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Abstract

Introduction

The study tested whether four commonly used patient rated outcomes are explained by only one factor, reflecting a general appraisal tendency of patients. 

Methods

Quality of life, needs and symptoms were rated by 92 patients in community mental health care at baseline and after 18 months and 6 years follow up periods. At follow ups treatment satisfaction was also assessed. Scores and change scores were subjected to factor analyses. We then tested which individual items predicted factor scores.

Results

One factor explained between 55% and 66% of the variance of the tested patient rated outcomes cross-sectionally and longitudinally. Only change scores of treatment satisfaction loaded on a separate factor. Seven items consistently explained more than 80% of the variance of the general factor.

Conclusions

Four important patient rated outcomes are uniformly and substantially influenced by a general tendency for positive or negative appraisals. This tendency can be assessed more simply than using currently established methods. 
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Significant outcomes

· More than 50% of the variation in patient ratings of quality of life, needs, symptoms and treatment satisfaction are explained by a general tendency of patients for positive or negative appraisals.

· This applies cross-sectionally and – with the exception of treatment satisfaction – also for change scores over periods of several years.

· The general appraisal tendency can be assessed using only seven individual items instead of longer established scales.

Limitations

· Although the findings are in line with other literature, all the evidence for the significance of the general appraisal tendency has so far originated from only two countries, i.e. Germany and Sweden.

· The results are from a single sample of patients with severe mental illness in community mental health care and might not be generalisable to other settings and samples.

· It has not been tested whether the general appraisal tendency also influences other patient rated outcomes than the ones assessed in this study.

Introduction
Patient rated outcomes have become increasingly important in the evaluation of pharmacological and psychosocial treatments as well as complex interventions in mental health care. Such outcomes are intended to capture patients’ views, feelings and judgements. Terms used to describe them include ‘subjective evaluation criteria’, ‘patient driven outcomes’ and ‘self-rated outcomes’. The most common patient rated outcome criteria are treatment satisfaction and self-ratings of symptoms, quality of life and needs. Each of these constructs has been investigated in extensive research, and numerous scales have been established to assess them (1-5).

Studies using more than one of patient rated outcomes have mostly found moderate to strong correlations among them. It has been suggested that one single general appraisal factor explains more than 50 % of the variance of all four major patient rated outcome criteria (6). The factor reflects the general tendency of patients for positive ratings, i.e. high degrees of quality of life and treatment satisfaction and low levels of needs and symptoms, or negative ratings respectively. In samples with severe mental illness Fakhoury et al showed that the general factor explained 50 % to 69 % of the variance of three criteria both cross-sectionally and longitudinally (7). The general factor was strongly associated with mood, and between 46% and 71 % of its variance were predicted by only two single items of the underlying scales. If replicated, these preliminary findings have wide implications for the assessment and use of self-rated outcomes. However, the longitudinal results were based on only two samples of less than 60 patients each; both samples were from Germany; there were only two points of measurement; and the interval between the two assessments was not longer than 18 months which is a relatively short period of time to assess long-term outcome in community mental health care.

The aim of this study was to consolidate the above preliminary findings in community mental health care in Sweden using – as compared to the previous study in the literature - a larger sample, more points of measurement and longer intervals between assessments with a total study period of 6 years. In particular, we addressed three questions:

1. Can a major part of the variance of self-ratings of quality of life, symptoms, needs and treatment satisfaction be explained by one general factor - reflecting a tendency for positive or negative appraisals - and, if so, does this apply both cross-sectionally and longitudinally?

2. What external factors are associated with the general tendency of the patients for positive or negative appraisals?

3. Can the general appraisal factor be predicted by individual items of the scales used to assess patient rated outcomes, i.e. treatment satisfaction, symptoms, quality of life and needs?

METHODS AND SUBJECTS
Design

The present study is based on a 6-year follow-up of patients admitted to ten pilot services with case management in Sweden (8). Patients were interviewed at baseline, and at 18-month and six-year follow-ups. At all three points of assessment patients rated their quality of life, needs for care and symptoms. The 18-month and 6-year follow-up interviews also included ratings of treatment satisfaction, whilst at baseline treatment satisfaction could not be assessed since treatment in the new programme had not yet been started. Further assessments of the social network, psychosocial functioning and social and demographic characteristics were also obtained. 

