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ABSTRACT  1 

Background 2 

Patient-reported experience measures (PREMs) are valuable tools for evaluating patient-centeredness 3 

(PC) from the patients’ perspective. Despite their utility, a comprehensive PREM addressing PC has 4 

been lacking. To bridge this gap, we developed the preliminary version of the Experienced Patient-5 

Centeredness Questionnaire (EPAT), a disease-generic tool based on the integrative model of PC 6 

comprising 16 dimensions. It demonstrated content validity. The aim of this study was to test its 7 

psychometric properties and to develop a final 64-items version (EPAT-64). 8 

Methods 9 

In this cross-sectional study, we included adult patients treated for cardiovascular diseases, cancer, 10 

musculoskeletal diseases, and mental disorders in inpatient or outpatient settings in Germany. For 11 

each dimension of PC, we selected four items based on item characteristics such as item difficulty and 12 

corrected item-total correlation. We tested structural validity using confirmatory factor analysis, 13 

examined reliability by McDondald’s Omega, and tested construct validity by examining correlations 14 

with general health status and satisfaction with care. 15 

Results 16 

Analysis of data from 2.024 patients showed excellent acceptance and acceptable item-total-17 

correlations for all EPAT-64 items, with few items demonstrating ceiling effects. The confirmatory 18 

factor analysis indicated the best fit of a bifactor model, where each item loaded on both a general 19 

factor and a dimension-specific factor. Omega showed high reliability for the general factor while 20 

varying for specific dimensions. Construct validity was confirmed by absence of strong correlations 21 

with general health status and a strong correlation of the general factor with satisfaction with care. 22 

Conclusions 23 

The EPAT-64 demonstrated commendable psychometric properties. This tool allows comprehensive 24 

assessment of PC, offering flexibility to users who can measure each dimension with a 4-item module 25 

or choose modules based on their needs. The EPAT-64 serves multiple purposes, including quality 26 

improvement initiatives and evaluation of interventions aiming to enhance PC. Its versatility empowers 27 

users in diverse healthcare settings. 28 

 29 

 30 

What is already known on this topic – Patient-reported experience measures (PREMs) can be used to 31 

assess patient-centeredness (PC) from the patients’ perspective. The “Experienced Patient-32 

Centeredness Questionnaire” (EPAT) is the first PREM to comprehensively assess 16 dimensions of PC. 33 
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What this study adds – In this study, we tested the psychometric properties of all items developed for 1 

the EPAT and developed the 64-item version of the EPAT (EPAT-64), which demonstrated good 2 

psychometric properties. 3 

How this study might affect research, practice or policy –The EPAT-64 can be used in research and 4 

routine care, e.g. to evaluate interventions, provide feedback to healthcare professionals, support 5 

quality improvement, set benchmarks, and, consequently improve PC.  6 
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BACKGROUND  1 

Patient-centeredness (PC) is defined as one of the key elements of high quality healthcare worldwide.1 2 
2 It is positively associated with health-related outcomes, such as patient satisfaction, higher 3 

knowledge, faster recovery, and better health behaviour.3-6 In Germany, as in many other countries7, 4 

health policy,8-10 research,11-14 and medical education15 have endorsed PC. To overcome ambiguities in 5 

the definition of PC, Scholl et al. developed the integrative model of PC,16 which was evaluated and 6 

extended in two Delphi studies.17 18 The model includes 16 dimensions: (1) essential characteristics of 7 

the clinician, (2) clinician-patient relationship, (3) patient as a unique person, (4) biopsychosocial 8 

perspective, (5) clinician-patient communication, (6) integration of medical and non-medical care, (7) 9 

teamwork and teambuilding, (8) access to care, (9) coordination and continuity of care, (10) patient 10 

safety, (11) patient information, (12) patient involvement in care, (13) involvement of family and 11 

friends, (14) patient empowerment, (15) physical support, and (16) emotional support. 12 

The effective management of PC relies on sound measurement to assess the effects of interventions.19 13 
20 For such measurement, it is important to consider the target group of PC, i.e., the patients as 14 

recipients of healthcare, e.g. by using patient-reported experience measures (PREMs). PREMs capture 15 

patients’ reports directly on whether or how often they have experienced specific processes or 16 

behaviours in their healthcare.21 This allows the users to derive follow-up actions from the results, such 17 

as specific interventions for healthcare professionals or patients. Results from PREMs can be used to 18 

assess the quality of healthcare.22 Positive patient experiences are associated with patient safety and 19 

clinical effectiveness23, adherence, better clinical outcomes, and lower rates of healthcare utilization.24 20 

A range of PREMs have been developed already.21 25 While some of them assess only selective aspects 21 

of PC, there is no PREM that considers all 16 dimensions of PC as defined by Scholl and colleagues.16 In 22 

particular, a recent systematic review by Mihaljevic and colleagues26 showed that, to date, there is no 23 

German PREM that comprehensively assesses PC. 24 

To bridge this research gap, we developed a preliminary version of  the “Experienced Patient-25 

Centeredness Questionnaire” (EPAT), a PREM that assesses PC from the perspective of individuals 26 

receiving care27. It was developed using a multi-step process including item generation based on a 27 

literature review, focus groups with patients, and key informant interviews with experts as well as item 28 

selection based on a relevance rating with experts and cognitive interviews with patients. The 29 

thorough development process, combining theory-driven approaches and the target groups’ 30 

perspective, ensured high content validity of the EPAT. It was developed as a disease-generic 31 

questionnaire in German language with an outpatient and an inpatient version. Further, a reflective 32 

measurement model was used (i.e., we assumed that specific aspects of patients experience are 33 

causally determined by underlying latent dimensions of patient-centeredness).  The preliminary 34 

version of the EPAT comprised 120 items for outpatients and 121 items for inpatients. Full details of 35 

item development and selection process are reported in Christalle et al.27 So far, the preliminary 36 

version of the EPAT was not psychometrically tested. In addition, a questionnaire of this length is 37 

impractical as it consumes lots of resources and is tedious for respondents. Considering that the 38 
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minimum number of items to estimate and test measurement models is four, a reduction to 64 items 1 

