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Abstract
Background: The	use	of	patient‐reported	outcomes	measures	(PROMs),	such	as	qual‐
ity	of	life	or	symptoms	like	pain	or	fatigue,	is	increasingly	embraced	within	patient‐
centred	care	and	shared	decision	making.
Objectives: To	 investigate:	 (a)	 how	 patients	 and	 health	 professionals	 think	 about	
using	PROMs	during	routine	medical	consultations;	(b)	for	which	purpose(s),	patients	
and	health	professionals	want	to	use	PROMs	during	those	consultations;	and	(c)	how	
patients	 interpret	 PROMs	 information	 presented	 in	 various	 formats.	 People	 with	
Parkinson's	disease	and	their	health	professionals	served	as	case	example.
Methods: We	performed	semi‐structured	interviews	with	patients	(N	=	13)	and	pro‐
fessionals	 (N	=	7	 neurologists;	 N	=	7	 physiotherapists).	 We	 also	 used	 a	 survey	 in	
which	 patients	 (N	=	115)	 were	 shown	 six	 figures	 displaying	 different	 information	
types.	Presentation	formats	of	this	information	varied	(line/bar	graphs).	Interpretation	
by	patients,	perceived	usefulness	of	information,	attitude	towards	using	information	
during	routine	medical	consultations	and	(hypothetical)	decisions	were	assessed.
Findings: Patients	and	professionals	were	generally	positive	about	using	PROMs	dur‐
ing	medical	consultations.	Professionals	stressed	the	opportunity	to	monitor	changes	
in	 individual	PROMs	over	 time.	Patients	were	primarily	positive	about	 aggregated	
PROMs	 to	make	 treatment	 decisions.	 This	 information	was	 also	most	 often	 inter‐
preted	 correctly,	 especially	when	 presented	 through	 a	 line	 graph	 (90.1%	 correct).	
Professionals	 thought	 patients	 should	 take	 the	 initiative	 in	 discussing	 PROMs,	
whereas	patients	thought	professionals	should	do	so.
Conclusion/Discussion: When	used	in	routine	medical	consultations,	PROMs	seem	
to	 have	 potential	 to	 support	 shared	 decision	making	 and	 facilitate	 patient‐profes‐
sional	communication.	However,	training	seems	needed	for	both	patients	and	profes‐
sionals	to	facilitate	actual	discussion	and	proper	interpretation.
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K E Y W O R D S
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1  | INTRODUC TION

Where	patient‐reported	outcome	measures	(PROMs)	have	tradition‐
ally	 been	 used	 to	 evaluate	 the	 effectiveness	 of	medical	 interven‐
tions	from	the	perspective	of	patients,1	they	are	nowadays	thought	
to	have	a	more	comprehensive	role	in	health‐care	quality	improve‐
ment.2‐4	PROMs	are	standardized	questionnaires,	completed	by	pa‐
tients,	measuring	 how	 they	 experience	 their	 health	 (ie	 symptoms,	
functional	status).	Well‐known	PROMs	are	quality	of	life	question‐
naires,	 such	 as	 the	 SF‐36	 and	 EQ‐5D.	 Integrating	 PROMs	 within	
routine	clinical	practice	might	increase	the	motivation	of	patients	to	
complete	PROMs	(which	currently	proves	challenging),	and	such	use	
has	also	been	theorized	to	improve	management	and	monitoring	of	
patients’	problems.5,6	Apart	from	that,	using	PROMs	in	routine	med‐
ical	consultations	could	improve	doctor‐patient	communication7 and 
informed	patient	decisions4,8	and	as	such	improve	quality	of	care.	At	
an	aggregated	level,	they	can	also	be	used	to	evaluate	and	compare	
treatment	options	and	provider	performance.3,4,9