Participants

The baseline sample consisted of 176 subjects. At the 6-year follow-up, 14 persons had died, 16 could not be traced, and 21 were judged to be too ill to complete an interview. Of the remaining 125, 33 rejected further participation and the final 6-year follow-up sample thus consisted of 92 persons. Comparisons between the 92 remaining patients and the total number of dropouts, 84 patients, showed no significant differences regarding initial background characteristics such as sex, age, civil status, level of education, living situation, and work situation, duration of illness or diagnostic subgroup. Further, no significant differences were found regarding baseline levels of psychosocial functioning, needs for care, psychiatric symptoms, social network or subjective quality of life. The present sample may thus be regarded as fairly representative of the baseline sample. 

Measures 

Subjective quality of life was at baseline and the 18-month follow-up assessed by the Lancashire Quality of Life Profile (LQOLP) (9). The LQOLP is a structured self-report interview which assesses objective and subjective indicators of quality of life. At the 6-year follow-up a short version of the LQOLP was used, the Manchester Short Assessment of Quality of Life (MANSA) (10). In both versions patient rate their satisfaction with life as a whole and different life domains. The mean score of these satisfaction ratings is taken as a measure of subjective quality of life. Needs for care were at baseline and 18-month follow-up assessed by Camberwell Assessment of Needs interview (11). The CAN assesses needs for care in 22 different domains. At the 6-year-follow-up a short version of CAN, the Camberwell Assessment of Needs Short Assessment interview (CANSAS) (11) was used. Sum scores of unmet needs, met needs and all needs may be obtained. All needs are the sum of met and unmet needs. Symptoms were rated by the Hopkins Symptom Check List-90 (SCL-90) (12) and treatment satisfaction was measured on a nine item scale derived from a questionnaire developed in Sweden by the Swedish Institute for Health Services Development (13). Psychosocial functioning was rated according to the Strauss Carpenter scale which assesses the situation during the month before index contact with regard to social contacts and psychiatric symptoms, and with regard to the previous year concerning employment and use of psychiatric inpatient services (14). Patient sociodemographic and clinical characteristics were also obtained at the interview. A more detailed description of the instruments may be found in Björkman and Hansson (8).

Statistical analysis

Spearman rank correlations were used to investigate bivariate associations between variables. Principal components factor analyses with no rotations were performed to investigate the factor structure of four subjective evaluation criteria: symptomatology (SCL-90), subjective quality of life (LQOLP; MANSA), needs (CAN, CANSAS) and patient satisfaction with treatment. The latter assessment was however not used at baseline. Kaiser-Meyer Olkin’s test for sampling adequacy was performed in order to investigate if any super ordinate factors could be identified. In addition Bartlett’s test of sphericity was employed to verify that the correlation matrix did not indicate an inappropriate factor model. Factors with an eigenvalue of 1 and above were included, and factor loadings below .45 were disregarded. Multiple stepwise regression analyses were used to explore associations between the general subjective external independent factors, and items of the subjective evaluation criteria. The statistical software package used was SPSS 11.5.

RESULTS

Some background characteristics at the time of follow up are presented in Table 1. Most subjects were living alone in own flats, were not working and mainly on a disability pension. Approximately 60 % of the subjects had a schizophrenia diagnosis and a further 20% other diagnoses of psychotic disorders 

Insert Table 1 about here

Bivariate associations between the subjective evaluation criteria are shown in Table 2. 

Insert Table 2 about here.

The most consistent significant correlations were at all three assessments shown between subjective quality of life and self rated symptoms and between self rated symptoms and needs.

Factor analyses, PCA with no rotations, revealed consistently at baseline, 18-month and 6-year follow-up that the patient rated criteria loaded into one single factor, with an explained variance of 66%, 57% and 58% respectively, as shown in Table 3. 

Insert Table 3 about here

Factor analyses including change scores in the subjective criteria between assessments showed that change scores between baseline and the two points of follow-up the 18-month and six-year follow-up were included in a single factor, explaining 55% and 57% of the variance, and regarding change scores between the two follow up assessments in a two factor model where treatment satisfaction constituted a separate factor, which is summarised in Table 4.