(four items for each of the 16 dimensions) would improve its feasibility. 2 

Hence, in the present study, we psychometrically tested the preliminary version of the EPAT. Further, 3 

we report on the item selection process for a final version consisting of 64 items (EPAT-64) and its 4 

psychometric properties. 5 

METHODS 6 

Study design 7 

The development and psychometric testing of the EPAT was part of the ASPIRED study (Assessment of 8 

Patient-Centeredness Through Patient-Reported Experience Measures), a 6-year mixed-methods 9 

study aiming to assess the patients’ perspective on PC.27 28 Here, we report on the psychometric testing 10 

of the EPAT. First, the preliminary version of the EPAT was psychometrically tested and item 11 

characteristics were calculated. Second, we used those results to select items for the EPAT-64. Third, 12 

we assessed structural validity, construct validity, and reliability of the EPAT-64. As there are no 13 

guidelines for reporting psychometric evaluations for PREMs, we used the COSMIN guideline on 14 

reporting patient-reported outcome measures (PROMs) where applicable (see Appendix 1).29  15 

The EPAT questionnaire 16 

For psychometric testing we used the preliminary version of the EPAT. It comprises of 16 domains.16 18  17 

and has two versions, one for inpatients and one for outpatients. All items are rated on a 6-point-18 

Likert-scale of agreement (1 = completely disagree, 2 = strongly disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = 19 

somewhat agree, 5 = strongly agree, 6 = completely agree). All items had an option to choose ‘does 20 

not concern me’. For most items, a high score implied high experienced PC, while 9 items were 21 

reversed. The EPAT was developed and psychometrically tested in German. The final version (EPAT-22 

64) was translated into English using a team-based translation process consisting of translation, review, 23 

adjudication, pretesting and documentation (TRAPD).30  24 

Data collection and participants 25 

We recruited participants from June 2020 to February 2022. As planned in the protocol28, we started 26 

recruitment in inpatient and outpatient healthcare institutions (e.g. hospitals, primary care centres) in 27 

the metropolitan area of Hamburg, Germany, using consecutive sampling. We used paper-and-pencil 28 

questionnaires. Outpatients received the questionnaire on the day of their appointment and were 29 

asked to report on their experience during the last four weeks within the respective outpatient clinic. 30 

Inpatients received the questionnaire on day of discharge or the day before and were instructed to fill 31 

in the questionnaire after discharge and to report on their whole stay. As the recruitment was slowed 32 

down by the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, we increased the recruitment efforts by adding an online 33 

survey using LimeSurvey (LimeSurvey GmbH, Hamburg, Germany) starting in December 2020. We 34 

recruited participants of the online survey via community-based strategies (i.e., social media, postings 35 

in supermarkets, and via notes shared by self-help groups and patient organizations). They were 36 

instructed to refer to their last outpatient visit or inpatient stay that should have been no longer than 37 
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one months ago. Inclusion criteria were age of 18 years or older and being currently treated for at least 1 

one disease from the following four disease groups: cardiovascular diseases, cancer, musculoskeletal 2 

diseases, and mental disorders. Inclusion was based on self-report. We aimed to include 250 inpatients 3 

and 250 outpatients for each of the four disease groups, respectively, resulting in a total target sample 4 

size of 2000.28 5 

In addition to the preliminary version of the EPAT, participants were also asked to complete the first 6 

item of the German version of the 12-item Short Form Survey, which assesses general health status.31 7 

This item has an excellent item difficulty of 0.4 and high acceptability (less than 4 % missing values). 8 

We assessed satisfaction with care with the German version of the 8-item Client Satisfaction 9 

Questionnaire (ZUF-8),32 a unidimensional questionnaire with high internal consistency (Cronbach’s 10 

alpha = 0.9). We also administered the European Health Literacy Questionnaire (HLS-EU-Q16),33 a short 11 

version of the HLS-EU-Q47 with low ceiling effects and strong correlation with the long version (r = 12 

0.82). Furthermore, we included questions on demographic factors (e.g., gender and age) and health 13 

status (e.g., years since receiving the corresponding diagnosis). Finally, two control items were 14 

introduced first in the online version and starting from June 2021 in the paper-pencil-version (‘To show 15 

that you are reading attentively, please check “somewhat disagree”/”somewhat agree”.’). Data 16 

collection was anonymous. All participants gave written consent. Paper questionnaires were sent back 17 

with a return envelope free of charge. Participants had the possibility to receive an incentive of 10€ 18 

upon completion of the questionnaire.  19 

Data analyses 20 

First, we analysed all items of the preliminary version. Then, we selected items for the EPAT-64 in a 21 

team discussion with five members (IS, LK, MH, JZ, EC). All members are experts in the field of PC. 22 

Three of them (IS, JZ, EC) were part of the item development process and were familiar with the 23 

qualitative data that the items were based on.27 For each dimension, we chose four items resulting in 24 

64 items covering 16 dimensions of PC. We considered the following psychometric properties during 25 

item selection: (1) percentage of missing values as proxy for acceptance, (2) percentage of patients 26 

replying ‘does not concern me’ as proxy for relevance, (3) item-difficulty calculated by standardising 27 

the mean to range from 0 to 1 (recommended range 0.2 to 0.8),34 (4) within-dimension inter-item-28 

correlations (recommended range >0.3)35, (5) within-dimension corrected item-total correlation 29 

(recommended range >0.3),35 and (6) content validity (e.g., how important an item is to the definition 30 

of the given dimension, how often an item showed up in the qualitative data used for item 31 

development, or to which degree it covers a different aspect than other selected items).  32 

