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Abstract: Shared decision making is increasingly receiving attention in health care and might improve
both the quality of care and patient outcomes. Nevertheless, due to its complexity, implementation
of shared decision making in clinical practice seems challenging. This ethnographic study aimed
to gain a better understanding of how psychiatric inpatients and the interprofessional care team
interact during regular interprofessional psychiatric consultations. Data were collected through par-
ticipant observation on two different psychiatric wards in a large psychiatric hospital in Switzerland.
The observation focused on the contextual aspects of interprofessional patient consultations, the
communication and interaction as well as the extent to which patients were involved in decision
making. Participants included patients, psychiatrists, junior physicians, nurses, psychologists, social
workers and therapists. We observed 71 interprofessional psychiatric consultations and they differed
substantially in both wards in terms of context (place and form) and culture (way of interacting). On
the contrary, results showed that the level of patient involvement in decision making was comparable
and depended on individual factors, such as the health care professionals’ communication style as
well as the patients’ personal initiative to be engaged. The main topics discussed with the patients
related to pharmacotherapy and patient reported symptoms. Health care professionals in both wards
used a rather unidirectional communication style. Therefore, in order to promote patient involvement
in the psychiatric inpatient setting, rather than to focus on contextual factors, consultations should
follow a specific agenda and promoting a bidirectional communication style for all parties involved
is strongly recommended.

Keywords: shared decision making; clinical practice; psychiatric inpatient setting; interprofessional
psychiatric consultations; psychiatric disorder; mental illness; communication; patient involvement;
patient-centered care; participant observation

1. Introduction

In recent years, the concepts of patient- and people-centered care have gained in
importance and have been promoted by various countries through legislation policies as
well as by health organizations [1,2]. The concept of patient-centered care (PCC) focuses
on the individual needs of patients and encourages their participation in health-related
decisions, whereas person centeredness goes one step further and puts the person in the
center and not the diagnosis or the symptoms. Both concepts may offer potential benefits
to patients and health care professionals. On the one hand, patients gain profit from better
health-related outcomes, enhanced health literacy and satisfaction with care [3], while on
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the other hand, health care professionals experience improved job satisfaction and the
quality of care may increase while the overall costs decrease [4].

Shared decision making (SDM) is also a promising approach to promote patient and
person centeredness in clinical practice. All three concepts share common elements: for
instance, they emphasize the importance of the health care professional-patient relationship,
the importance of a mutual exchange of information and patient involvement in care [4,5].
Especially in the context of the psychiatric inpatient setting, the concept of SDM has
been identified to be useful to move from provider-centered to people-centered care by
supporting inpatients to “achieve their own goals” and by focusing on their resources
rather than on problems and deficits during the therapeutic process [6-8].

Although the positive factors of SDM and PCC on patient experience and outcomes
have been widely discussed in the literature, implementation in clinical practice seems
challenging and difficult, and it often fails due to the different preconditions of the diverse
health care settings, including contextual and cultural aspects regarding the involvement
of patients in care [5,8,9]. Additionally, the biomedical model of mental illness indicates
considerable influence on clinical psychiatric practice. For instance, patients with acute
or severe mental illnesses are not always recognized by professionals as having adequate
decision-making capacity, and health care professionals—and especially physicians—tend
to take over the authority of decision making for them [10-12]. This is clinically relevant,
as over 40% of psychiatric inpatients are classified as “moderately to severely mentally
ill” [13].

According to the WHO (2017), depression disorders and anxiety disorders are common,
and depression is the major driver of suicidal deaths [14,15]. Depending on the severity of
the symptoms, depression and anxiety disorders can lead to hospitalization and, along with
schizophrenia and substance disorders, are among the most frequent psychiatric diagnoses
leading to admission to a psychiatric hospital [15]. Today, the preferred approach to
treatment in the clinical setting is based on pharmacotherapy together with complementary
strategies, such as psychotherapy or stimulation therapies [16,17].

Considering the diversity of the patients” individual situations, decision making in
the acute psychiatric setting is often complex, also because the outcome of the decisions
taken is usually not immediately apparent [18]. Despite promising developments in recent
decades, current treatment approaches are only partially effective and mental illnesses,
in addition to disease-related symptoms, also impose a significant personal and socio-
economic burden on those affected [17]. This becomes apparent, for example, through the
loss of residence or workplace, the loss of colleagues or friends or through social welfare
dependency. Therefore, it is important to aim for a long-term perspective already in the
acute phase of the disease during a hospital stay and involving patients in disease man-
agement [19]. In the context of SDM, therapeutic as well as personal and socio-economic
decisions must be made, for example whether and when a patient can return to his or
her residence and workplace, which follow-up treatments are recommended, or which
disease-related behaviors should be addressed in psychotherapy [20-22]. Thus, regarding
the efforts to promote SDM in psychiatric clinical practice, attention should be paid to situ-
ations involving social interactions and organizational processes, such as interprofessional
psychiatric consultations, where the health care professionals and the patient communicate
regarding the above-mentioned topics [12]. To date, interactions between the patient and
the physician have been the focus of research, while the importance of other professions
(e.g., nurses) in the context of SDM has received only little attention [10,23,24].

Interprofessional psychiatric consultations in Swiss hospitals, which usually take place
once or twice a week, play a central role in everyday clinical practice and provide an
important tool regarding information exchange, coordination, and provision of care as
well as decision making [25,26]. In the context of decision making, patients could benefit
from the interaction with various members from the interprofessional care team, for in-
stance, to clarify treatment-related questions or to address their concerns and preferences
along the spectrum of their disease management [23,27,28]. Therefore, the aim of this
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ethnographic study was to examine the nature of interactions and communication between
health care professionals and patients during regular interprofessional psychiatric consulta-
tions. The study setting was chosen purposively, addressing contrasting and ward-related
aspects (contextual and cultural factors) of interprofessional psychiatric consultations in a
psychiatric hospital. The following research questions guided this study:

(1) How are psychiatric inpatients involved during interprofessional psychiatric con-
sultations and how do they engage with the interprofessional care team regarding
health-related decisions?

(2) What key topics do patients discuss with whom of the interprofessional care team?

(3) How do ward-related (contextual and cultural) aspects of interprofessional psychiatric
consultations impact the communication between the patient and the interprofessional
care team?

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Design

A qualitative ethnographic design was chosen [29]. This study aimed to understand
the social interactions and organizational process, i.e., the where and how of interprofes-
sional patient consultations in the acute psychiatric inpatient setting. Data were collected
by participant observation using a structured observation protocol and spontaneous con-
versations with the participants (patients and health care professionals) were documented
through field notes. The Standards for Reporting Qualitative Research (SRQR) were used
to guide the reporting of this study [30].

