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ABSTRACT

Background: Poor nurse wellbeing is a significant concern, adversely affecting patient care quality and
satisfaction, contributing to poor job satisfaction, increased sickness absence and workforce retention issues.
There are calls for evidence-based policies and interventions to address poor nurse wellbeing, but no
consensus exists on how it should be captured and measured. We used a salutogenic and consensus approach

to develop a core outcome set (COS) for capturing and measuring nurse wellbeing.

Methods: A Delphi methodology was employed. Participants were recruited from two stakeholder groups: 1)
nurse wellbeing professionals, identified through relevant publications, conference/meeting attendance lists,
and peer recommendations, and 2) Registered Nurses, recruited via social media, professional nursing bodies,
and practitioner networks. The stakeholder panel completed two rounds of an online Delphi survey, rating 43
previously identified wellbeing outcomes on a nine-point Likert Scale, from ‘not important’ to ‘critical’.
Consensus was defined as >75% of stakeholders agreeing a wellbeing outcome was critical for inclusion in the

COs.

Results: Fifty-four stakeholders completed the first Delphi Round, and 45 participated in both rounds. Thirteen
wellbeing outcomes met the a-priori threshold for inclusion in the COS: General Wellbeing, Health, Sleep,
Positive Relationships, Personal Safety, Psychological Needs Satisfaction, Psychological Safety, Job
Satisfaction, Morale, Life Work Balance, Compassion Satisfaction, Satisfaction with Patient Care, and Good

Nursing Practice. The final COS was agreed by the stakeholder panel, without amendments.

Conclusion: This study establishes a COS for capturing and measuring nurse wellbeing. Implementing this COS
has the potential to enable consistent data collection and evidence synthesis needed to support the
development of nurse wellbeing strategies, policies and interventions. Future research will focus on identifying

valid and reliable measurement tools.

Trial Registration: This study was prospectively registered with the COMET initiative www.comet-

initiative.org (Registration: 2433)

Keywords: Delphi Study; Core Outcome Set; Nursing workforce; Nurse Wellbeing; NHS.
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Developing a Core Outcome Set for capturing and measuring nurse wellbeing: A Delphi Study
INTRODUCTION

Nurse wellbeing is an important indicator of the state of the nursing workforce. Poor nurse wellbeing impacts
patient satisfaction and care quality, sickness absence, job satisfaction and leads to staff leaving the
workforce.(1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6) Wellbeing can be considered a continuum ranging from poor on one end to
happiness, thriving and flourishing on the other. (7) However, most studies with nurses have focused on
burnout (e.g.,(8, 9, 10)) and psychiatric morbidity (e.g.,(11, 12)), so little is known about positive (‘salutogenic’)

indicators of wellbeing in this profession. (7)

Nurses constitute the largest group of clinical staff in the NHS, accounting for approximately 50% of the
workforce. (13) Despite their deep commitment to providing high-quality patient care, many nurses
experience poor wellbeing, stress and burnout. (7, 14) Physical and mental ill-health, burnout and exhaustion
currently follow retirement as the top reason nurses leave the profession.(15) The 2023 NHS staff survey
reports that 42% of nurses found their work emotionally exhausting, 46% experienced work-related stress, and
58% came to work despite not feeling well enough to perform their duties (so-called ‘presenteeism').(16)
While nurses strive to prevent their own sub-optimal wellbeing from adversely affecting patient care, (7)
employers must recognise the direct link between nurse wellbeing and patient safety and satisfaction.(17)
Ensuring nurse wellbeing is not only good for the nurses themselves but is essential for the health and safety

of patients and key to nurse retention.

Nurse wellbeing is more than the absence of work-related stress, injury or disease; it is achieving good physical
and mental health amongst the nursing workforce. (18) Nurse leaders have a professional responsibility to
create healthy working environments that promote and sustain wellbeing. Managers, therefore, need a
greater understanding of how nursing and the workplace impact nurse wellbeing and how to engage with staff
who need support. (18) Effective decisions and strategies to improve nurse wellbeing must be grounded in
reliable data, ensuring a robust evidence base. (19) A sharper focus on the drivers of positive nurse wellbeing
is necessary to inform the development of policies, strategies, and interventions that will enable the nursing
profession to flourish and thrive. However, wellbeing is a complex construct that includes measures and
manifestations that have not yet been tested empirically among nurses. (7) No single measure can provide a

complete picture of nurse wellbeing.