After having selected the 64 items for the EPAT-64, we examined structural validity by confirmatory 33 

factor analysis (CFA) using a robust version of maximum likelihood estimator (MLR).36 Based on our 34 

theory, we tested five different models: (1) unidimensional model, (2) correlated first-order dimension 35 

model, (3) hierarchical model, (4) bifactor model with uncorrelated dimensions, and (5) bifactor model 36 

with correlated dimensions. For detailed descriptions and depictions of all models, please refer to 37 

Appendix 2. For examination of model fit and selection, we followed recommendations by using a 38 
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combination of model fit indices:37 Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Standardized 1 

Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI). For 2 

comparison of models we used Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion 3 

(BIC). Further, we report the chi-squared test statistic of model fit.38 For the selected model, we report 4 

standardised factor loadings. We planned to test this model in the four disease groups to examine 5 

measure invariance between groups.35 Further, we examined reliability by McDonald’s Omega 6 

hierarchical which allows to estimate reliability in models with a bifactor structure.39  7 

Construct validity was assessed by correlating the model-based factor scores of each dimension with 8 

two other measures as described in the study protocol.28 First, discriminant validity was tested by 9 

examining the correlations with general health status, measured by the first item of the German 10 

version of 12-Item Short Form Survey.31 We hypothesized, that the magnitude of these correlations 11 

should be below 0.3.40 Second, for convergent validity, we used correlations with satisfaction with care 12 

measured by the German version of the 8-item Client Satisfaction Questionnaire (ZUF-8).32 Here, we 13 

expected the correlations to exceed 0.5.40  14 

We used SPSS Version 27.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA) to enter data from the paper-and-pencil 15 

version, to check their validity by a second person, to import data from LimeSurvey, and to calculate 16 

sample characteristics. All other data cleaning and analyses were done with R Version 4.3.2 (R Core 17 

Team, Vienna, Austria). We excluded participants if they responded to less than 70 % of EPAT questions 18 

or if they failed both control items. Where applicable, we used full information maximum likelihood to 19 

deal with missing values.41 We analysed data separately for inpatient and outpatient settings. Here, 20 

we report the results for all four disease groups combined.  21 

 22 

RESULTS 23 

Sample 24 

For the paper-and-pencil version, we asked 4,788 outpatients if they wanted to participate, of whom 25 

2,357 gave consent and 905 returned the questionnaire. Further, we asked 3,046 inpatients, of whom 26 

1,799 gave their consent and 704 returned the questionnaire. For the online questionnaire, 1,042 27 

patients consented. We have no information on patients that did not consent or did not finish the 28 

questionnaire. Hence, we were not able to perform dropout analyses. In total, questionnaires from 29 

1,092 outpatients and 931 inpatients were included in our analyses (see flowchart in Figure 1). 30 

Figure 1: Participant flow chart 31 
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 1 

 2 

Of the outpatients included in psychometric analyses, 59.1 % were female, 38.5 % male, and 0.5 % 3 

chose the diverse option (e.g. trans, inter, non-binary). Their mean age was 52.8 years (standard 4 

deviation (SD) = 17.4, range 18-95) and mean time since they were first diagnosed with the respective 5 

disease was 11.4 years (SD = 11.0). Of the inpatients, 41.3 % were female, 55.5 % male, and 0.6 % 6 

identified as diverse. Their mean age was 55.5 years (SD = 17.4, range 18-92) and mean time since the 7 

respective diagnosis was 8.5 years (SD = 10.0). Further details on demographic and health-related 8 

variables are shown in Table 1. For subgroup sample characteristics refer to Appendix 3. 9 

Table 1: Sample characteristics 10 

Characteristics Outpatients Inpatients 

Total sample size n = 1092 n = 921 

In treatment for   
Cardiovascular disease n = 277 n = 286 
Cancer n = 296 n = 351 
Musculoskeletal disease n = 218 n = 92 
Mental disorder n = 272 n = 202 

Age (in years) M = 53.1 (SD = 17.5) M = 56.0 (SD = 17.6) 

Years since diagnosis M = 11.4 (SD = 12.0) M = 8.5 (SD = 10.0) 

Years as patient in this outpatient clinic M = 4.53 (SD = 6.5) - 

Length of stay (in days) - M = 18.1 (SD = 30.6) 

Health literacya M = 50.7 (SD = 7.7) M = 50.6 (SD = 7.7) 

Satisfactionb M = 27.5 (SD = 4.6) M = 28.0 (SD = 4.9) 

Health statusc M = 3.4 (SD = 2.8) M = 3.4 (SD = 4.1) 

Comorbidity (Do you have any further diseases?) n = 551 (55.0 %) n = 467 (54.3 %) 

Gender   
Female n = 646 (60.3 %) n = 384 (42.3 %) 
Male n = 420 (39.2 %) n = 517 (57.0 %) 
Diverse n = 5 (0.5 %) n = 6 (0.7 %) 
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Marital status   
Unmarried and unpartnered n = 343 (32.3 %) n = 237 (26.5 %) 
Married or partnered n = 552 (51.9 %) n = 524 (58.5 %) 
Divorced n = 107 (10.1 %) n = 80 (8.9 %) 
Widowed n = 61 (5.7 %) n = 54 (6 %) 

Formal education   
Lowd  n = 10 (0.9 %) n = 20 (2.2 %) 
Intermediatee n = 404 (37.8 %) n = 383 (42.3 %) 
Highf n = 267 (25.0 %) n = 204 (22.6 %) 
Very highg n = 376 (35.2 %) n = 279 (30.9 %) 

Occupational status*   
Employed n = 447 (41.9 %) n = 357 (39.1 %) 
Unemployed n = 66 (6.2 %) n = 64 (7.0 %) 
Student/trainee n = 91 (8.5 %) n = 50 (5.5 %) 
Parental leave n = 48 (4.5 %) n = 7 (0.8 %) 
Retired n = 394 (37.0 %) n = 392 (42.9 %) 

