803
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31580128
https://doi.org/10.1111/add.14503
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30461120
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-069523
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37438069
https://doi.org/10.2196/jmir.6641
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28446418
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33782057
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-020-01542-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33499930
https://doi.org/10.2196/jmir.4954
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27328833
https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

JOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH Ma et al

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Munn Z, Moola S, Lisy K, Riitano D, Tufanaru C. Methodological guidance for systematic reviews of observational
epidemiological studies reporting prevalence and cumulative incidence data. Int J Evid Based Healthc. Sep
2015;13(3):147-153. [doi: 10.1097/XEB.0000000000000054] [Medline: 26317388]

IntHout J, Ioannidis JPA, Borm GF. The Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman method for random effects meta-analysis is
straightforward and considerably outperforms the standard DerSimonian-Laird method. BMC Med Res Methodol. Feb
18,2014;14(1):25. [doi: 10.1186/1471-2288-14-25] [Medline: 24548571]

Borenstein M. How to understand and report heterogeneity in a meta-analysis: the difference between I-squared and
prediction intervals. Integr Med Res. Dec 2023;12(4):101014. [doi: 10.1016/j.imr.2023.101014] [Medline: 38938910]
Geeraerts J, de Nooijer K, Pivodic L, et al. A comparison of in-the-moment and retrospective patient-reported outcome
measures in advanced cancer. Support Care Cancer. Jan 4, 2026;34(1):64. [doi: 10.1007/s00520-025-10286-2] [Medline:
41484597]

Psihogios AM, Li Y, Ahmed A, et al. Daily text message assessments of 6-mercaptopurine adherence and its proximal
contexts in adolescents and young adults with leukemia: a pilot study. Pediatr Blood Cancer. Feb 2021;68(2):e28767.
[doi: 10.1002/pbc.28767] [Medline: 33073479]

van Roozendaal AS, Schellekens MPJ, van Woezik RAM, van der Lee ML. Exploring the dynamic interconnectedness
of protective and perpetuating factors of cancer-related fatigue. Psychooncology. Dec 2023;32(12):1876-1884. [doi: 10.
1002/pon.6235] [Medline: 37902175]

Daniel KE, Kinchen JW, Chang A, Finan PH, Chow PI. Identifying time-variant predictors of interest in completing
brief digital mental health interventions among adult survivors of cancer: ecological momentary assessment study. JMIR
Mhealth Uhealth. Dec 18, 2025;13:e69244. [doi: 10.2196/69244] [Medline: 41411642]

Zwanenburg LC, van Roekel E, Suijkerbuijk KPM, et al. Resilience in advanced cancer patients who obtain a long-term
response to immunotherapy or targeted therapy: an ecological momentary assessment study. Ann Behav Med. Jan 4,
2025;59(1):1-12. [doi: 10.1093/abm/kaaf042] [Medline: 40542627]

Panjer JAL, Stegmann MEL, Brandenbarg D, et al. Ecological momentary assessment for assessing affect patterns
associated with depression in cancer survivors in primary care: a pilot study. Psychooncology. Jan 2026;35(1):e70367.
[doi: 10.1002/pon.70367] [Medline: 41474216]

Cobden AL, Burnett J, Saward JB, et al. A novel ecological momentary assessment app for the investigation of daily
cognitive functioning in breast cancer survivors: a feasibility study. Support Care Cancer. Apr 29, 2025;33(5):434. [doi:
10.1007/s00520-025-09470-1] [Medline: 40299155]

King-Dowling S, Harris S, Daniel LC, et al. A pilot study of device-assessed physical activity and ecological momentary
assessment among adolescent and young adult survivors of childhood cancer. Ann Behav Med. Jan 4,
2025;59(1):kaaf002. [doi: 10.1093/abm/kaaf002] [Medline: 39898877]