A Core Outcome Set (COS) offers an agreed minimum for what should be captured, measured and reported.
(20) Our study takes a salutogenic (21) and consensus approach to developing a COS to capture and measure

the wellbeing of nurses working in the NHS. It is anticipated that the consistent capture, measurement, and
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reporting of these outcomes will facilitate comparison by enhancing the ability to aggregate and analyse nurse
wellbeing data, which is necessary to support policy, strategy and intervention development. This work builds
on our previous study to develop a Core Outcome Set for capturing and measuring the wellbeing of doctors
working in the NHS(22), so we have the additional objective of identifying potential convergence between the

consensus outcomes for doctor and nurse wellbeing.

METHODS

Design

The study protocol was developed following Core Outcome Measures in Effectiveness Trials (COMET)
criteria(23) and Core Outcome Set-STAndards for Development recommendations (COS-STAD)(24). It
replicates our previous study, on doctor well-being.(22) The study was prospectively registered with the
COMET Initiative(20) (Registration: 2433), and the findings are reported according to the Core Outcome Set-
Standards for Reporting (COS-STAR) guidance.(25)

Stakeholder Recruitment

A purposive sampling strategy was adopted to recruit a participant panel from two stakeholder groups: (i)
Academics, policymakers, governance and support services staff, known here collectively as nurse wellbeing
experts and (ii) Registered Nurses working in the NHS, considered experts by experience. Some overlap
between the groups was anticipated, so participants were asked to self-assign to a stakeholder group based
on their primary job role. The inclusion criterion for the nurse wellbeing experts group were: Individuals who
have been or are involved in the concept, design, organisation, delivery, teaching, audit, governance, policy,
guidance, research, or wellbeing of health and care professionals. We identified nurse wellbeing experts from
relevant healthcare workforce wellbeing conferences, publications, and special interest groups by searching
previous conference proceedings, published guidelines, and the wellbeing literature. We further identified
these stakeholders through recommendations from others. Potential participants were emailed a study
invitation. All registered nurses working in the NHS were eligible to participate; an invitation was disseminated
through our research, clinical academic and practitioner networks, social media, nursing professional bodies
and nursing Trade Unions. Invitations included links to the participant information sheet, a brief video outlining
the study, and the online Delphi Survey. Participants were required to complete a consent form —the first page
of the online Delphi survey - before registering their details (name and email) and indicating which of the two
stakeholder groups they identified with. Demographic data, including age, gender, geographical location,
clinical specialty (for nurses), ethnicity, and religion, were collected at registration. Each participant was

assigned a Study ID at registration, ensuring data were anonymous at the point of collection.
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Outcomes and Domains

The starting point for this study was the list of 43 wellbeing outcomes used previously in the development of
the Core Outcome Set for Doctor Wellbeing.(22) Using this set of outcomes allowed us to identify potential
convergence between the consensus outcomes for doctor and nurse wellbeing. The 43 wellbeing outcomes
are categorised into five domains: i) Overall appraisal of wellbeing, ii) Functional components of wellbeing, iii)
Activity and participation components of wellbeing, iv) Work-related wellbeing, and v) Health and Care-specific
Wellbeing.(26) The plain English descriptions of each outcome were reviewed for face validity, understanding
and acceptability in a nursing context by our study advisory group (n=6) and modified according to feedback

(Table 1).