Health insurance*   
Statutory  n = 910 (83.7 %) n = 721 (78.1 %) 
Private n = 164 (15.1 %) n = 214 (23.2 %) 

Migration background (Were you or your parents 
born in another country than Germany?) 

n = 167 (15.7 %) n = 150 (16.5 %) 

Note: * multiple answers possible, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, a Health literacy measured by HLS-EU-Q1642, range 0-64, high value = 
high health literacy, b Satisfaction with care measured by ZUF-832, range 8-32, high value = high satisfaction, b General health status measured 
by first item of SF-1231, range 0-5, high value = low health status, d low = no formal degree or graduation after less than 10 years at school; e 
intermediate = graduation after 9 or 10 years at school; f high = graduation after more than 10 years at school; g very high = college or 
university degree 

 
Item characteristics 1 

For outpatients, all 64 selected items showed high acceptability (highest percentage of missing 2 

responses was 2.7 %). Regarding relevance, 47 items had less than 30 % of participants answering 'does 3 

not concern me' and seven items had a rate over 50 %. While 46 items showed excellent item difficulty 4 

(between 0.2 and 0.8), 18 items showed ceiling effects (item difficulty >0.8). All but one item had an 5 

item-total correlation greater than 0.3. 6 

For inpatients, again, all 64 items had high acceptability (highest percentage of missing responses was 7 

2.7 %). Regarding relevance, we included 55 items with a 'does not concern me' rate below 30 % and 8 

two items above 50 %. Item difficulty was excellent for 42 items, and 22 items showed ceiling effects. 9 

All items had item-total correlation greater than 0.3. 10 

Item characteristics of all tested items are shown in Table 2. For item wording, please refer to the full 11 

questionnaires at www.uke.de/epat.  12 
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Table 2: Items characteristics of the EPAT-64 1 

  Outpatient Inpatient 
Dimension Item M SD ‘does not 

concern 
me’ 

No 
reply 

Item- 
diffi-
culty 

Item 
Total 

M SD ‘does not 
concern 

me’ 

No 
reply 

Item- 
diffi-
culty 

Item 
Total 

Essential 
characteristics 
of the clinician 

Item 1 5.1 1.2 4.2 % 1.2 % 0.82 0.73 5.1 1.2 3.9 % 0.8 % 0.82 0.73 
Item 2 5.5 0.9 0.7 % 0.7 % 0.91 0.63 5.5 0.9 0.2 % 0.9 % 0.90 0.65 
Item 3 5.2 1.1 4.5 % 0.8 % 0.85 0.71 5.3 1.0 2.9 % 1.1 % 0.85 0.65 
Item 4 4.8 1.5 32.8 % 1.1 % 0.77 0.73 4.7 1.5 30.3 % 1.0 % 0.75 0.68 

Clinician-patient 
relationship 

Item 1 5.2 1.1 1.8 % 1.2 % 0.85 0.71 5.3 1.1 1.2 % 0.4 % 0.86 0.70 
Item 2 4.9 1.4 12.8 % 1.0 % 0.78 0.73 4.9 1.3 12.9 % 0.8 % 0.79 0.73 
Item 3 5.1 1.2 3.8 % 0.5 % 0.82 0.57 4.8 1.6 12.6 % 0.6 % 0.75 0.53 
Item 4 5.0 1.3 23.0 % 0.7 % 0.79 0.69 5.2 1.0 1.3 % 0.5 % 0.84 0.62 

Patient as a 
unique person 

Item 1 4.8 1.4 8.3 % 0.8 % 0.75 0.78 4.8 1.3 5.5 % 0.9 % 0.76 0.78 
Item 2 5.1 1.2 2.0 % 0.5 % 0.82 0.73 5.1 1.2 1.6 % 0.6 % 0.82 0.71 
Item 3 4.1 1.8 12.5 % 0.8 % 0.62 0.72 4.1 1.7 12.8 % 0.9 % 0.62 0.68 
Item 4 3.7 1.8 17.7 % 0.7 % 0.55 0.71 3.7 1.7 14.5 % 0.9 % 0.54 0.64 

Biopsychosocial 
perspective 

Item 1 3.9 1.8 16.1 % 1.2 % 0.57 0.66 3.8 1.8 14.2 % 0.8 % 0.56 0.63 
Item 2 4.0 1.8 10.1 % 1.6 % 0.61 0.66 3.8 1.9 10.2 % 1.0 % 0.57 0.54 
Item 3 4.9 1.4 7.9 % 1.5 % 0.77 0.63 4.9 1.4 4.9 % 0.6 % 0.78 0.60 
Item 4 3.4 1.9 20.2 % 1.1 % 0.48 0.68 3.4 1.8 13.0 % 0.9 % 0.48 0.60 

Clinician-patient 
communication 

Item 1 5.3 1.1 2.6 % 1.0 % 0.86 0.69 5.2 1.1 2.8 % 0.5 % 0.85 0.71 
Item 2 5.4 1.0 0.8 % 0.8 % 0.87 0.48 5.2 1.1 0.5 % 0.5 % 0.84 0.55 
Item 3 5.5 0.9 0.4 % 0.5 % 0.90 0.64 5.5 0.9 0.2 % 0.4 % 0.90 0.64 
Item 4 5.0 1.3 5.2 % 0.9 % 0.80 0.71 5.0 1.2 2.3 % 0.9 % 0.80 0.71 