2.1.1. Researcher Characteristics

The observer (first author) in the field had a scientific perspective as well as pro-
fessional expertise. As a trained nurse with several years of professional experience in
acute psychiatry, the observer already had a relationship with the field. This was also
disclosed to the health care professionals being observed. However, the observer was
situated in the background during the observation sequences and followed the events as a
“distanced observer” [29]. This means that the observer (first author) did not interfere in
the conversations with the patients and the health care professionals during the patient
consultations. The observation itself was performed following a focused and systematic
approach, addressing the research questions of this study.

2.1.2. Context

This study took place in a large representative Swiss psychiatric hospital, which
offers the full range of services for people with mental health problems, from outpatient,
intermediate and acute inpatient services to rehabilitation. In the acute inpatient setting, the
hospital’s management wants to promote a diversity of services offered, and therefore the
individual ward managers can implement different treatment concepts. For this study, two
acute psychiatric inpatient wards (A and B) were selected as a purposive sample for data
collection [31]. Both showed a comparable group of patients being treated but a maximum
variation regarding ward-related aspects, such as context and culture. The ward culture
on the one hand is part of the context and is defined as “the way things are done in a
particular setting” [32]. In this regard, the ward culture is not only influencing the health
professional’s way of interacting and their decision-making style but can either be present
as tacit knowledge or referring to a written ward concept [33]. On the other hand, the ward
context refers to both, structural aspects of the interprofessional psychiatric consultations
(e.g., the place in which the consultations took place) and person-related aspects of the
health care professionals present (e.g., language, physical position and role) [27].

Information on the ward culture and on the context of interprofessional psychiatric
consultations (Wards A and B) were obtained in advance of this study. For this purpose,
the principal investigator contacted the two ward managers and conducted an informal
interview with each of them. Both ward managers also provided a written ward concept
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which supplemented the data material of this study. In Ward A, a traditional medically
oriented approach, based on the physicians’ leadership, was applied. This was pointed out
in the ward concept as follows: “Patients are being treated according to the most recent
scientific and clinical findings and frequent medical consultations are a central element of
care in ward A”. Moreover, it was reported by the ward manager that interactions during
the interprofessional patient consultations mainly take place between the physicians and
the patient. Furthermore, the interprofessional psychiatric consultations in Ward A were
traditionally held in the patient’s room.

In Ward B, the implemented ward concept is aimed at a strong focus on the importance
of patients’ individual resources and coping with mental impairment. The interprofessional
psychiatric consultations are therefore carried out in the form of a “treatment conference”,
the aim of which is to offer opportunities for participative and goal-oriented cooperation
between the interprofessional care team and the patient [34]. The interprofessional patient
consultations in Ward B were held in a separate meeting room, where all participants sit in
a circle.

2.1.3. Recruitment

The health care teams on both selected wards were contacted in advance and invited
to participate in an information session on behalf of this study. In addition, the nursing
managers from Wards A and B supported the observer (first author) by distributing written
study information to the targeted health professionals and obtained their informed consent
of being observed on the allocated observation dates. All health professionals, who were
scheduled to be on duty on the allocated observation days and who would be expected to
participate in the interprofessional psychiatric consultations, were invited to participate,
and gave their informed consent.

Patients being hospitalized for treatment in Ward A or B at the time of the observation
sessions were contacted by the nursing manager or a nurse from the ward. They were
informed about this study and gave their oral and written consent if they agreed to being
observed during the interprofessional consultation. Some patients had to be excluded
because of the following reasons: patients did not give their consent; patients were agitated
and therefore not able to attend the interprofessional patient consultation; patients had a
potential risk of aggressive behavior towards unknown persons, such as the observer.

2.2. Data Collection

The observer was present on the wards for 4 h on each observation day and took part in
the interprofessional psychiatric consultations as a participating observer [35]. Furthermore,
the observer was familiar with the process of interprofessional psychiatric consultation and
with the events on an acute psychiatric ward. Based on this assumption and a preliminary
literature review, a guide was developed for the observation sequences and simultaneously
used to create the protocol [36]. The observation guide was reviewed by a team of experts
from the participating institution and adjustments were made based on their expertise.
Observations were recorded on the protocol by selection with a cross or keyword or free
text. An overview of the content of the observation guide is provided in the table below
(Table 1):

During the observation session, informal conversations before or after the interpro-
fessional psychiatric consultations with either health care professionals or patients were
recorded in the form of unstructured field notes. Furthermore, the Observing Patient In-
volvement in Decision-Making (OPTION) instrument was used as an additional structured
data collection tool, aiming to observe the health professionals’ skills in involving patients
in decisions [37,38]. The OPTION instrument was developed to assess the discursive con-
tent of a consultation and therefore focuses on an “index problem”. The evaluation process
always follows the same set of rules, based on the observations made during a consultation.
For guidance, the authors of the OPTION instrument provided a manual, which offers
detailed description supporting the interpretation of each item-score [38].
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Table 1. Observation guide: Aspects being observed during interprofessional psychiatric consultations.

Aspects Being Observed Specification
Specification of location where the interprofessional patient consultation took place
The duration of the interaction with each patient during the interprofessional
Contextual and cultural aspects patient consultation

Roles of the individual health care professionals present
Visualization of the room situation and position of the patient and the different health care
professionals present

Communication and interaction

Verbal description of the main problem by the patient and/or health care professional
Specific language (medical or adapted to the patient’s needs) used by the health
care professionals
Speaking time of the patient and the different health professionals present
Extent of participation in the conversation by the persons present, e.g., who was leading
the conversation
Documentation of agreements or decisions regarding therapy or treatment by a health
care professional
Discussions between the health professionals present with/without involving the patient

Decision-making skills

The Observing Patient Involvement in Decision-Making (OPTION) instrument summarizing
the skills of health professionals in the decision-making process in a structured way, if a
treatment decision had to be made

Overall, OPTION is a frequently used observer instrument and focuses on the commu-
nication skills of health care professionals regarding decision making [37,39]. The validated
instrument includes 12 items, which can be rated by the observer on a 5-point Likert scale
(from 0 = not observed to 4 = the behavior shows a very high standard), shows satisfactory
psychometric qualities and has been translated into various languages, including German.
The individual items are designed to determine whether the health care professional clearly
draws attention to a particular problem (index problem), whether the practitioner expresses
that there are several solutions to the problem and explains the pros and cons of each, or
what type of information the patient needs to decide.