Delphi Survey and Analysis

The Delphi technique aims to generate consensus by collecting opinions from stakeholder panel members and
is widely used in developing core outcome sets.(27) Using the online survey platform DelphiManager, (28) we
listed the 43 wellbeing outcomes with plain English descriptions by domain. These were displayed in random
order to participants. The Delphi survey was conducted over two rounds (Round 1 ran from 1 March 2023 to
24 March 2023, and Round 2 ran from 27 March to 30 April 2023). Adhering to the predefined Delphi survey
guidelines,(23) we asked participants to rate the importance of including each outcome in the COS using a 9-
point Likert Scale. For analysis, ratings were grouped: a rating of 1-3 on the Likert scale indicates the outcome
is of ‘limited importance’ to include in the COS, a rating of 4-6 indicates the outcome is ‘important, but not
critical’ to include, and a rating of 7-9 indicates that the outcome is “critical’ to include in a COS for the capture
and measuring of nurses’ wellbeing. These groupings were devised by the Grading of Recommendations
Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) working group and have been used widely for Delphi
methods.(29) Participants had the opportunity to provide a rationale for their ratings, and were also given the
option to indicate if they felt unable to score an outcome. At the end of each Delphi Round, participants had
the opportunity to suggest additional outcomes that they felt were not included among the 43 wellbeing
outcomes. Participants were advised that suggested outcomes should not be a symptom, sign or disease, nor
a determinant of wellbeing. The criterion for including suggested outcomes in the next Delphi round was that
the published definition of the outcome differed significantly from the plain English descriptions of the existing
outcomes. Participants who suggested an additional outcome were emailed by the research team, with the
justification for including or excluding the outcome based on this criterion, and offering participants the

opportunity to present further evidence or explanation.

In Round 2, the percentage of stakeholder panel members giving each rating for an outcome was fed back to

participants. Summary scores were not provided by stakeholder group as the opinions of both were equally
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important to the final COS. Participants were also reminded of their own ratings from Round 1 and were given
the opportunity to revise their ratings after reviewing the feedback. Three email reminders were sent to

participants to encourage the completion of a round.

The criteria for outcomes to be included in the COS were defined a priori as >75% of all participants rating an
outcome as ‘critical for inclusion’ (rating 7-9). This aligns with our previous study(22) and other similar Core
Outcome Sets (e.g., (30, 31, 32, 33)). The wellbeing outcomes that met this threshold for inclusion in the COS
were communicated to all stakeholder panel members via email, along with an invitation to provide further

comments and/or endorse the final COS.

Ethical Approval
This study, which involved human participants, received approval from the University of Southampton Faculty
Ethics Committee (ERGO 78343). Informed consent was obtained from all participants prior to their

participation in this study.
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Table 1. Outcomes and their descriptions by domain

Domain

Outcome

Description

Overall appraisal of
wellbeing

General Wellbeing

A state of positive feelings/affect/happiness and meeting full potential in the world (being the best person
you can be in society). It can be measured subjectively and objectively using a salutogenic (positive)
approach.

Meaning in life

Separate concept to wellbeing, subjective sense of purpose, engagement with a philosophy of life, or life-
goals, and fulfilment.

Life satisfaction

Separate concept to wellbeing, subjective appraisal of how much the person likes the life they lead; one of the
indicators of quality of life.

Quiality of life Separate concept to wellbeing, subjective appraisal of individuals position in life in the context of the culture
and value system in which they live and in relation to their goals, expectations, standards, and concerns.
Wellness Separate concept to wellbeing, subjective or objective evaluation of the active pursuit of behaviours, choices
and lifestyles that lead to a state of holistic health.
Functional component of |Vitality Relaxed possession of energy (physical, mental, and emotional) and vigour; it is not actively strived for.
wellbeing Optimism Hopeful transcendence beyond (rising above) immediate circumstances.
Personality Observable enduring characteristics/dispositions/tendencies to engage in certain patterns of behaviour.
Health Subjective, or objective, evaluation of state of complete physical, mental, and social wellbeing, not merely the

absence of disease or infirmity (the beneficial effects of green spaces, ability to relax, for example).

Physiological function

Objective (snapshot) of body functions i.e., Electroencephalography (EEG), Heart Rate Variability, Electro-
dermal activity (temperature, sweating, cortisol levels).

Cognitive function

Objective evaluation of domains such as, but not limited to, Attention, Memory, and Processing speed.

Self-esteem Self-acceptance, self-worth (pride), sense of coherence (ability to predict events, belief in ability to manage
them, that it is worth the effort, ability to be their true self, confidence in other achievements in non-work-
related activities).

Sleep Subjective, or objective, evaluation of duration, quality, and sense of feeling restored.

Financial security

Objective ability to pay for satisfactory accommodation, bills, care of dependents, ability to save for
retirement, ability to cope with a sudden fall in income, ability to pay unexpected but necessary expenses.