Villegas F, Martinez-Borba V, Suso-Ribera C, et al. Characterizing breakthrough cancer pain using ecological
momentary assessment with a smartphone app: feasibility and clinical findings. Int J Environ Res Public Health. Jun 3,
2021;18(11):5991. [doi: 10.3390/ijerph18115991] [Medline: 34204871]

Ratcliff CG, Lam CY, Arun B, Valero V, Cohen L. Ecological momentary assessment of sleep, symptoms, and mood
during chemotherapy for breast cancer. Psychooncology. Nov 2014;23(11):1220-1228. [doi: 10.1002/pon.3525]
[Medline: 24706506]

Solk P, Gavin K, Fanning J, et al. Feasibility and acceptability of intensive longitudinal data collection of activity and
patient-reported outcomes during chemotherapy for breast cancer. Qual Life Res. Dec 2019;28(12):3333-3346. [doi: 10.
1007/s11136-019-02278-7] [Medline: 31493269]

Bates-Fraser LC, Diana JC, Chauntry AJ, et al. Feasibility of measuring context specific sedentary behavior and pulse
wave velocity in endometrial cancer survivors. Integr Cancer Ther. 2025;24:15347354251324912. [doi: 10.1177/
15347354251324912] [Medline: 40071631]

Shiyko MP, Siembor B, Greene PB, Smyth J, Burkhalter JE. Intra-individual study of mindfulness: ecological
momentary perspective in post-surgical lung cancer patients. J] Behav Med. Feb 2019;42(1):102-110. [doi: 10.1007/
$10865-018-9942-7] [Medline: 29992367]

Badr H, Basen-Engquist K, Carmack Taylor CL, de Moor C. Mood states associated with transitory physical symptoms
among breast and ovarian cancer survivors. J Behav Med. Oct 2006;29(5):461-475. [doi: 10.1007/s10865-006-9052-9]
[Medline: 16705484]

Stephenson E, DeLongis A, Bruel B, Badr H. Outpatient pain medication use: an electronic daily diary study in
metastatic breast cancer. J Pain Symptom Manage. Apr 2018;55(4):1131-1137. [doi: 10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2017.11.
032] [Medline: 29221847]

Hacker ED, Kim I, Park C, Peters T. Real-time fatigue and free-living physical activity in hematopoietic stem cell

transplantation cancer survivors and healthy controls: a preliminary examination of the temporal, dynamic relationship.
Cancer Nurs. 2017;40(4):259-268. [doi: 10.1097/NCC.0000000000000459] [Medline: 27922918]

https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506 J Med Internet Res 2026 | vol. 28 | 87506 | p. 20

(page number not for citation purposes)


https://doi.org/10.1097/XEB.0000000000000054
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26317388
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-14-25
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24548571
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.imr.2023.101014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38938910
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-025-10286-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/41484597
https://doi.org/10.1002/pbc.28767
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33073479
https://doi.org/10.1002/pon.6235
https://doi.org/10.1002/pon.6235
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37902175
https://doi.org/10.2196/69244
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/41411642
https://doi.org/10.1093/abm/kaaf042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40542627
https://doi.org/10.1002/pon.70367
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/41474216
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-025-09470-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40299155
https://doi.org/10.1093/abm/kaaf002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/39898877
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18115991
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34204871
https://doi.org/10.1002/pon.3525
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24706506
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-019-02278-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-019-02278-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31493269
https://doi.org/10.1177/15347354251324912
https://doi.org/10.1177/15347354251324912
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40071631
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-018-9942-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-018-9942-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29992367
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-006-9052-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16705484
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2017.11.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2017.11.032
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29221847
https://doi.org/10.1097/NCC.0000000000000459
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27922918
https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

JOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH Ma et al

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

Pinto BM, Kindred MD, Dunsiger SI, Williams DM. Sedentary behavior among breast cancer survivors: a longitudinal
study using ecological momentary assessments. J Cancer Surviv. Aug 2021;15(4):546-553. [doi: 10.1007/s11764-020-
00948-x] [Medline: 33029754]