In this study, the OPTION instrument was sequentially applied by the observer during
the individual consultations according to the following criteria: a) an index problem could
be identified during the individual consultation, which referred to a problem stated by
either the patient or the health care professional and with clear expression that a decision
needed to be made, or b) it could be recognized by the observer that the patient was
involved in a decision regarding treatment by the health care professional (e.g., we have to
adapt your medication and there are two possible solutions. ..) [37].

2.3. Data Analysis

In the sense of data triangulation, data were collected on two different wards with a
comparable group of participants but a maximum variation of ward-related aspects, such
as context and culture. The systematically collected data were in a first step analyzed
individually per consultation and ward and then compared with the results of the other
ward [29]. For data analysis, the triangulation method was applied using qualitative and
quantitative methods. Qualitative data (e.g., written text material from the structured
protocol and the unstructured field notes) were analyzed using a sequential and iterative
approach. As in the first step, data were thematically analyzed, based on the topics of
the observation guide and theoretical perceptions regarding communication in groups,
according to Remmerswaal [40] and Merkens [41]. In a second step, additional themes were
included, emerging inductively from the data. The software ATLAS.ti Version 8 (ATLAS.ti
Scientific Software Development GmbH, Berlin, Germany) was used for the organization
of the qualitative data.

Numeric data from the structured observation protocols (for example, time and num-
ber of health care professionals per group) and from the Observer OPTION12 scale were de-
scriptively analyzed with frequencies using IBM SPSS Statistics Version 26 (IBM, New York,
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NY, United States). For interpreting the results of the Observer OPTION12 scale, the
Observer OPTION12 Manual was consulted [38].

Data analysis was performed by the observer (first author) and joint meetings were
held with the co-authors throughout all stages to discuss and contrast the identified codes
and finally allocated to common categories.

2.4. Ethical Considerations

All participants (patients and health care professionals) were informed about this
study in advance and gave their verbal and written consent. Clarification of jurisdiction
has been obtained from the responsible ethics committee, which decided that this study
does not fall under the Swiss Federal Act on research involving human beings (Request
number: 2019-00175).

3. Results

The ethnographic study took place between December 2018 and March 2019. Overall,
a total of seven (1 = 7) four-hour period observation sessions were conducted in two acute
inpatient psychiatric wards (A and B), including preparation, procedure and debriefing of
regular interprofessional psychiatric consultations on a weekly basis. The sample character-
istics per observation session and ward are shown in Table 2. The results of data analysis
have been allocated to the following categories and subcategories: (a) architecture, includ-
ing the subcategories context, preparation and form; (b) communication and interaction,
with the subcategories medical talk, communication style and health care professionals’
roles; and (c) decision making, with the subcategories decision-making skills, initiative,
topic, options, support and patient’s perspective.

Table 2. Number of participants per observation session.

Setting Group of Participants Range
Patients 16-19
Junior physicians 3-5
Ward A Nurses 1-3
Psychologist/Consultant 0-1
Patients 10-13
Ward B Junior physicians 34
Nurses 2
Psychologists/social workers/occupational therapists 2-5

3.1. Sample Characteristics

In Ward A, within 3 (n = 3) observation sessions, a total of 37 (n = 37) interprofessional
psychiatric consultations were observed. In each of the 3 observation sessions, between
16 and 19 patients were consulted. Concerning the interprofessional care team, one psy-
chiatrist with a consultant position and, additionally, two to four junior physicians within
different stages of their specialization to become a psychiatrist were involved (Table 2).
Furthermore, two registered nurses were mainly present, and one of them was the ward
manager. A psychologist also joined the interprofessional patient consultations on an
irregular basis—for example, when he was involved in the patients’ treatment. Only in one
interprofessional patient consultation a relative was present.

The interprofessional patient consultations in Ward B took place twice a week, with
either half of the inpatients present. Therefore, within 4 (n = 4) observation sessions, a total
number of 34 (n = 34) interprofessional patient consultations were monitored. During each
observation session, 10 to 13 patients and 3 to 4 junior physicians within different stages
of their specialization to become a psychiatrist, participated (Table 2). Each of them was
responsible for the treatment of approximately four to six patients who were hospitalized on
the ward. A psychiatrist with a consultant position only joined in occasionally, when he was
available. In addition, the interprofessional care team in Ward B was represented by two



Int. |. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 3644 7 of 16

registered nurses, one of whom was also the ward manager, as well as by representatives
of the professional groups of social workers, psychologists and/or occupational therapists,
depending on their working schedules.

Overall, of the 37 patients being observed during the interprofessional psychiatric
consultations in Ward A, 23% were male and 77% female and they had a mean age of
52 years (range 19-79). The most common psychiatric diagnoses were depressive disorders
(51%) and substance disorders (17%). Less common diagnoses were bipolar disorders,
schizophrenia, Alzheimer’s disease and anorexia. Concerning the cognitive status of the
patients, qualitative descriptive data from the patient record were categorized by the au-
thors for each patient within 3 levels: Level 1 refers to a “normal” cognitive status, which is
described as “awake, conscious and oriented to all qualities and with appropriate concentra-
tion and comprehension”; Level 2 refers to a minimal impaired cognitive status, which was
described in the patient record as “awake, conscious and oriented but concentration and
comprehension slightly reduced”; Level 3 referred to the following description: “oriented
but concentration and comprehension seriously reduced, mentally strongly constricted”. A
total of 50% of the observed patients in Ward A were categorized as within Level 1, 43%
within Level 2 and 7% within Level 3.

In Ward B, 64% of the 34 patients being observed during the interprofessional psychi-
atric consultations were male and 36% female, and they had a mean age of 41 years (range:
22-59). The most common psychiatric diagnoses were schizophrenia (36%), depressive
disorders (33%) and substance disorders (18%). Other, less common disorders were stress
syndrome, behavioral disorder and Alzheimer’s disease. Concerning the cognitive status,
41% of the observed patients were categorized as within Level 1, 55% within Level 2 and
4% within Level 3.

3.2. Architecture
3.2.1. Context

The interprofessional psychiatric consultations in both wards took place in the morning
approximately between 9 and 11 o’clock and staff members from the interprofessional
care team were either present in their own offices or in the main ward office before the
consultations. Furthermore, the main entrance door on both wards was locked during all
observation sessions because some of the patients were hospitalized against their will and
had to ask for permission to leave the ward.

On the one hand, the basic attitude towards the interprofessional psychiatric consul-
tations in Ward A was according to the statements of members of the interprofessional
care team especially for the psychiatrist/consultant to gain an impression of the patient’s
current constitution as well as to be able to confront the patient with certain topics regarding
treatment or therapy. Furthermore, nurses and junior physicians reported that they should
thus receive direct information on behalf of the patient and furthermore learn from the
psychiatrist. In Ward B on the other hand, the ward manager stated clearly that the interpro-
fessional psychiatric consultation was not meant as a “learning field” but should provide a
potential option for exchange between the different groups of health care professionals and
the patient.