Activity and participation
component of wellbeing

Novelty

Subjective, or objective, growth through new experiences, learning (including post traumatic growth).

Positive relationships

Subjective, or objective, assessment of beneficial human connections (family and friends).

Sexual wellbeing

Subjective, or objective, assessment of sense of self and body, appreciating feelings of pleasure and desire,
developing, and maintaining mutually respectful gender equal relationships, safe and pleasurable sexual
interactions.
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Recreational activity

Subjective, or objective, evaluation of the ability to participate and participation in non-work/leisure activities
and the qualities of those chosen activities (example determinants are local investment and environment).

Diet

Subjective, or objective, evaluation of the nutritional content, quantity, and timing.

Physical activity

Subjective, or objective, assessment of the ability to participate in physical activity and the quality and
quantity of physical exercise.

Engagement with

preventative medicine

Subjective, or objective, assessment of participation in screening programmes they are eligible for and
vaccines, accessing timely treatment.

\Work-related wellbeing

Financial reward
satisfaction

Subjective, or objective, evaluation of ability to receive gratification from financial reward for effort (for
example satisfaction with pay and pension).

Personal safety

Subjective, or objective, ability to go about work, and get to and from work, free from threat and safe from
physical or psychological harm (infection, radiation, bullying, theft, assault).

Psychological need
satisfaction

Subjective, or objective, assessment of how autonomy (being in control of your life, work) belonging and
competence needs have been supported by colleagues (inclusive, positive culture), managers (adequate
workforce allow development), supporting services (IT, administration, legal, occupational health).

Psychological safety

Subjective, or objective, evaluation of the consequences of taking interpersonal risk at work (trust,
information sharing).

Uob satisfaction

Subjective, or objective, evaluation of how much they like their choice of work profession, specialism, roles.

Morale Subjective, or objective, evaluation of feelings about the future, ability of an individual, group or organisation
to have and meet shared goals/values.
Engagement Subjective, or objective, assessment of involvement and absorption with, commitment to, work.

Life work balance

Subjective, or objective, quantity, quality, and equality of time away from work and at work, the
salience/clarity of the roles (the ability to work flexibly).

Workability Timely, objective assessment of having occupational competence and virtues, the health required for
competence in an appropriate work environment by appropriate occupational health professionals.
Self-care Subjective, or objective, assessment of behaviours to look after own health and wellbeing at work (taking

breaks, time off work for sickness), accessing appropriate support services, adequate resources (estates,
workforce, rapid-access self-referral services) to support this.

Professional
Development

Subjective, or objective, assessment of ability to participate and engage with learning and teaching knowledge
and skills, and to progress.

Identification with work

Subjective, or objective, assessment of value and meaning assumed by the individual, or a group/team, at
work (pride in work, professional identity).

Resilience

Subjective, or objective, individual, or group level, preservation of, or return to, previous function after

exposure to trauma.



https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.14.24315438
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

161

Emotional intelligence

Subjective, or objective, self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, and relationship management.

\Voice and influence

Subjective, or objective, assessment of ideas, concerns and expectations expressed informing policy and
practice.

Confidence in
leadership

Subjective or objective assessment of government and management competence, transparency and
compassion, inclusivity, engagement and empowerment of those they are responsible and accountable for.

Recognition satisfaction

Subjective, or objective, evaluation of appreciation by colleagues, patients, public, government (civility).

Health and care specific
wellbeing

Compassion satisfaction

Subjective evaluation of ability to receive gratification from caregiving to patients, patients' families,
colleagues (satisfaction with non-financial rewards of the work).

Altruism

Subjective, or objective, evaluation of selfless concern for the wellbeing of others (patients and colleagues).

Satisfaction with patient
care

Subjective, or objective, assessment of quality of health and social care their patients receive from themselves
and others (impacted by things such as staffing levels, competence, equipment, estates and funding
available).

Uob plan/rota/rotation
satisfaction

Subjective, or objective, evaluation of ability of role, responsibilities/rota/breaks to account for the quantity,
types, of work (workload), the intensity, duration, of physical, mental, and emotional demands and the
rest/activities/resources needed to maintain it.