Heathcote LC, Cunningham SJ, Webster SN, et al. Smartphone-based ecological momentary assessment to study
“scanxiety” among adolescent and young adult survivors of childhood cancer: a feasibility study. Psychooncology. Aug
2022;31(8):1322-1330. [doi: 10.1002/pon.5935] [Medline: 35411626]

Gustavell T, Langius-EkI6f A, Wengstrom Y, Segersvérd R, Sundberg K. Development and feasibility of an interactive
smartphone app for early assessment and management of symptoms following pancreaticoduodenectomy. Cancer Nurs.
2019;42(3):E1-E10. [doi: 10.1097/NCC.0000000000000584] [Medline: 29596113]

Cracchiolo JR, Tin AL, Assel M, et al. Electronic patient-reported symptoms after ambulatory cancer surgery. JAMA
Surg. May 1,2024;159(5):554-561. [doi: 10.1001/jamasurg.2024.0133] [Medline: 38477892]

Komarzynski S, Huang Q, Lévi FA, et al. The day after: correlates of patient-reported outcomes with actigraphy-
assessed sleep in cancer patients at home (inCASA project). Sleep. Oct 9, 2019;42(10):zsz146. [doi: 10.1093/sleep/
zsz146] [Medline: 31323086]

IntHout J, Ioannidis JPA, Rovers MM, Goeman JJ. Plea for routinely presenting prediction intervals in meta-analysis.
BMIJ Open. Jul 12, 2016;6(7):010247. [doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2015-010247] [Medline: 27406637]

Stone AA, Shiffman S. Capturing momentary, self-report data: a proposal for reporting guidelines. Ann Behav Med.
2002;24(3):236-243. [doi: 10.1207/S15324796ABM2403 09] [Medline: 12173681]

Choi S, Kang H, Shin J, Chu SH, Choi J. Ecological momentary assessment to measure social connectedness in older
adults: integrative review. J Med Internet Res. Jun 2025;27:¢66324. [doi: 10.2196/66324] [Medline: 40526914]
Mertens L, Wildiers H, Van Veenendaal H, et al. From burden to empowerment. patient-reported influencing factors on
participation in shared decision making in oncology, a meta-study. Psychooncology. Jul 2025;34(7):e70218. [doi: 10.
1002/pon.70218] [Medline: 40660710]

Wolff AC, Absolom K, Ahmed S, et al. Enhancing provider adoption of patient-reported outcome measures (PROMs)
through implementation science: insights from two international workshops. J Patient Rep Outcomes. Jul 1,
2025;9(1):77. [doi: 10.1186/s41687-025-00911-3] [Medline: 40591164]

McGrady ME, Pai ALH. A systematic review of rates, outcomes, and predictors of medication non-adherence among
adolescents and young adults with cancer. J] Adolesc Young Adult Oncol. Oct 2019;8(5):485-494. [doi: 10.1089/jayao.
2018.0160] [Medline: 31038372]

Elston DM. The Hawthorne effect. ] Am Acad Dermatol. Mar 30, 2021:S0190-9622(21)00245-0. [doi: 10.1016/].jaad.
2021.01.085] [Medline: 33810890]

Whitaker M, Welch WA, Fanning J, et al. Using ecological momentary assessment to understand associations between
daily physical activity and symptoms in breast cancer patients undergoing chemotherapy. Support Care Cancer. Aug
2022;30(8):6613-6622. [doi: 10.1007/s00520-022-07071-w] [Medline: 35488902]

Becker D, Grapendorf J, Greving H, Sassenberg K. Perceived threat and internet use predict intentions to get bowel
cancer screening (colonoscopy): longitudinal questionnaire study. J Med Internet Res. Feb 7, 2018;20(2):e46. [doi: 10.
2196/jmir.9144] [Medline: 29415872]