3.2.2. Preparation

For preparation of the interprofessional psychiatric consultations in Ward A, topics
such as adjustments to medication or the planning of future examinations were discussed
in advance by the group of medical doctors (psychiatrist/consultant and junior physicians).
In the meantime, nurses were updating the patient records. The patients either waited in
their room for their turn or were sitting in the shared dining room and chatting with one
and other.

In Ward B, for the preparation of the psychiatric consultations, interprofessional
discussion also took place in the main ward office, including nurses, junior physicians,
psychologists and social workers. Additionally, the nurses provided a summary report of
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the current patient situations and a schedule for the psychiatric consultations, which was
available for the members of the interprofessional care team as well as for the patients in
front of the main ward office.

3.2.3. Form

The interprofessional psychiatric consultations in Ward A had an average duration of
approximately 6 min (mean) per patient and varied from 1 to 22 min. In general, they took
place in the patient’s room (Figure 1). Most of the patients were accommodated in a single
or a double room; and if they were visited for the consultation by the interprofessional care
team in a double room, the other patient had to leave. During the consultations in Ward
A, the members of the interprofessional care team stood around the patient while most of
the patients were sitting on their bed or on a chair. Therefore, the psychiatrist/consultant
leading the conversation and the group of junior physicians stood nearest to the patient.
The other team members, such as the nurses and the psychologist, positioned themselves
in the back of the room near the door.

om

[0J /

N
=
|
Patient
C©

—

=) :
— C?(? o

= Assistant Doctor Q h Psychologist

Figure 1. Interprofessional psychiatric consultation in the patient’s room (Ward A).

The interprofessional psychiatric consultations in Ward B had an average duration
of 8.4 min (mean) and varied from 2 to 16 min (range). For the consultations, the patients
were met in a separate meeting room by the interprofessional care team. All chairs were
arranged in advance as a circle and one chair was reserved for the patient (Figure 2). At the
beginning of the consultations, all members of the interprofessional care team took their
seats and then the patients followed one after another, as scheduled.
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Figure 2. Interprofessional psychiatric consultation in meeting room with patient (Ward B).
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3.3. Communication and Interaction

In both wards, the conversation with the patient was started and ended by a medical
doctor; in Ward A by the psychiatrist/consultant and in Ward B by either a junior physician
or a psychiatrist/consultant. The psychiatrist/consultant leading the conversations in Ward
A started with questions such as “how are you doing?”, “what is your current condition?”,
“can you please describe your mood today?” or “what led to the crisis or the deployment?”.
In Ward B instead, the conversation with the patient started with a short presentation of
each member of the interprofessional care team to the patient and then the junior physician
started to ask the patient about his or her current condition.

During the psychiatric consultations in both wards, the main topics discussed with the
patients related to medication, and/or symptoms or referred additionally to the patient’s
social, financial and /or working situation.

3.3.1. Medical Talk

In relation to medication, patients on both wards were motivated to describe side
effects of their current medication or they themselves asked proactively for additional
medication, for example to sleep or to be able to control their body weight. The reaction of
the psychiatrist/consultant or the junior physician leading the conversation was typically
expressed by either agreement or disagreement, while a recognizable pattern for the
observer was largely absent. Examples of some of the answers were: “Yes, we can prescribe
that for you ... ” or “ ... no, you will not get that from us”. In addition, some of the
patients reported side effects from medication, such as “feeling tired”, or “having back
pain”, “trembling” or feeling “insecure with walking”. In such situations, these patients
also received rather unspecific answers such as “this will go away within a few days” or

they were advised “to do more sports” or “to lose weight”.

3.3.2. Communication Style

In Ward A, observations also revealed that the conversations had a rather unidirec-
tional character. Even when the patients were encouraged to express their feelings by the
psychiatrist, he did not further elaborate on the patients’ concerns. This is illustrated by the
following patient statements and reactions of the psychiatrist/consultant, as one patient
stated: “ ... I am feeling lonely” or another who mentioned “ ... I am worrying about
my condition and not being able to get better ... ”. The psychiatrist/consultant answered:
... there are many nice people here, you are certainly not lonely ... “or “ ... you do
not have to worry, you are in good hands here ... ”. Additionally, the other health care
professionals (mainly the junior physicians and the nurses) present barely interacted with
the patient and had no recognizable task during the consultations, besides taking notes for
updating the patient record.

In Ward B, the junior physicians were predominantly aware of their language and
tried to adapt diagnosis-related expressions into a more comprehensible language, other
than medical terminology. For example, instead of asking the patient if she/he is having
“depressive symptoms”, they used the expression of “feeling unhappy”. Regarding medi-
cation, commercial drug names were also used without further information on their effects
and side effects. However, the patients did not ask, which either indicates that they already
knew the names or did not bother to ask. Overall, in Ward B, the patient was addressed
by different persons present and the conversations were more dynamic, meaning that
psychologists or social workers also had the opportunity to discuss their concerns with the
patient and vice versa.

3.3.3. Health Care Professionals’ Roles

The health care professionals’ roles as silent listeners or as “keepers of the minutes”
in Ward A, except for the psychiatrist/consultant, were justified by the members of the
interprofessional care team by the statement that they all would have the same level of
knowledge about the patient’s situation. Furthermore, the psychiatrist/consultant referred
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to the interprofessional care team as “his entourage”. On the contrary, patients reported
that it felt very uncomfortable, especially at the beginning of a hospitalization, “ ... to
be confronted with such a large group of people in one’s own room and to be unable to
identify anyone apart from the psychiatrist”. Furthermore, patients mentioned: “Staff
members do not introduce themselves ... ”and “ ... it is not possible to recognize who
belongs to which professional group, because so many people are present in the room”.

In Ward B, social workers, occupational therapists and/or psychologists were sub-
stantially involved in the conversations with the patient when specific topics regarding the
living and/or working situation of the patient was at stake. This was the case whether a
new housing solution had to be found, the patient was allowed to go home on a trial basis
for a few days or outpatient solutions had to be chosen after hospitalization. If requested
by the patient, they also provided information on planned measures, such as schedules
for therapies, additional treatment such as sports or planning a daily structure during the
conversations. Overall, an interprofessional approach was noticeable through observation
and it became evident that the patients gained supplementary information from these
contributions on non-medical aspects. This became obvious during the observation, for
example, when a patient described “ ... that he felt bored”. The occupational therapist was
then able to present the occupational services and to clarify with the patient, what would
be of interest to him. In another situation, the social worker offered the possibility that the
upcoming change of residence could also be organized from the clinic. This contributed to
considerable relief on the patients’ behalf.