Good nursing practice

Subjective or objective assessment of ability to engage with complex or challenging patients/cases and

advocate for them as indicated and in an evidence-based way.



https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.14.24315438
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.14.24315438; this version posted October 15, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

162 RESULTS

163 Study invitations were sent to 172 nurse wellbeing experts; of whom 33 consented and registered to
164  participate, yielding a response rate of 19.2%. In addition, 29 Registered Nurses also agreed to
165 participate, giving a total sample of 62 stakeholder panel participants. The mean age of participants
166  was 48.1 years (range: 27 — 66 years); 48 participants (77.4%) self-identified as female, and 50 (80.7%)
167  as White British. Four participants did not complete the survey (i.e. withdrew), and an additional four
168 partially completed the survey. In total, 54 participants (87.1%) rated all 43 wellbeing outcomes (24
169 Registered Nurses, 30 nurse wellbeing experts). Participants who rated some or all of the outcomes in
170 Round 1 (n=58) were invited to participate in Round 2, with 45 participants (18 Registered Nurses, 27
171 nurse wellbeing experts) completing Round 2, giving a retention rate from Round 1 to Round 2 of 87%.
172  All participants in Round 2 rated all outcomes.

173

174 In Round 1, six participants submitted eight suggestions for additional outcomes (Supplementary
175 Materials 1). None of these suggestions met the criteria to be included for consideration in Round 2,
176 either because the definition of an existing outcome already captured them or because they were
177 pathologies (for example, two participants suggested burnout for inclusion). However, based on these
178 recommendations and participant feedback, the definition of ‘Identification with work’ was amended
179  to include ‘professional identity’, and the definitions of ‘self-esteem’ and ‘identification with work’
180  were amended to include ‘pride’. None of the 43 outcomes were removed following Round 1. No
181 additional outcomes were suggested in Round 2.

182

183 At the end of Round 2, 13 outcomes met the >75% threshold for inclusion in the Core Outcome Set
184  for capturing and measuring nurse wellbeing. These outcomes were: General wellbeing, Health, Sleep,
185 Positive Relationships, Personal safety, Psychological need satisfaction, Psychological safety, job
186 satisfaction, Morale, Life work balance, Compassion satisfaction, Satisfaction with patient care, Good
187 nursing practice (Table 2). These outcomes were subsequently emailed to participants for further
188 comment and review. Participants agreed to the final COS without further amendments.

189

190

191

192

193

194

195
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196 Table 2. Final Core Outcome Set.

Domain Outcome % participants rating
outcomes as ‘critical’

Overall appraisal of wellbeing General wellbeing * 93.18
Functional component of wellbeing Health 84.44

Sleep 88.89
Activity and participation component of wellbeing  Positive relationships 86.67
Work-related wellbeing Personal safety * 80.00

Psychological need 91.11

satisfaction

Psychological safety 88.89

Job satisfaction ™ 91.11

Morale” 75.56

Life work balance” 80.00
Health and social care specific wellbeing Compassion satisfaction 77.78

Satisfaction with patient 93.33

care

Good nursing practice” 77.78

*denotes Core Outcome Set for Capturing and Measuring Doctor Wellbeing (22) (Note: Good nursing practice is Good Clinical Practice)

197

198  DISCUSSION

199  This study developed the first Core Outcome Set (COS) specifically for capturing and measuring the
200  wellbeing of nurses working in the NHS. The stakeholder panel of registered nurses and nurse
201 wellbeing experts reached a consensus on a minimum set of 13 outcomes that should routinely be
202 captured and measured for nurse wellbeing. We recommend that future data collection initiatives
203 adopt this COS to ensure standardisation, enabling a consistent, comparable, and comprehensive
204  evidence-base with the potential to support decision-making for policy and practice. No prior COS has
205 been developed for the wellbeing of nurses. Previous research has focused on determinants and
206 interventions of nurse wellbeing rather than the outcomes that might demonstrate how these
207 determinants or interventions influence this profession. By creating this COS and promoting its use,
208  we seek to shift the current discourse towards an understanding of positive (salutogenic) components
209  of nurse wellbeing. This shift is critical for the development of effective wellbeing policies, strategies
210 and interventions that empower nurses to flourish in the workplace. Future research is now needed
211 to identify and evaluate outcome measurement instruments.