Venkatesh V, Thong JYL, Xu X. Consumer acceptance and use of information technology: extending the unified theory
of acceptance and use of technology. MIS Q. Mar 1,2012;36(1):157-178. [doi: 10.2307/41410412]

Armbruster C, Knaub M, Farin-Glattacker E, von der Warth R. Predictors of adherence to cancer-related mHealth apps
in cancer patients undergoing oncological or follow-up treatment-a scoping review. Int J Environ Res Public Health. Oct
21,2022;19(20):13689. [doi: 10.3390/ijerph192013689] [Medline: 36294265]

Paterson C, Armitage L, Turner M. Current landscape of ecological momentary assessment (real-time data) methodology
in cancer research: a systematic review. Semin Oncol Nurs. Dec 2023;39(6):151514. [doi: 10.1016/j.soncn.2023.151514]
[Medline: 37865555]

Abbreviations

CREMAS: Checklist for Reporting EMA Studies

EMA: ecological momentary assessment

GRADE: Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation

HKSJ: Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman

JBI: Joanna Briggs Institute

PRISMA: Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses

PRISMA-S: Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses literature search extension
PROSPERO: International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews

STROBE: Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology

https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506 J Med Internet Res 2026 | vol. 28 1 €87506 | p. 21

(page number not for citation purposes)


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11764-020-00948-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11764-020-00948-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33029754
https://doi.org/10.1002/pon.5935
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35411626
https://doi.org/10.1097/NCC.0000000000000584
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29596113
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamasurg.2024.0133
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38477892
https://doi.org/10.1093/sleep/zsz146
https://doi.org/10.1093/sleep/zsz146
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31323086
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2015-010247
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27406637
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15324796ABM2403_09
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12173681
https://doi.org/10.2196/66324
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40526914
https://doi.org/10.1002/pon.70218
https://doi.org/10.1002/pon.70218
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40660710
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41687-025-00911-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40591164
https://doi.org/10.1089/jayao.2018.0160
https://doi.org/10.1089/jayao.2018.0160
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31038372
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2021.01.085
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2021.01.085
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33810890
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-022-07071-w
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35488902
https://doi.org/10.2196/jmir.9144
https://doi.org/10.2196/jmir.9144
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29415872
https://doi.org/10.2307/41410412
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192013689
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36294265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soncn.2023.151514
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37865555
https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

JOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH Ma et al

Edited by Stefano Brini; peer-reviewed by Leon Wreyford, Silang Huang; submitted 10.Nov.2025; final revised version
received 24 .Jun.2026; accepted 01 .Jul 2026, published 08.Sep.2026

Please cite as:

Ma G, Deng C, Zhang Z, Ding Q, Gu C

Compliance With Ecological Momentary Assessment Among Patients With Cancer: Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis
J Med Internet Res 2026,28:e87506

URL: hitps://www . jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

doi: 10.2196/87506

© Guiyuan Ma, Cai Deng, Zitong Zhang, Qiming Ding, Can Gu. Originally published in the Journal of Medical Internet
Research (https://www.jmir.org), 08.Sep.2026. 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 the Journal of Medical Internet Research
(ISSN 1438-8871), is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information, a link to the original publication on https://
www.jmir.org/, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506 J Med Internet Res 2026 | vol. 28 1 e87506 | p. 22
(page number not for citation purposes)


https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506
https://doi.org/10.2196/87506
https://www.jmir.org
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.jmir.org/
https://www.jmir.org/
https://www.jmir.org/2026/1/e87506

	Compliance With Ecological Momentary Assessment Among Patients With Cancer: Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis
	Introduction
	Methods
	Protocol and Registration
	Literature Search
	Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
	Study Selection
	Data Extraction
	Risk of Bias and Quality Assessment

	Results
	Study Selection
	Participant Characteristics
	Study Characteristics
	Meta-Analysis
	Risk of Bias and Quality Assessment

	Discussion
	Principal Findings
	Limitations
	Conclusions