3.4. Decision Making

In both wards, in less than half of the interprofessional psychiatric consultations, an
“index problem” could be notified which required a decision—and, in those cases, the
OPTION instrument was completed. The defining features of a decision-making situation
according to Elwyn et al. [38] include a specific problem which needs to be solved, a choice
between several valuable options for a treatment which are presented to the patient, or the
patient is expected to participate in a decision about the management of his/her current
condition and where possible solutions are considered more in detail. While in Ward A,
approximately 41% (n = 15) of the observed psychiatric consultations were related to a
decision, this was the case in 35% (n = 12) in Ward B.

3.4.1. Decision-Making Skills

A total score was calculated for the results of the OPTIONSscale by adding the scores
of each item and then standardizing the sum to a value between 0 and 100. A high score
indicates that the communication competencies of the health care professional observed
referred to “a good standard” regarding SDM [37]. Hence, the average score of the two
wards ranked among the lower ranges of total scores and showed comparable values. The
mean of the total score in Ward A was 24 (range 8—42) and in Ward B 25 (range 6-47),
which indicates according to the OPTION manual [38] a “minimal attempt of patient
involvement”. The individual score of each of the 12 items per consultation with a decision,
varied from “not observed” (score = 0) to “observed with a high standard” (score = 4).

3.4.2. Initiative

In Ward A, in 8 out of 15 interprofessional psychiatric consultations, the psychia-
trist/consultant directed attention to a specific problem requiring a decision. A total of
2 out of the 15 patients where a decision had to be made were prepared with notes for the
consultation and accordingly guided the discussion with the psychiatrist/consultant by
presenting their requests. In the remaining five psychiatric consultations with a decision-
making situation, the initiative to take a decision emerged implicitly, during the course of
the consultation.
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In Ward B, in 10 out of 12 decision-making situations, the junior physician or the
psychiatrist/consultant leading the conversation drew attention to a problem that required
a decision.

3.4.3. Topic

Most of the decision-making situations in Ward A involved medication. Most fre-
quently, the attending psychiatrist/consultant and the junior physician discussed the
adjustment of a medication and asked the patient about side effects or irregularities. Some-
times it was not the patient who answered, but one of the junior physicians instead. In
other situations, a decision was made by the psychiatrist/consultant to adjust the dosage
or to change the medication, but the patient was not involved further in the process. In
two of the consultations, the patients themselves made suggestions regarding modification
of medication, for example: “I would like to try medication XY instead ... ” or “In my
experience, the dosage of XY micrograms was last time considered as the optimum”. Since
there was no objection to the patient’s suggestions from a medical point of view either, the
patient’s wishes were taken into account and the medication was adjusted accordingly.

In Ward B, medication was the main topic in six consultations, while in the other four
consultations, additional therapy (e.g., psychosocial education) or the decision to leave the
ward for a few hours was discussed with the patient.

3.4.4. Options

In one-third (n = 5) of the decision-making situations during a consultation in Ward A,
the psychiatrist/consultant leading the conversation stated clearly that there were options
regarding problem solving, and pros and cons had to be discussed in further detail. This
was the case, for example, as the psychiatrist suggested additional therapy to medication,
such as electroconvulsive therapy (EKT). Thus, the patient worried about the side effects
and asked about the pros and cons regarding the EKT therapy. As a consequence, the
psychiatrists/consultant not only provided the requested information verbally but offered
the opportunity to discuss this further in a follow-up consultation.

In Ward B, options regarding problem solving as well as pros and cons were discussed
with the patients in more than a half (n = 7) of the 12 consultations with a decision to
make. In one exemplary situation, the physician assistant offered two different types of
medication to be used as needed by the patient, with the same effect. The patient was
therefore encouraged to choose his/her preferred type of medication and to adjust the
dosage according to his/her needs, by requesting the medication when needed.

3.4.5. Support

Furthermore, in 14 of 15 decision-making situations in Ward A, the psychiatrist/
consultant leading the conversation did not assess the patients’ preferred approach for
receiving information—for example, with printed material. Information was provided
barely verbally. Regarding the presentation of the options to solve the problem addressed
and to mention the possibility to take no action, this behavior was only observed in 4 out
of 15 decision-making situations.

In Ward B, 3 out of 12 patients were directly asked about their preferences for receiving
additional information material, such as printed information about therapeutic services or
medication schedules. Options to solve the problem were presented to 7 out of 12 patients
and these patients also received an explanation regarding the pros and cons of the options
by the junior physician leading the conversation.

3.4.6. Patient’s Perspective

The psychiatrist/consultant in Ward A explored the patient’s perspective and concerns
regarding a decision in less than half (n = 6) of 15 decision-making situations. With regard
to the majority of the decision-making situations, the psychiatrist/consultant did not
explore the patient’s understanding of the information provided, he did not offer the
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patient the opportunity to ask questions and did not explore the patient’s preferred level of
involvement in decision making.

In 8 out of 12 decision-making situations in Ward B, the patients were asked about their
expectations regarding the management of the problem and subsequently their fears were
also elaborated by the health care professional leading the conversation. Two patients were
actively asked about their understanding of the provided information about the possible
options. The opportunity to ask questions was offered to 1 of the 12 patients and none of
them was asked about his/her preferred level of involvement in decision making.

4. Discussion

The results of our study show that the interprofessional psychiatric consultations on
the two wards observed differed significantly in terms of the place and form in which they
were carried out, as well as the composition of the professional groups represented and
their roles during the consultation. However, on the contrary, the extent to which patients
were actively involved in the discussion as well as in decision making was comparable
on both wards and depended on individual factors, such as the health care professionals’
communication style as well as the patients’ personal initiative to be engaged.

The contextual and cultural factors of the interprofessional psychiatric consultations
differed substantially between the two participating wards, not only in terms of the struc-
tural form and location they took place, but also regarding the composition and the roles of
the interprofessional care team involved. These differences could be explained due to the
different ward-related concepts, which should be carefully reflected upon with regard to the
ward-specific application and interpretation of an interprofessional team approach [26,42].
While the interprofessional collaboration in Ward A seemed rather programmatic and
could be described as “the presence of different professional groups with no responsibility
and with medical leadership”, the interprofessional approach in Ward B could be specified
as “the partial involvement of several professional groups with medical leadership” [26].
Hence, a benefit for the patients being confronted with a rather large group of health
care professionals without any specific task during the consultation, especially in Ward
A, could not be identified by observation. However, when it comes to decision making
in psychiatric care, the necessity of interprofessional collaboration, the involvement of
multiple stakeholders as well as cultural adaptions are described as being helpful for the
patients and should therefore be promoted [8,10,23,43].