Integration of 
medical and 
non-medical 
care 

Item 1 3.1 2.0 30.4 % 1.1 % 0.42 0.54 3.4 2.0 25.8 % 1.5 % 0.49 0.57 
Item 2 4.5 1.8 57.5 % 1.7 % 0.71 0.52 4.3 1.8 56.7 % 2.6 % 0.66 0.63 
Item 3 3.1 1.9 43.3 % 1.7 % 0.42 0.62 3.3 1.9 40.9 % 2.4 % 0.46 0.61 
Item 4 3.3 2.1 46.1 % 1.9 % 0.45 0.60 3.6 2.0 42.3 % 2.7 % 0.52 0.62 

Teamwork and 
teambuilding 

Item 1 5.1 1.0 7.1 % 0.8 % 0.83 0.41 5.1 1.1 1.2 % 1.0 % 0.82 0.64 
Item 2 5.0 1.2 12.4 % 1.4 % 0.80 0.50 5.1 1.2 1.4 % 1.2 % 0.82 0.65 
Item 3 4.6 1.4 22.1 % 2.1 % 0.72 0.59 5.0 1.2 3.0 % 1.6 % 0.81 0.64 
Item 4* 5.1 1.4 26.1 % 0.9 % 0.82 0.27 4.8 1.6 7.5 % 1.2 % 0.75 0.35 

Access to care 

Item 1 4.7 1.4 23.4 % 1.3 % 0.73 0.56 4.8 1.2 6.6 % 1.0 % 0.76 0.65 
Item 2 5.1 1.2 2.1 % 1.4 % 0.83 0.37 5.4 1.1 18.2 % 0.9 % 0.88 0.39 
Item 3 5.0 1.4 9.2 % 1.3 % 0.79 0.30 5.2 1.3 30.4 % 1.9 % 0.83 0.44 
Item 4 5.1 1.3 8.6 % 0.9 % 0.83 0.33 5.5 0.9 20.0 % 1.0 % 0.89 0.52 

* Item was reversed prior to analyses, M = mean, SD = standard deviation, item total = corrected item-total correlation 
  2 
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 Outpatient Inpatient 
Dimension Item M SD ‘does not 

concern 
me’ 

No 
reply 

Item- 
diffi-
culty 

Item 
Total 

M SD ‘does not 
concern 

me’ 

No 
reply 

Item- 
diffi-
culty 

Item 
Total 

Coordination 
and continuity 
of care 

Item 1 5.1 1.4 13.1 % 1.4 % 0.82 0.52 5.0 1.4 7.2 % 1.0 % 0.80 0.56 

Item 2 3.9 1.8 11.0 % 0.9 % 0.58 0.44 4.2 1.6 9.0 % 1.4 % 0.65 0.61 

Item 3 5.3 1.1 0.5 % 0.9 % 0.85 0.70 5.1 1.1 0.5 % 0.5 % 0.83 0.71 

Item 4 3.5 2.0 27.2 % 1.5 % 0.50 0.52 4.8 1.4 6.7 % 1.7 % 0.76 0.69 

Patient safety 

Item 1 3.9 1.8 23.4 % 0.8 % 0.58 0.65 4.1 1.7 14.2 % 1.2 % 0.62 0.64 
Item 2 5.1 1.2 16.6 % 2.7 % 0.82 0.59 5.3 1.0 1.0 % 2.3 % 0.87 0.60 
Item 3 5.0 1.5 41.5 % 1.0 % 0.80 0.60 5.2 1.3 13.1 % 1.1 % 0.84 0.56 
Item 4 2.3 1.7 30.6 % 0.9 % 0.26 0.45 2.9 1.8 17.1 % 1.3 % 0.38 0.51 

Patient 
information 

Item 1 4.6 1.6 10.9 % 0.7 % 0.71 0.67 4.6 1.5 6.4 % 1.3 % 0.72 0.65 
Item 2 3.9 1.8 16.1 % 1.3 % 0.57 0.62 4.1 1.8 6.6 % 0.8 % 0.62 0.59 
Item 3 4.8 1.5 19.2 % 1.1 % 0.75 0.65 4.8 1.5 4.6 % 1.2 % 0.75 0.62 
Item 4 4.0 1.8 14.5 % 1.0 % 0.61 0.67 4.2 1.8 8.9 % 1.4 % 0.63 0.64 

Patient 
involvement in 
care 

Item 1 5.0 1.2 7.6 % 1.3 % 0.79 0.70 4.8 1.3 4.4 % 1.8 % 0.76 0.69 
Item 2 4.3 1.7 27.6 % 0.9 % 0.65 0.64 4.4 1.7 16.4 % 0.8 % 0.69 0.65 
Item 3 4.6 1.6 25.2 % 1.3 % 0.72 0.65 4.3 1.7 18.6 % 1.5 % 0.66 0.64 
Item 4 4.5 1.6 24.8 % 1.1 % 0.71 0.73 4.3 1.6 18.5 % 1.7 % 0.67 0.67 

Involvement of 
family and 
friends 

Item 1 3.1 2.0 42.5 % 1.3 % 0.41 0.64 3.3 1.9 29.6 % 1.0 % 0.46 0.62 
Item 2 3.0 2.0 60.6 % 1.5 % 0.41 0.66 3.1 1.9 50.2 % 1.4 % 0.43 0.58 
Item 3 3.8 2.1 57.5 % 1.5 % 0.57 0.63 4.1 1.9 40.3 % 1.4 % 0.62 0.61 
Item 4 4.0 2.1 56.4 % 1.6 % 0.60 0.63 4.0 1.9 43.0 % 1.9 % 0.59 0.63 

Patient 
empowerment 

Item 1 4.0 1.8 26.0 % 0.8 % 0.61 0.63 4.0 1.7 25.8 % 0.5 % 0.61 0.52 
Item 2 4.6 1.5 9.7 % 1.5 % 0.72 0.73 4.8 1.4 4.8 % 1.1 % 0.75 0.67 
Item 3 3.1 1.8 21.9 % 2.0 % 0.43 0.63 3.3 1.7 16.6 % 1.5 % 0.46 0.62 
Item 4 3.6 1.8 35.7 % 0.8 % 0.51 0.65 3.7 1.8 29.1 % 1.0 % 0.55 0.55 