Insert Table 4 about here

Correlations of factor scores computed from the factor analysis with sociodemographic and clinical generally showed low and non significant correlations. However significant correlations were found for the four items of the Strauss-carpenter scale, which contains interviewer-based assessments of social contacts and psychiatric symptoms during the last month and frequency of work and psychiatric inpatient care during the last year. These correlations ranged between .20 and .38 at baseline, between .23 and .50 at the18-month follow-up, and between .22 and .49 at 6-year follow-up. Regression analyses of these four items showed that at baseline symptom level accounted for 14% of the variance in the subjective factor (F=20.6, p<.001), at the 18-month follow-up, symptom level accounted for 24% of the variance in the subjective factor score (F=31.2, p<.001), and at the 6-year follow-up, level of symptoms and frequency of work accounted for 36% of the variance (F=23.8. p<001). 

In order to investigate to what extent items of the four scales used to assess the tested patient rated outcomes – i.e. quality of life, needs, symptoms, and treatment satisfaction - accounted for the variance of the general appraisal factor, items of the four subjective assessments at the 18-month follow-up were separately regressed using the subjective factor scores as dependent variable. Items included in the regression model from each analysis were used as independent variables in a final multiple regression analyses, Table 5. Seven items were included in the final regression model, accounting for almost 90% of the variance in the subjective factor. Satisfaction with health accounted for the main part of the variance, almost 60% and satisfaction with support from key worker and level of restlessness for another 12 and 10% respectively. The seven significant predictor variables from this regression analysis were used in confirmatory regression analysis based on assessments at the 6-year follow-up. Six out of the seven variables were included in this regression model and accounted for 84.8% of the variation in the subjective factor at the 6-year follow-up (F=73.6, p<.001). The only item not included was the “trouble getting your breath” item from SCL-90.

Discussion

Cross-sectionally 66%, 57 % and 58 % respectively of the variance of patient ratings of treatment satisfaction, symptoms, quality of life and needs were explained by only one factor, which can be seen as the general tendency of patients for a more or less positive appraisal. In contrast, an interesting study by Salvi et al (15) investigating  the overlap between four staff –rated outcome measures CANSAS, TAG, HoNoS and GAF, identified a severity factor only accounting for  16% of the variance, and showing no substantial overlap between the measures. This is an indication of the importance of the rater perspective irrespective of the outcome areas assessed. 

Longitudinally, the general factor in the present study comprised symptoms, quality of life and needs, whilst – with respect to the second interval between the two follow-up assessments - treatment satisfaction formed a separate factor. One might argue that in longitudinal assessments treatment satisfaction is an outcome criterion distinct from the other three because its absolute scores reflect the quality of the outcome, whilst for the other criteria only changes over time are of importance: When a patient is highly satisfied with treatment at a given point of time, the rating can be taken as a positive outcome independent of previous satisfaction ratings. This does not apply in the same way to the other three patient rated criteria in this study. For symptoms, quality of life and needs only changes over time can be considered as outcome criteria, and improvements over time usually constitute a positive outcome. Thus, it appears plausible that, in the analysis of longitudinal data, treatment satisfaction is an aspect of patient rated outcomes that is separate from the other criteria. Another interpretation of these findings maybe that treatment satisfaction directly reflects experiences of the received care, while the other measures are related to the impact of care. Care might be delivered in a setting and context that leads to high treatment satisfaction, but is ineffective and therefore without impact on other patient rated outcomes. 
The subjective appraisal factor did not show significant associations with socio-demographic and clinical characteristics, but with patients’ social functioning. Whilst social functioning was rated by the interviewer and not the patient, assessments are still influenced by the patient’s statements about how well they function which may simply overlap with the self ratings of constructs such as quality of life and needs. Finally, up to seven single items of the used scales predicted more than 84 % of the variance of the general factor. 
The findings are consistent with previous suggestions in the literature (6, 8). They significantly add to the existing evidence on the subject as the analysis was based on a larger sample, more points of measurements and a longer interval between assessments than employed in previous studies. The findings may have far reaching implications for the evaluation of long-term treatment in both research and routine care. As long as evaluative studies use the existing patient rated outcome criteria symptoms, quality of life, needs and treatment satisfaction and the corresponding instruments, it is difficult to argue for assessing more than one of them in the same study. The results of different self-rating outcomes are likely to overlap and they will be dominated by the influence of the general subjective appraisal factor. The factor cannot be explained by item overlap alone. It reflects a general tendency for more or less positive appraisal which is linked to mood (6, 7). To what extent it can change within short periods of time and is influenced by situational factors and the rating context, remains to be established in future research. 
The findings might call for the development of new subjective evaluation criteria and assessment instruments that take the empirical results into account and are more specific. One way maybe to design a scale that captures the general factor directly. This study and previous findings suggest that a small number of items are sufficient to capture up to 90 % of the variance of the general appraisal factor. Methods to develop a short scale to assess the appraisal tendency may range from more secondary analyses of existing data sets to new qualitative research specifying the underlying construct and possible indicators. The scores of such a new scale to assess the general appraisal tendency are likely to be closely associated with mood, and more research is required to define conceptually and emprically the distinction between mood and the appraisal tendency.