We also found the content of the conversations in both wards to be predominantly
medically oriented, by focusing on the patient’s condition, medication or symptoms. These
observations could be explained by the fact that on both wards, the consultations were
directed by the group of medical doctors (e.g., psychiatrists or physician assistants). The
other professional groups present had a more subsidiary role during the consultations.
While on Ward B the therapeutic health care professionals (social workers, psychologists
and occupational therapists) added to the conversations, when topics such as additional
treatment or housing were at stake, the nurses on both wards mainly acted as “silent
listeners” and “keepers of the notes”. Other studies point out that the roles of the health
care professionals may vary across the patient’s illness trajectory or setting [10]. The reason
why nurses, in particular, barely contributed could be due to the fact that this professional
group has not yet found a partnership position in the interprofessional collaboration within
the Swiss psychiatric inpatient setting. In the future, however, this would be an essential
prerequisite for psychiatric nurses to be able to increasingly advocate for the interests of
patients and provide them with advice [10,44].

Furthermore, we observed that on both wards, the extent to which patients were
actively engaged in decision making was low according to the average score of the OPTION
instrument (Ward A = 24; Ward B = 25) and not consistent. The latter became evident
because the range of the total score varied considerably, between 8 and 42 in Ward A, and
between 6 and 47 in Ward B. These observations are comparable to the results of a review
by Couét et al. [39], which reported patients not being involved with consistency during
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medical consultations in different clinical contexts. One possible explanation regarding
the distribution of the overall score in both wards in our study could be the fact that the
medical doctors leading the consultations did not follow a structured approach to facilitate
patient involvement in decision making [10,39].

Another explanation regarding the inconsistency in patient involvement could be the
patient’s personal initiative to be engaged during the consultation. While a few patients
actively participated by making clear demands or asking specific questions, most others
were more passive and merely responded to the health care professionals” questions. While
previous work has found psychiatric patients wanting to be explicitly involved in care
and decision making [8,45], others argue the patients’ preferences towards involvement
may vary according to their stage of illness and their experiences [10]. The extent to which
patients engage in decision making depends, among other things, on the relationship with
the health care professional and is described as a reciprocal interaction [6]. This interaction,
however, may also be influenced by the pathophysiology of cognitive and behavioral brain
functions because of the psychiatric disorders present. In this respect, we can refer to the
contribution that prefrontal brain regions have in the assessment of rewarding, which
underlies subsequent decision making and goal-directed behavior [6,46].

The patients’ decision-making capacity (e.g., decision-making ability) is reported
frequently as a barrier to SDM regardless of the fact that patients have a legal right to be
informed about the effects and side effects of therapy or treatment and evidence shows
current management strategies (e.g., pharmacotherapy and psychotherapy) as only partially
efficient [47-50]. Hence, according to Couét et al. [39], patients themselves are part of the
solution for better involvement and should be supported and trained in bidirectional
communication together with the health care professionals. The active involvement of
patients in treatment decisions can create a feeling of being valued and being recognized as
an individual rather than a diagnosis [49,51].

Strengths and Limitations

Addressing strength and limitations, the ethnographic approach of this study provided
a situational perspective into the daily practice of interprofessional psychiatric consultations
in an acute psychiatric inpatient setting. By applying participant observation as a research
strategy, both the perspectives of patients and health care professionals were included,
and the natural course of the consultations was only minimally impaired by this method.
Concurrently, the ethnographic approach could also have biased the actions of both the
health care professionals and the patients, as they might have been on their best behavior, for
example by using a more patient-focused language or by being more compliant. However,
the results of this study can help to understand the nature of clinical situations, where
communication between health care professionals and patients takes place and where
quality improvement could be tailored. Further research is needed to assess the patients as
well as the health care professionals’ personal attitudes on SDM and PCC and their impact
on organizational culture and daily practice in the psychiatric inpatient setting.

5. Conclusions

Despite the fact that the legal and ethical imperative of SDM and PCC in health care
are widely accepted, the results of our study in the psychiatric inpatient setting show
that the patient perspective still has a subordinate relevance to the perspective of the
health care professionals and is not yet implemented as a quality indicator regarding the
provision of care. Further efforts are required that promote a significant transformation of
the organizational culture, which should not only have an impact on the persons involved
(e.g., health care professionals and patients), but also on the ward and institutional level. In
particular, those responsible on the wards should increase their efforts to ensure that ward
concepts also contain clear information on how attitudes and culture could be reflected in
the sense of SDM and PCC. Ward culture and health care professionals’ attitudes should
become apparent in the interactions between patients and health care professionals around
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treatment and care. Furthermore, patients’” concerns and preferences must become more
visible, and it would therefore be necessary to ask the patients how interprofessional
psychiatric consultations work for them and what they would expect from a participatory
collaboration with the health care professionals present. Further research should also focus
on different health care professionals in addition to medical doctors. The aim would be
to clarify the possible contribution of the individual groups of health care professionals
about the needs identified by the patients. For further improvement, rather than focusing
on contextual factors, communication training for all members of the interprofessional
care team as well as for the patients is mandatory. Regarding communication training
to promote patient involvement in the psychiatric inpatient setting, patients should be
empowered to communicate bidirectionally with the health care professionals: either by
clarifying their preferred level of involvement, by receiving opportunities to prepare for
the consultations or by being encouraged to ask questions.

Author Contributions: C.G., C.L., ] M.G.A.S. and S.H. contributed to the conception and design of
this study, analysis and interpretation of data. C.L., ] M.G.A.S. and S.H. critically revised the draft of
this article for important intellectual content. C.G. collected the data on the study site and drafted
the manuscript. All authors (C.G., C.L.,].M.G.A.S. and S.H.) gave their approval of the final draft of
the manuscript and agreed to be accountable for all aspects of the work. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: This study was conducted according to the guidelines of
the Declaration of Helsinki, and clarification of jurisdiction has been obtained from the responsible
ethics committee, which decided that this study does not fall under the Swiss Federal Act on research
involving human beings (Request number: 2019-00175).

Informed Consent Statement: Written informed consent was obtained from all subjects (patients
and health care professionals) involved in this study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author due to privacy restrictions of the participating hospital.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Scholl, I; Zill, J.M.; Hérter, M.; Dirmaier, J. An integrative model of patient centeredness: A systematic review and concept
analysis. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e107828. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Hékansson Eklund, J.; Holmstrém, 1.K.; Kumlin, T.; Kaminsky, E.; Skoglund, K.; Hoglander, J.; Sundler, A.J.; Condén, E.; Summer
Merenius, M. Same same or different? A review of reviews of person-centred and patient-centred care. Patient Educ. Couns. 2019,
1, 3-11. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3.  Holman, H.; Lorig, K. Patients as partners in managing chronic disease. Partnership is a prerequisite for effective and efficient
health care. BMJ 2000, 320, 526-527. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. World Health Organization. Framework on Integrated, People-Centred Health Services: Report by the Secretariat. Available
online: https:/ /apps.who.int/gb/ebwha/pdf_files/WHA69/A69_39-en.pdf (accessed on 15 December 2021).