Physical support 

Item 1 4.8 1.4 54.7 % 1.0 % 0.76 0.61 5.4 1.0 19.4 % 0.8 % 0.87 0.56 
Item 2 4.7 1.4 56.6 % 1.2 % 0.75 0.66 5.2 1.1 23.8 % 0.5 % 0.85 0.55 
Item 3 5.3 1.0 40.3 % 0.8 % 0.87 0.45 5.5 0.9 5.8 % 0.3 % 0.89 0.59 
Item 4 3.2 1.9 67.5 % 0.8 % 0.44 0.56 4.2 1.8 48.2 % 0.6 % 0.64 0.60 

Emotional 
support 

Item 1 4.4 1.7 19.2 % 0.8 % 0.68 0.76 4.4 1.6 15.9 % 1.5 % 0.69 0.72 
Item 2 4.4 1.7 16.8 % 0.7 % 0.69 0.70 4.3 1.7 18.3 % 1.4 % 0.66 0.63 
Item 3 3.8 1.9 17.9 % 1.3 % 0.57 0.71 3.7 1.8 19.5 % 1.7 % 0.54 0.57 
Item 4 3.5 2.1 31.5 % 0.9 % 0.50 0.58 3.9 2.0 23.4 % 1.0 % 0.58 0.57 

* Item was reversed prior to analyses, M = mean, SD = standard deviation, item total = corrected item-total correlation 

 1 
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Item characteristics per subgroup are shown in Appendix 4 (outpatient sample) and Appendix 5 1 

(inpatient sample). Item characteristics for all tested items can be requested from the authors. 2 

Structural validity 3 

The model fit indices for the five tested models are shown in Table 3.  4 

Table 3: Model fit indices for confirmatory factor analysis on EPAT-64 5 

   Chi square RMSEA SRMR TLI CFI AIC BIC 

   χ² df P value       

  Recommendation 
  >.05 ≤ .06 <.08 ≥ .90 ≥ .90 

Model with 
smallest value 

O
ut

pa
tie

nt
 v

er
sio

n 

1 Unidimensional 14957 1952 <.001 .078 .087 .659 .670 166616 167575 

2 Correlated first-

order 
7098 1832 <.001 .051 .072 .853 .866 158996 160555 

3 Hierarchical 8556 1936 <.001 .056 .084 .825 .832 160247 161286 

4 Bifactor without 

dimension 

correlations 

No results. Model estimation did not converge. 

5 Bifactor with 

dimension 

correlations 

4871 1768 <.001 .040 .055 .910 .921 156898 158776 

In
pa

tie
nt

 v
er

sio
n 

1 Unidimensional 15201 1952 <.001 .085 .101 .631 .643 151891 152819 

2 Correlated first-

order 
7276 1832 <.001 .056 .083 .838 .853 144206 145714 

3 Hierarchical 8839 1936 <.001 .062 .102 .806 .814 145561 146567 

4 Bifactor without 

dimension 

correlations 

No results. Model estimation did not converge. 

5 Bifactor with 

dimension 

correlations 

4721 1768 <.001 .042 .051 .909 .920 141779 143597 

 6 

The best fit was found for the bifactor model with correlated dimensions. Here, all items load on their 7 

respective specific dimension as well as a general dimension. Specific dimensions are intercorrelated 8 

but their correlation with the general factor was restricted to be zero. Standardised factor loadings of 9 

this model are reported in Table 5. Correlations between specific dimension showed a wide variability 10 

ranging from -0.140 to 0.824 (see Appendix 6).11 
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Table 5: Standardised actor loadings and reliability coefficients of the correlated bifactor model 

  Loadings on general factor  Loadings on specific dimension  Reliability 
 Dimension Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4  Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4  Omega_H 

O
ut

pa
Ɵe

nt
 s

am
pl

e 

EssenƟal characterisƟcs of the clinicians 0.759 0.795 0.767 0.575  0.440 0.216 0.387 0.571  0.214 
Clinician-paƟent relaƟonship 0.754 0.682 0.565 0.627  0.474 0.595 0.225 0.345  0.242 

PaƟent as a unique person 0.704  0.795 0.366 0.288  0.498  0.332 0.782 0.833  0.515 
Biopsychosocial perspecƟve 0.495 0.290 0.352 0.243  0.488 0.805 0.717 0.814  0.705 

Clinician-paƟent communicaƟon 0.760 0.457 0.739 0.608  0.371 0.424 0.384 0.498  0.256 
IntegraƟon of medical and non-medical care 0.143 0.218 0.188 0.165  0.836 0.731 0.829 0.854  0.859 

Teamwork and teambuilding 0.347 0.417 0.493 0.390   0.576 0.689 0.518 0.884   0.415 
Access to care 0.475 0.323 0.235 0.283   0.502 0.712 0.638 0.535  0.599 

CoordinaƟon and conƟnuity of care 0.430 0.198 0.739 0.291  0.345 0.516 0.318 0.505  0.355 
PaƟent safety 0.458 0.359 0.586 0.114  0.453 0.683 0.298 0.685  0.506 

PaƟent informaƟon 0.489 0.374 0.534 0.426  0.620 0.649 0.564 0.665  0.559 
PaƟent involvement in care 0.732 0.447 0.506 0.529  0.356 0.566 0.651 0.734  0.461 

Involvement of family and friends 0.187 0.201 0.233 0.255  0.882 0.895 0.825 0.791  0.872 
PaƟent empowerment 0.232 0.570 0.227 0.224  0.764 0.515 0.732 0.790  0.718 

Physical support 0.567 0.586 0.457 0.190  0.706 0.725 0.209 0.443  0.461 
EmoƟonal support 0.516 0.464 0.359 0.196  0.755 0.766 0.857 0.680  0.736 

