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We developed items for each of the 16 dimensions of the integrative model of patient-centeredness.1-

3 Hence, we had a clear hypothesis which item should load on which dimension. We assumed that the 

16 dimensions of PC are interrelated. Further, we hypothesized that there might be a general factor 

“patient-centeredness”.  

Based on those assumptions we tested five different models. Below you find a description of each 

model, including a sketch of the path model for two example dimensions (patient information and 

shared decision making). The real models included 16 specific dimensions. 

Model 1 – Unidimensional model  
 All items load on a single general factor.  
 

We tested this model to test whether the fit increases when 
we consider the 16 dimensions given in the integrative model 
of patient-centeredness. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Model 2 – Correlated first-order dimension model   

 All items load on their respective dimension.  
 The dimensions correlate freely.  

 
This model is a direct translation of the integrative model of 
patient-centeredness. The model makes no assumptions 
about the interrelations of the dimensions or about the 
existence of a general factor. Comparison with the next 
models allows us to investigate whether the fit increases 
when we introduce a general factor. 
  

 
 
 
  



 Model 3 – Hierarchical model  
 All items load on their respective dimension.  
 All dimensions load on a general factor. 
 The dimensions correlate freely.  

 
In this model all dimensions are associated with the general 
factor. There is no direct association between the general 
factor and the items. The effect of the general factor on the 
items is modelled indirectly through the dimensions. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Model 4 – Bifactor model with uncorrelated latent variables  

 All items load on their respective dimension.  
 All items load on a general factor. 
 Correlations of all dimensions and of dimensions and 

the general factor are restricted to 0. 
 

In contrast to a hierarchical model, bifactor models allows to 
model the role of the dimensions independently of the 
general factor.4 This is the canonical form where the 
dimensions are not interrelated directly. Hence, all common 
variance between the dimensions are modelled solely by the 
influence of the general factor. 

 
 
 
 
 
Model 5 – Bifactor model with correlated dimension-specific 

latent variables  
 All items load on their respective dimension.  
 All items load on a general factor. 
 The dimensions correlate freely.  
 Correlations of each dimension with the general factor 

are restricted to 0. 
 
In this bifactor model we again modelled the dimensions role 
independently of the general factor. Yet, we also postulated 
that there are direct relationships between the dimensions 
that are not accounted for by the general factor. 

 

All models were estimated using the robust maximum likelihood estimator and full information 
maximum likelihood to deal with missing values.  
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