5. Haérter, M.; Moumyjid, N.; Cornuz, J.; Elwyn, G.; van der Weijden, T. Shared decision making in 2017: International accom-
plishments in policy, research and implementation. Z. Fiir Evidenz Fortbild. Und Qual. Im Gesundh. 2017, 123, 1-5. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

6.  Del Piccolo, L.; Goss, C. People-centred care: New research needs and methods in doctor-patient communication. Challenges in
mental health. Epidemiol. Psychiatr. Sci. 2012, 21, 145-149. [CrossRef]

7. McCormack, B.; McCance, T.V. Development of a framework for person-centred nursing. J. Adv. Nurs. 2006, 56, 472-479.
[CrossRef]

8.  Slade, M. Implementing shared decision making in routine mental health care. World Psychiatry 2017, 16, 146-153. [CrossRef]

9. Elwyn, G.; Frosch, D.L.; Kobrin, S. Implementing shared decision-making: Consider all the consequences. Implement. Sci. 2015,
11, 114. [CrossRef]

10. Morant, N.; Kaminskiy, E.; Ramon, S. Shared decision making for psychiatric medication management: Beyond the micro-social.
Health Expect. 2015, 19, 1002-1014. [CrossRef]

11. Heres, S.; Hamann, J. Shared decision-making in der Akutpsychiatrie. Nervenarzt 2017, 88, 995-1002. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0107828
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25229640
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2018.08.029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30201221
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.320.7234.526
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10688539
https://apps.who.int/gb/ebwha/pdf_files/WHA69/A69_39-en.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.zefq.2017.05.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28546053
http://doi.org/10.1017/S2045796012000091
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2006.04042.x
http://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20412
http://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-016-0480-9
http://doi.org/10.1111/hex.12392
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00115-017-0359-2

Int. |. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 3644 15 of 16

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.
32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Watson, D.P. The evolving understanding of recovery: What does the sociology of mental health have to offer? Humanit. Soc.
2012, 36, 290-308. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Junghan, U.M.; Brenner, H.D. Heavy use of acute in-patient psychiatric services: The challenge to translate a utilization pattern
into service provision. Acta Psychiatr. Scand. 2006, 113, 24-32. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Depression and Other Common Mental Disorders: Global Health Estimates; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2017.
Wang, P.S.; Aguilar-Gaxiola, S.; Alonso, J.; Angermeyer, M.C.; Borges, G.; Bromet, E.J.; Bruffaerts, R.; De Girolamo, G.; De Graaf,
R.; Gureje, O.; et al. Use of mental health services for anxiety, mood, and substance disorders in 17 countries in the WHO world
mental health surveys. Lancet 2007, 370, 841-850. [CrossRef]

Borgomaneri, S.; Battaglia, S.; Sciamanna, G.; Tortora, F.; Laricchiuta, D. Memories are not written in stone: Re-writing fear
memories by means of non-invasive brain stimulation and optogenetic manipulations. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2021, 127, 334-352.
[CrossRef]

Millan, M.].; Goodwin, G.M.; Meyer-Lindenberg, A.; Ogren, S.0. Learning from the past and looking to the future: Emerging
perspectives for improving the treatment of psychiatric disorders. Eur. Neuropsychopharmacol. 2015, 25, 599-656. [CrossRef]
Epstein, R.M.; Gramling, R.E. What is shared in shared decision making? Complex decisions when the evidence is unclear. Med.
Care Res. Rev. 2013, 70 (Suppl. S1), 945-112S. [CrossRef]

Puschner, B.; Becker, T.; Mayer, B.; Jordan, H.; Maj, M.; Fiorillo, A.; Egerhazi, A.; Ivanka, T.; Munk-Jergensen, P.; Bording, M.K,;
et al. Clinical decision making and outcome in the routine care of people with severe mental illness across Europe (CEDAR).
Epidemiol. Psychiatr. Sci. 2016, 25, 69-79. [CrossRef]

Loos, S.; Neumann, P; Arnold, K.; Slade, M.; Fiorillo, A.; Bording, M.K.; Ivanka, T.; Kawohl, W.; Puschner, B. Gemeinsame
Entscheidungsfindung in der Behandlung von Patienten mit schweren psychischen Erkrankungen. Psychiatr. Prax. 2013, 40,
23-29. [CrossRef]

Caceda, R.; Nemeroff, C.B.; Harvey, P.D. Toward an understanding of decision making in severe mental illness. |. Neuropsychiatry
Clin. Neurosci. 2014, 26, 196-213. [CrossRef]

Makoul, G.; Clayman, M.L. An integrative model of shared decision making in medical encounters. Patient Educ. Couns. 2006, 60,
301-312. [CrossRef]

Chong, W.W.; Aslani, P.; Chen, T.F. Multiple perspectives on shared decision-making and interprofessional collaboration in
mental healthcare. J. Interprof. Care 2013, 27, 223-230. [CrossRef]

Légaré, F.; Thompson-Leduc, P. Twelve myths about shared decision making. Patient Educ. Couns. 2014, 96, 281-286. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Bohnenkamp, B. Arbeitsorganisation: So lasst sich die Visite optimieren. Deutsches Arzteblatt 2016, 43, 2-4.

Martin, J.S.; Ummenhofer, W.; Manser, T.; Spirig, R. Interprofessional collaboration among nurses and physicians: Making a
difference in patient outcome. Swiss Med. Wkly. 2010, 140, w13062. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Erhard, D. Arztliche Gespréchsfiithrung: So gelingt sie lege artis. Lege Artis-Das Mag. Arztlichen Weit. 2011, 1, 14-18. [CrossRef]
Lown, B.A.; Kryworuchko, J.; Bieber, C.; Lillie, D.M.; Kelly, C.; Berger, B.; Loh, A. Continuing professional development for
interprofessional teams supporting patients in healthcare decision making. J. Interprof. Care 2011, 25, 401-408. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Flick, U.; von Kardoff, E.; Steinke, I. Qualitative Forschung: Ein Handbuch (10. Aufl.); Rowohlt: Hamburg, Germany, 2013.
O’Brien, B.C.; Harris, I.B.; Beckman, T.J.; Reed, D.A.; Cook, D.A. Standards for reporting qualitative research: A synthesis of
recommendations. Acad. Med. 2014, 89, 1245-1251. [CrossRef]

Patton, M.Q. Qualitative analysis and interpretation. Qual. Res. Eval. Methods 2002, 3, 431-539.