Once patients’ general tendency to appraise their treatment, symptoms, quality of life and needs in a more or less positive way has been directly assessed, new scales may be designed to capture the remaining and specific variance of each construct.

As long as such new scales do not exist, one may argue that it is unnecessary and possibly even unethical to administer a battery of scales to patients, when the main variance of all of them can be assessed by no more than 7 single items. The current instruments were all derived from theoretical considerations and have some face value. Yet, the findings of this study underline that the conceptual and methodological approach to assess patient-rated outcomes in mental health care may have to be re-considered and further developed. The increasing importance that is given to patient-rated outcomes should be matched by systematic conceptual work and systematic research to develop the best assessment instruments.

REFERENCES
1. Thornicroft T, Tansella M, eds. Mental health outcome measures. Springer Verlag, Heidelberg, 1996. 

2. Hamera EK, Schneider JK, Potocky M, Casebeer MA. Validity of self-administered symptom scales in clients with schizophrenia and schizoaffective disorders. Schizophr Res 1996;19:213-219.
3. Ruggeri M. Patients’ and relatives’ satisfaction with psychiatric services: the state of art of its measurement. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 1994;29: 212–227. 
4. Joska J, Flisher AJ. The assessment of need for mental health services. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol. 2005;40:529-39. 
5. Lehman AF. Measures of quality of life among persons with severe and persistent mental disorders. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 1996;31:78-88. 
6. Priebe S, Kaiser W, Huxley PJ, Roder-Wanner UU, Rudolf H., Do different subjective evaluation criteria reflect distinct constructs? J Nerv Ment Dis 1998;186:385-92.

7.  Fakhoury WK, Kaiser W, Roeder-Wanner UU, Priebe S. Subjective evaluation: is there more than one criterion? Schizophr Bull. 2002;28:319-27.
8. Björkman T, Hansson L. Case management for individuals with severe mental illness. A 6-year follow-up. Int J Soc Psychiatry. In press. 

9. Oliver J, Huxley P, Priebe S. Measuring the quality of life severely mentally ill people using the Lancashire Quality of Life Profile. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 1997; 32:76-83. 

10. Priebe S, Huxley P, Knight S, Evans S. Application of the Manchester Short Assessment of Quality of Life (MANSA).  Int J Soc Psychiatry 1999;45:7-12. 

11. Phelan M, Slade M, Thornicroft G, Dunn G et al. The Camberwell Assessment of Need: the validity and reliability of an instrument to assess the needs of people with severe mental illness. Br J Psychiatry 1995;567:589-595. 

12. Derogatis LR, Fasth BG. Confirmation of the dimensional structure of the SCL-90: A study in construct validation. J  Clin Psychol    ;33:981-989. 

13. Hansson L, Höglund E. Patient satisfaction with psychiatric services. The development, reliability and validity of two patient satisfaction questionnaires for use in inpatient and outpatient settings. Nord J Psychiatry 1995;49:257-262. 
14. Strauss JS, Carpenter WT. The prediction of outcome in schizophrenia I. Characteristics of outcome. Arch  Gen Psychiatry 1972; 27:739-746. 