212

213 A strength of our approach is that it provides outcomes for each of the five wellbeing domains. Several
214  agreed-upon wellbeing outcomes, such as morale, personal safety, and job satisfaction, are already
215  captured through, for example, the NHS staff survey (34) and the RCN Employment survey.(35)

216 Whereas other outcomes, such as ‘good nursing practice,” will require the identification of outcome
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217 measurement instruments based on their descriptions in Table 1. Furthermore, the seven wellbeing
218  outcomes that comprise the COS for capturing and measuring doctor’s wellbeing (General wellbeing,
219 Health, Personal Safety, Job satisfaction, Morale, Life-work balance, and Good Clinical Practice)(22)
220 met the threshold for inclusion in the COS for nurses’ wellbeing. This alignment suggests that factors
221 considered relevant to doctors’ wellbeing are similarly relevant to nurses. Indeed, previous research
222 indicates that certain features of work-related wellbeing and mental ill-health are common across all
223 NHS staff groups.(6) However, the additional outcomes identified for the COS for nurse wellbeing
224  underscore important profession-specific differences that must be considered when developing
225 policies, strategies, and interventions for nurses.

226

227  The methodology used in this study was robust and replicable, following the COS-STAD guidelines (24)
228  and built on our previous work developing a COS for capturing and measuring doctor wellbeing. (22)
229  The long list of outcomes presented to the stakeholder panel was evidence-based, (26) and our study
230 advisory group ensured the relevance and validity of this list to nursing. The presentation of domains
231 to the stakeholder panel participants was randomised using the DelphiManager platform (28) to avoid
232 presentation bias. Furthermore, additional wellbeing outcomes suggested by participants during the
233 Delphi survey were already represented by existing wellbeing outcomes, further supporting the
234  comprehensiveness of the long list. The suggestions to add burnout as a wellbeing outcome reflect
235 the current use of burnout and psychiatric morbidities as proxies for wellbeing, further underscoring
236  the need for this COS. While the lack of an internationally agreed-upon operational definition of nurse
237  wellbeing may be seen as a limitation, we addressed this by utilising our published operational
238  definition of wellbeing (21) and the application of a salutogenic, consensus-based methodology. This
239 approach enabled us to establish a panel-agreed COS for wellbeing outcomes relevant to nurses.

240

241 Afurther strength of this study was that it included registered nurses and nurse wellbeing professionals
242 in the stakeholder panel. However, we acknowledge that stakeholders outside the present panel might
243 have differing views. The sample size was appropriate for a Delphi study(24), as was the response rate
244  from nurse wellbeing professionals to invitation and the overall retention rate. Our focus on nurses
245  working in the UK’s National Health Service (NHS) means that stakeholders were invited accordingly.
246  The recruitment method for registered nurse stakeholders was designed to reach all nurses working in
247 the NHS; however, we are unaware of how many potential participants saw our invitation and elected
248 not to participate. While this COS might be relevant to nurses working in other healthcare systems —
249  bothin the UK and beyond — additional investigation is required to ensure its broader applicability.
250
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251 We acknowledge that users of this COS may find it challenging to capture and measure all 13 outcomes
252  that comprise this COS, and it should be noted that the feasibility of using this COS on every occasion
253 nurse wellbeing is measured has not yet been tested. While we suggest these outcomes as a
254 minimum, users may wish to include other outcomes relevant to their research or capture and
255 measure only those outcomes from their domain of interest; for example, the work-related wellbeing
256 domain with its six wellbeing outcomes or the subset of seven wellbeing outcomes common to both
257 doctors and nurses. The robust methodology we have applied in this study could be repeated to assess
258 the relevance of these outcomes to other healthcare professions. This COS provides a framework to
259 better understand positive components of wellbeing in the nursing profession, and in line with COMET
260 guidelines (23), our next step is to identify which outcome measurement instruments would be most
261 appropriate and accessible for end users.

262

263  CONCLUSION

264  This study has identified a minimum set of wellbeing outcomes that should be used when measuring
265 NHS nurse wellbeing. Implementing this COS will reduce heterogeneity in measurement approaches,
266 facilitating evidence synthesis and benchmarking to better understand the current state of nurse
267 wellbeing. Future efforts will focus on identifying and evaluating the most appropriate instruments

268  for measuring these outcomes.
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