General factor           0.868 

In
pa

Ɵe
nt

 sa
m

pl
e 

EssenƟal characterisƟcs of the clinicians 0.783 0.830 0.758 0.575  0.312 0.155 0.230 0.517  0.128 
Clinician-paƟent relaƟonship 0.785 0.674 0.323 0.657  0.338 0.539 0.612 0.263  0.291 

PaƟent as a unique person 0.720 0.775 0.340 0.250  0.444 0.238 0.779 0.869  0.484 
Biopsychosocial perspecƟve 0.257 0.180 0.445 0.263  0.813 0.776 0.476 0.826  0.757 

Clinician-paƟent communicaƟon 0.744 0.559 0.727 0.798  0.334 0.483 0.352 0.395  0.215 
IntegraƟon of medical and non-medical care 0.233 0.286 0.265 0.252  0.833 0.835 0.824 0.846  0.847 

Teamwork and teambuilding 0.718 0.744 0.643 0.448  0.465 0.425 0.553 0.918  0.213 
Access to care 0.692 0.541 0.528 0.655  0.114 0.538 0.711 0.821  0.217 

CoordinaƟon and conƟnuity of care 0.521 0.459 0.784 0.659  0.288 0.518 0.233 0.355  0.199 
PaƟent safety 0.392 0.734 0.558 0.256  0.695 0.123 0.249 0.726  0.365 

PaƟent informaƟon 0.489 0.378 0.592 0.538  0.622 0.673 0.443 0.575  0.493 
PaƟent involvement in care 0.695 0.534 0.532 0.479  0.378 0.564 0.676 0.738  0.474 

Involvement of family and friends 0.273 0.265 0.415 0.378  0.850 0.862 0.689 0.755  0.780 
PaƟent empowerment 0.212 0.572 0.330 0.223  0.742 0.398 0.687 0.866  0.668 

Physical support 0.662 0.670 0.677 0.415  0.622 0.632 0.169 0.230  0.268 
EmoƟonal support 0.493 0.327 0.186 0.272  0.735 0.846 0.878 0.619  0.768 

 General factor           0.908 
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We further explored the general factor in the bifactor model by calculating correlations with other 1 

measures. We found a strong correlation between the model-based scores of the general factor and 2 

satisfaction with care as measured by the overall score of ZUF-8 (0.73 for the outpatient sample and 3 

0.83 for the inpatient sample). The magnitude of correlations between the general factor and health 4 

literacy, general health status, comorbidity, age, and time since first diagnosis of the corresponding 5 

disease, respectively, were below 0.3.  6 

We were not able to examine measurement invariance between different disease groups. The 7 

combination of small sample sizes within the groups, high rates of missing values due to the “does not 8 

concern me” option, and the complexity of the tested model with a high number of parameters to be 9 

estimated led to estimation problems (e.g., models did not converge or the variance-covariance matrix 10 

of the estimated parameters was not positive definite). This problem persisted when we used multiple 11 

imputation to impute missing data or when we excluded the three dimensions with the highest rate of 12 

“does not concern me” replies. 13 

Reliability 14 

McDonald’s Omega hierarchical was high for the general factor (0.868 for outpatients, 0.908 for 15 

inpatients) and varied widely for the specific dimensions (range 0.214 to 0.872 for outpatients and 16 

0.128 to 0.847 for inpatients). In order to support interpretability of sum scores for specific dimensions, 17 

we examined their correlations with the model-based factor scores. The results suggest that the sum 18 

scores measure a mixture of the general factor and the specific dimensions. The median correlation of 19 

the dimension specific sum scores with the general factor score estimate was 0.558 in the outpatient 20 

sample and 0.639 in the inpatient sample. The median correlation with the factor score of their 21 

corresponding dimension was 0.811 in the outpatient sample and 0.745 in the inpatient sample, 22 

respectively (Appendix 7). These coefficients suggest that the proportion of explained variance 23 

attributable to the general factor in subscale scores ranges approximately between one and three 24 

thirds for most dimensions. 25 

Construct validity 26 

Using model-based factor scores, discriminant validity was confirmed for all dimensions and the 27 

general factor, that is the magnitude of all correlations with general health status were below 0.3. 28 

Convergent validity was confirmed for the general factor, which was strongly correlated with 29 

satisfaction with care, while the specific dimensions showed no strong correlations. Correlations for 30 

all dimensions and the general factor are shown in Appendix 8. 31 

DISCUSSION 32 

Summary of the findings 33 

The EPAT-64 is a PREM to assess 16 dimensions of PC from the patients’ perspective. All items 34 

demonstrated high acceptability. Most items had low rates of patients answering ‘does not concern 35 

me’. Regarding item difficulty, most items were within the recommended range, yet a few items 36 

showed ceiling effects. Item-total correlations were good for all but one item. CFA showed the best fit 37 
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for a bifactor model. In terms of construct validity, discriminant validity was confirmed for all 1 

dimensions and the general factor. Convergent validity was confirmed for the general factor. 2 

McDonalds Omega hierarchical suggests good reliability of the general factor, while there was a wide 3 

variability for the specific dimensions. 4 

Strengths and limitations 5 

The EPAT-64 is the first PREM that comprehensively assesses PC.25 26 One of its strengths is the 6 

thorough development and item selection process, guided by a model derived from literature and 7 

input from the target group.16 18 27 This was continued during the item selection process after 8 

psychometric testing. The results above show that not all items included in the EPAT-64 have excellent 9 

psychometric properties, in particular regarding ceiling effects, which may limit the ability to 10 

discriminate between high and low PC. These items were included for a number of reasons. We 11 

decided to choose four items for each dimension, as we aimed for parsimony but needed at least four 12 

items for statistical model identifiability.43 For some dimensions, the preliminary version of the EPAT 13 

had only four items.27 This meant that we had to either include all items or delete the whole dimension. 14 