Holland, C.K. An ethnographic study of nursing culture as an exploration for determining the existence of a system of ritual. J.
Adv. Nurs. 1993, 18, 1461-1470. [CrossRef]

Laiho, T; Lindberg, N.; Joffe, G.; Putkonen, H.; Hottinen, A.; Kontio, R.; Sailas, E. Psychiatric staff on the wards does not share
attitudes on aggression. Int. |. Ment. Health Syst. 2014, 8, 14. [CrossRef]

Blomgqvist, S.; Engstrom, I. Interprofessional psychiatric teams: Is multidimensionality evident in treatment conferences? ].
Interprofessional Care 2012, 26, 289-296. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Morse, ].M.; Field, P.A.; Abt-Zegelin, A. Qualitative Pflegeforschung: Anwendung qualitativer Ansitze in der Pflege; Ullstein Mosby:
Berlin, Germany, 1998.

Gurtner, C.; Schols, ] M.; Lohrmann, C.; Halfens, R.J.; Hahn, S. Conceptual understanding and applicability of shared decision-
making in psychiatric care: An integrative review. J. Psychiatr. Ment. Health Nurs. 2021, 28, 531-548. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Elwyn, G.; Edwards, A.; Wensing, M.; Grol, R. Shared Decision Making Measurement Using the OPTION Instrument; Cardiff
University: Cardiff, Wales, 2005.

Elwyn, G.; Hutchings, H.; Edwards, A.; Rapport, F; Wensing, M.; Cheung, W.Y.; Grol, R. The OPTION scale: Measuring the
extent that clinicians involve patients in decision-making tasks. Health Expect. 2005, 8, 34—42. [CrossRef]

Couét, N.; Desroches, S.; Robitaille, H.; Vaillancourt, H.; Leblanc, A.; Turcotte, S.; Elwyn, G.; Légaré, F. Assessments of the extent
to which health-care providers involve patients in decision making: A systematic review of studies using the OPTION instrument.
Health Expect. 2015, 18, 542-561. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Remmerswaal, J. Group Dynamics: An Introduction; Uitgeverij Boom/Nelissen: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2015.


http://doi.org/10.1177/0160597612458904
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23483849
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0447.2005.00713.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16445478
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(07)61414-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2021.04.036
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroneuro.2015.01.016
http://doi.org/10.1177/1077558712459216
http://doi.org/10.1017/S204579601400078X
http://doi.org/10.1055/s-0032-1327251
http://doi.org/10.1176/appi.neuropsych.12110268
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2005.06.010
http://doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2013.767225
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2014.06.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25034637
http://doi.org/10.4414/smw.2010.13062
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20458647
http://doi.org/10.1055/s-0031-1272349
http://doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2011.583563
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21657852
http://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000388
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.1993.18091461.x
http://doi.org/10.1186/1752-4458-8-14
http://doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2012.676108
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22497495
http://doi.org/10.1111/jpm.12712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33191536
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1369-7625.2004.00311.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/hex.12054
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23451939

Int. |. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 3644 16 of 16

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

Merkens, H. Teilnehmende Beobachtung: Analyse von Protokollen teilnehmender Beobachter. In Analyse verbaler Daten: Uber den
Umgang Mit Qualitativen Daten; Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik, J. H.P., Ed.; Westdt. Verl.: Opladen, Germany, 1992; pp. 216-247. Available
online: https:/ /nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-25741 (accessed on 15 December 2021).

Schmalenberg, C.; Kramer, M.; King, C.R.; Krugman, M.; Lund, C.; Poduska, D.; Rapp, D. Excellence through evidence: Securing
collegial / collaborative nurse-physician relationships, part 1. JONA J. Nurs. Adm. 2005, 35, 450-458. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kalsi, D.; Ward, J.; Lee, R.; Fulford, K.; Handa, A. Shared decision-making across the specialties: Much potential but many
challenges. J. Eval. Clin. Pract. 2019, 25, 1050-1054. [CrossRef]

Stacey, G.; Felton, A.; Morgan, A.; Stickley, T.; Willis, M.; Diamond, B.; Houghton, P.; Johnson, B.; Dumenya, J. A critical narrative
analysis of shared decision-making in acute inpatient mental health care. |. Interprof. Care 2016, 30, 35-41. [CrossRef]

Schattner, A.; Bronstein, A.; Jellin, N. Information and shared decision-making are top patients’ priorities. BMC Health Serv. Res.
2006, 6, 21. [CrossRef]

Battaglia, S. Neurobiological advances of learned fear in humans. Adv Clin Exp Med. 2022. published online as ahead of print on 23
February 2022. [CrossRef]

Huang, C.; Plummer, V.; Lam, L.; Cross, W. Perceptions of shared decision-making in severe mental illness: An integrative review.
J. Psychiatr. Ment. Health Nurs. 2020, 27, 103-127. [CrossRef]

De las Cuevas, C.; Pefiate, W.; de Rivera, L. To what extent is treatment adherence of psychiatric patients influenced by their
participation in shared decision making? Patient Prefer. Adherence 2014, 8, 1547. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Pelto-Piri, V.; Engstrém, K.; Engstrom, I. Paternalism, autonomy and reciprocity: Ethical perspectives in encounters with patients
in psychiatric in-patient care. BMC Med. Ethics 2013, 14, 49. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

James, K.; Quirk, A. The rationale for shared decision making in mental health care: A systematic review of academic discourse.
Ment. Health Rev. ]. 2017, 22, 152-165. [CrossRef]

Hamann, J.; Holzhiiter, F.; Blakaj, S.; Becher, S.; Haller, B.; Landgrebe, M.; Schmauf3, M.; Heres, S. Implementing shared decision-
making on acute psychiatric wards: A cluster-randomized trial with inpatients suffering from schizophrenia (SDM-PLUS).
Epidemiol. Psychiatr. Sci. 2020, 29, €137. [CrossRef] [PubMed]


https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-25741
http://doi.org/10.1097/00005110-200510000-00006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16220058
http://doi.org/10.1111/jep.13276
http://doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2015.1064878
http://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-6-21
http://doi.org/10.17219/acem/146756
http://doi.org/10.1111/jpm.12558
http://doi.org/10.2147/PPA.S73029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25395840
http://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6939-14-49
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24314345
http://doi.org/10.1108/MHRJ-01-2017-0009
http://doi.org/10.1017/S2045796020000505
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32539907