Using	 PROMs	 during	 routine	 medical	 consultations	 by	 health	
professionals	and	patients	would	suit	current	ideas	on	person‐cen‐
tred	 medicine	 and	 shared	 decision	 making.4,10.	 Although	 shared	
decision	making	has	become	the	standard	 in	health	care	to	enable	
patients	in	making	informed	decisions,11‐13	the	use	of	PROMs	in	this	
context	 has	 remained	 understudied.	 For	 patients	who	must	make	
choices	between	different	 treatment	options	and	health‐care	pro‐
viders,	it	is,	however,	not	only	important	to	have	insight	into	clinical	
outcomes	(eg	survival	rates),	but	also	into	how	different	treatment	
options	may	impact	on	their	own	health	and	quality	of	life,	as	viewed	
by	 patients	 themselves.	 Previously,	 patients	 have	 been	 positive	
about	 using	 information	 derived	 from	 PROMs,	 especially	 because	
it	may	prompt	discussions	 about	 actual	 health	 issues	with	profes‐
sionals.14	However,	patients	do	not	find	all	PROMs	equally	relevant	
or	 even	 bothersome	 or	 unnecessarily	 confronting,	 and	 such	 per‐
ceptions	may	well	hinder	the	adoption	of	PROMs	into	daily	clinical	
practice.	Several	previous	studies	have	therefore	involved	patients	
into	developing	PROMs.10,15	Also,	 studies	 have	 shown	 that	mean‐
ingful	and	comprehensible	presentation	of	PROMs	data	 is	 import‐
ant	 to	 help	 patients	with	 interpreting	 the	 data	 correctly	 and	with	
using	 the	data	 in	 important	medical	 decisions,	 such	 as	 choosing	 a	
particular	type	of	treatment	or	health‐care	provider.16‐20	Although	a	
majority	of	patients	seems	to	correctly	interpret	PROMs	information	
(displayed	through	various	formats),	a	substantial	portion	(10%‐30%	
across	studies)	continues	to	experience	trouble	with	interpretation,	
resulting	in	an	inaccurate	understanding	of	the	information.20‐23

Health	 professionals	 are	 somewhat	 positive	 about	 using	
PROMs.14	However,	they	often	do	not	refer	to	PROMs	during	their	
routine	 consultations	 with	 patients	 or	 do	 this	 only	 on	 an	 ad	 hoc	

basis.24‐26	Barriers	they	experience	include	a	lack	of	knowledge	on	
how	to	use	PROMs	and	lack	of	an	adequate	infrastructure	for	data	
collection	and	use.6,27	The	notion	that	PROMs	such	as	a	quality	of	
life	 rating	scales	may	be	useful	at	an	aggregated	 level	as	a	bench‐
mark	to	compare	intuitions,	but	are	perhaps	less	suitable	(and	were	
originally	never	designed	to)	guide	decision	making	for	individual	pa‐
tients,	feed	concerns	or	even	resistance	among	health	professionals	
towards	using	PROMs	in	consultations,	thus	creating	important	bar‐
riers	for	integration	into	daily	clinical	practice.9,28

So,	although	there	seems	to	be	potential	for	using	PROMs	during	
routine	medical	encounters,	there	are	also	several	issues	that	need	
further	investigation.	In	particular,	there	is	a	lack	of	understanding	
what	types	of	PROMs	may	be	suitable	for	use	during	routine	medi‐
cal	consultations	and	what	type	of	presentation	format	would	make	
information	 derived	 from	 PROMs	 understandable	 and	meaningful	
for	both	patients	and	health	professionals.	Also,	the	contrasting	per‐
spectives	of	patients	and	professionals	need	further	investigation.

Therefore,	we	 here	 aimed	 to	 investigate:	 (a)	 how	 patients	 and	
professionals	think	about	using	PROMs	during	routine	medical	con‐
sultations	(ie	their	perceptions,	evaluations	and	comprehension);	(b)	
for	which	purpose(s),	patients	and	health	professionals	want	to	use	
PROMs	during	consultations;	and	(c)	patients’	interpretation	and	use	
of	PROMs	in	different	presentation	formats.