However, as our Delphi study prior to questionnaire development showed that all dimensions were 15 

relevant to patients,18 deleting dimensions would have reduced the comprehensiveness and hence the 16 

content validity of the EPAT-64. Furthermore, we considered not only the quantitative characteristics 17 

of the items but also their content. We would like to argue that selecting items solely on the basis of 18 

quantitative data risks compromising content validity.43 It may lead to more reliable questionnaires 19 

with better discrimination between groups, but it also runs the risk of deleting items whose content is 20 

essential for measuring the given construct. 21 

The CFA showed best fit for a bifactor model with correlated dimensions. This model postulates that 22 

all items load both on a general factor and on their respective specific dimension, which is independent 23 

of the general factor. A strength of the bifactor model that is enables users to partition scores into an 24 

estimation of the general factor and of the specific dimension.44 We suspect that the general factor 25 

captures more subjective aspects of PC as it is strongly correlation with satisfaction with care. The 26 

variance in the data that is not captured by the general factor seems to be well explained by the 27 

postulated dimensions of PC, which is a confirmation of the underlying conceptual model. As these 28 

dimensions are independent of the (presumably) subjective general factor, we assume that they 29 

capture more objective aspects of PC, i.e., rather if something happened than how well it went. This 30 

corresponds to frequent definitions of PREMs21. To be able to evaluate both aspects of PC, we strongly 31 

recommend users to apply the whole EPAT-64 and model the bifactor model with their own data set. 32 

This way, scores can be calculated separately, first for the more subjective general factor, and secondly 33 

a more objective score for each dimension. Yet, in routine care this might be infeasible as often there 34 

are not sufficient resources to administer and analyse a questionnaire with 64 items or there is a lack 35 

of time or statistical expertise to estimate bifactor models. Here, users might want to choose just the 36 

most relevant dimensions for their context and calculate sum scores. This approach gives a high degree 37 

of flexibility, which allows users to adapt the questionnaire to their question, area of application, and 38 

resources. We suggest that sum scores are calculated per dimension only for respondents with one or 39 
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less missing values. One missing value per dimension can be replaced by the mean of the other three 1 

items for each respondent. For respondents with two or more missing values in one dimension, no 2 

sum score should be calculated for this dimension. When interpreting those sum scores one should 3 

consider that this score combines subjective and objective PC assessments, which cannot be well 4 

differentiated based on sum scores alone. Further, the dimensions have different degrees of reliability 5 

when estimated without the general factor. For example, “Integration of medical and non-medical 6 

care” seems to be more appropriate to be administered as a stand-alone dimension than “Essential 7 

characteristics of the clinicians”, based on their reliability estimated by Omega hierarchical. In addition, 8 

the correlations between the specific dimensions makes the interpretation of their sum scores more 9 

challenging. Appendix 7 can help to guide interpretation of sum scores, but more research is needed. 10 

A limitation is that we were not able to examine measurement invariance between different disease 11 

groups. Items were developed generically and we tested the EPAT in four disease groups 12 

(cardiovascular, cancer, musculoskeletal, mental health). As these diseases affect a large proportion of 13 

the population and show different courses and treatment pathways, we hope that the results will be 14 

transferable to other disease groups as well. Yet, due to the complex measurement model and the 15 

large number of ‘does not concern me’-replies in some items, we were not able to confirm that the 16 

EPAT does indeed have a common factor structure within each subgroup. 17 

Implications 18 

There is a wide range of possible applications of the EPAT-64. Measuring PC is essential for research 19 

on the current state of PC as well as on interventions aiming to foster PC. Internationally, PREMs are 20 

used to provide feedback to healthcare providers, inform quality improvement, public reporting, 21 

benchmarking, and value-based purchasing.45-47 As Coulter and colleagues discussed, measurement 22 

alone is not sufficient to improve patient experiences.48 The resulting data need to be used for quality 23 

improvement in a coordinated approach (including senior leadership, clear goals and continuous 24 

performance measurement).48 Nevertheless, there is emerging evidence that being informed about 25 

patient experiences is associated with improved communication49 and meetings to discuss PREM 26 

results are associated with improved patient experience.46  27 

Psychometric testing in independent samples are indispensable to ensure that the psychometric 28 

properties found here hold in other populations and contexts. Particular attention should be paid to 29 

the interpretation of the bifactor structure with correlated dimensions and measurement invariance, 30 

that is whether the factor structure found here can be replicated for different subgroups. In addition 31 

to validity and reliability, aspects of fairness and responsiveness should be investigated.50 Regarding 32 

testing in other patient groups, the EPAT-64 is currently adapted to assess PC in the context of 33 

healthcare and support services for women with unintended pregnancy.51 Further adaptations to other 34 

healthcare contexts, such as rehabilitation facilities or non-academic hospitals, could also provide 35 

useful insights.  36 

Internationally, there is no comparable PREM that comprehensively assesses all dimensions of PC.25 37 

Therefore, cross-cultural adaptations and translations of the EPAT-64 would provide an opportunity to 38 
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promote PC around the world. In addition, translations are helpful to reach parts of the population in 1 

Germany that are not fluent in German. Table 2 contains an official translation into English using the 2 

TRAPD process.30 However, further tests on comprehensibility and psychometric properties are 3 

required.  4 

Conclusion 5 

The EPAT-64, a novel questionnaire assessing 16 dimensions of patient-centeredness from the 6 

patient’s perspective, emerges from a meticulous development process that blends theory with data 7 

driven decisions. Psychometric testing within a substantial patient cohort underscores its robust 8 

psychometric properties. Nevertheless, further research is imperative to refine the interpretation of 9 

scale scores. The adaptability of this tool to specific purposes positions it as a valuable instrument for 10 

both assessment and cultivation of patient-centeredness. 11 
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