15. Salvi G, Leese M, Slade M. Routine use of mental health outcome assessments: choosing the measure, Br J Psychiatry 2005; 186:146-152.)
Table 1. Background characteristics of the sample at time of the six-year follow-up (N=92).

	
	N
	%

	Sex
	
	

	Male
	43
	47

	Female
	49
	53

	
	
	

	Age (m, range)
	47 (29-68)
	

	
	
	

	Education (N=90)
	
	

	Primary school
	30
	33

	College
	37
	41

	University
	23
	26

	
	
	

	Civil status (N=88)
	
	

	Married
	2
	2

	Divorced
	15
	17

	Never married
	71
	81

	
	
	

	Living situation
	
	

	Alone
	75
	82

	Partner
	  5
	5

	Parents
	  7
	8

	Other
	  5
	5

	
	
	

	Accommodation (N=91)
	
	

	Own apartment
	73
	80

	Lodger
	  3
	3

	Supported housing
	  9
	10

	Other
	  6
	7

	
	
	

	Work situation (N=91)
	
	

	Competitive work
	  8
	9

	Supported work
	  8
	9

	Unemployed
	  5
	5

	Student
	  6
	7

	Disability pension
	64
	70

	
	
	

	Diagnosis (N=77)
	
	

	Schizophrenia
	46
	60

	Other psychosis
	14
	18

	Non psychosis
	17
	22

	
	
	

	Duration of illness (m, range)
	22 (7-44)
	


Table 2. Correlations between four subjective evaluation 

criteria at baseline, the 18-month and 6-year follow-up

	Subjective evaluation criteria
	Treatment satisfaction
	Subjective quality of life
	Self-rated symptoms

	Baseline
	
	
	

	Subjective QoL
	
	
	

	Self-rated symptoms
	
	-.62***
	

	All needs
	
	-.36***
	.48***

	18-month follow-up 
	
	
	

	Subjective QoL
	   .40***
	
	

	Self-rated symptoms
	  -.15
	-.56**’
	

	All needs
	     -.21*
	-.42***
	.50***

	
	
	
	

	6-year follow-up 
	
	
	

	Subjective QoL
	        .25*
	
	

	Self-rated symptoms
	       -.23*
	-.62***
	

	All needs
	     -.18
	-.54***
	.65***


 * P<.05, ** P<.01, ***P<.001

Table 3. Factor analysis (PCA) of subjective evaluation criteria at baseline, 18-month and 6-year follow-up

	Subjective evaluation criteria
	Baseline
	18 month follow-up
	6-year follow-up

	Self-rated symptoms
	.88
	.79
	.87

	Total needs
	.73
	.78
	.82

	Subjective QoL
	-.82
	-.86
	-.86

	Treatment satisfaction
	na
	-.56
	-.48

	
	
	
	

	Eigenvalue
	1.97
	2.3
	2.3

	Cumulated variance (%)
	66
	58
	57


Table 4. Factor analysis (PCA) of changes in subjective evaluation criteria 

between baseline and the 18-month and 6-year follow-up 

	Subjective evaluation criteria
	Baseline-

18 months
	Baseline-

6 year
	18month-6year

	
	Factor 1
	
	Factor 1
	Factor 2

	Subjective QoL 
	.80


	.74
	-.77
	

	Total needs
	.67
	.72
	.75
	

	Self-rated symptoms
	.76


	.77
	.59
	

	Treatment satisfaction
	na
	na
	
	.93

	Eigenvalue
	1.66
	1.67
	1.5
	1.03

	Cumulated variance (%)
	55
	57
	38.5
	25.9


Table 5. Stepwise multiple regression analysis of single items in the four subjective constructs using factor scores at the 18-month follow-up as dependent variable

	Independent variable
	Beta
	R2-change


	Significance of 

F-change

	Satisfaction health 
	-.32
	.588
	.001

	Satisfaction with support from key worker
	-.30
	.119
	.001

	Restlessness
	.15
	.091
	.001

	Trouble getting your breath
	.20
	.042
	.001

	Satisfaction social relations
	-.19
	.024
	.001

	Feeling no interest in things 
	.16
	.020
	.001

	The idea that something serious is wrong with your body
	.14
	.012
	.002

	Total variance accounted for, %
	
	89.6
	