2  | METHODS

This	 study	used	 a	 cross‐sectional	 design,	with	Parkinson's	 disease	
as	case	example.	For	various	reasons,	Parkinson's	disease	can	be	re‐
garded	as	exemplary	 for	many	other	chronic	progressive	 illnesses.	
First,	Parkinson's	disease	 is	a	chronic	condition	characterized	by	a	
wide	 range	of	 both	motor	 and	non‐motor	 symptoms.	 Second,	 op‐
timal	 management	 requires	 a	 multi‐disciplinary	 approach	 with	 in‐
volvement	of	a	wide	range	of	professional	disciplines,	 involving	all	
traditional	echelons	of	care.	The	disease	course	is	gradually	progres‐
sive,	with	a	 lengthy	time	span	of	typically	multiple	decades.	 In	the	
first	part	of	our	study,	we	conducted	a	series	of	semi‐structured	in‐
terviews	with	people	diagnosed	with	Parkinson's	disease	and	with	
neurologists	 and	 physiotherapists	 providing	 care	 to	 people	 with	
Parkinson's	 disease.	 Based	 on	 these	 interviews,	we	 identified	 key	
themes	 from	 the	 perspectives	 of	 both	 patients	 and	 professionals.	
This	qualitative	design	allowed	us	to	gain	a	better	 in‐depth	under‐
standing	of	the	views	of	patients	and	to	compare	 it	 in	an	efficient	
way	to	the	professionals’	perspective.	In	the	second	part,	we	used	
these	themes	to	build	a	survey.	The	survey	was	self‐administered	by	
people	with	Parkinson's	 disease	 to	 assess	 their	 interpretation	 and	
perceived	usefulness	of	different	types	of	PROMs	information.	We	
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chose	 to	 conduct	 this	 survey	as	 a	 confirmatory	 study,	 allowing	us	
to	 collect	 some	 quantitative	 evidence	 for	 the	 qualitative	 findings,	
especially	 concerning	 the	 interpretation	 of	 information	 in	 differ‐
ent	 formats.	 A	 patient	 representative	 from	 the	Dutch	 Parkinson's	
Disease	 Association	 actively	 collaborated	 with	 us	 throughout	 the	
project.	She	commented	on	the	interview	guide,	helped	us	recruiting	
patients	for	the	interviews	and	was	present	during	some	of	the	in‐
terviews	with	patients.	We	also	discussed	the	initial	analyses	of	the	
interviews	with	the	patient	representative.

2.1 | Semi‐structured interviews

2.1.1 | Participants

Patients	 (N	=	13)	were	 recruited	 in	 the	Netherlands	 (Amsterdam	
area)	 through:	 (a)	 a	 local	 Parkinson's	 café	 (where	 patient	 repre‐
sentatives	 informed	 fellow	 patients	 about	 the	 study;	 N	=	8);	 (b)	
an	 advertisement	 on	 the	 website	 of	 the	 Dutch	 Association	 of	
Parkinson's	Disease	(N	=	1);	and	(c)	the	Neurology	department	of	
Amsterdam	UMC,	location	VUmc	(where	one	neurologist	informed	
patients	about	 the	study;	N	=	4).	No	 inclusion	or	exclusion	crite‐
ria	 were	 used,	 except	being	 diagnoses	 with	 Parkinson's	 Disease	
and	being	able	to	speak	Dutch	(inclusion).	Interested	participants	
could	contact	the	research	assistant	(SV)	and	then	received	a	pa‐
tient	 information	 letter,	 which	 contained	 information	 about	 the	
goal	and	procedure	of	the	study	as	well	as	about	anonymity	and	
confidentiality.	 Patients	 recruited	 by	 the	 neurologist	 were	 con‐
tacted	by	the	research	assistant.	Next,	an	appointment	was	made	
to	 conduct	 the	 interview,	 either	 at	 a	medical	 centre	 (N	=	11)	 or	
at	the	participant's	home	(N	=	2).	Participants’	characteristics	are	
shown	in	Table	1	(left	column).

We	 recruited	 neurologists	 (N	=	7;	 2	 women)	 and	 physiother‐
apists	 (N	=	7,	 4	 women)	 within	 the	 Netherlands	 (Nijmegen	 area).	
Professionals	 were	 recruited	 through	 ParkinsonNet,	 a	 Dutch	 na‐
tional	network	of	professionals	specialized	in	treatment	and	care	of	
people	with	Parkinson's	disease.29	Professionals	within	this	network	
were	 invited	 to	 participate	 through	 email,	 followed	by	 a	 reminder	
one	week	later	to	non‐responders.	The	researcher	(MV)	contacted	
professionals	 who	 responded.	 One	 physiotherapist	 was	 recruited	
through	the	network	of	one	of	the	researchers	in	ParkinsonNet.

2.1.2 | Procedures

Interviews	 with	 patients	 were	 conducted	 by	 the	 research	 assis‐
tant	(SV).	The	interviewer	first	again	explained	the	study	as	well	as	
anonymity	 and	 confidentiality,	 subsequently	 asked	 permission	 for	
audio‐recording,	 and	 then	 obtained	 informed	 consent.	 Next,	 the	
interviewer	 conducted	 the	 interview.	 The	 interviews	 had	 a	 total	
duration	 from	about	45‐60	minutes.	After	 the	 interviews,	patients	
completed	 a	 short	 questionnaire	 about	 their	 socio‐demographic	
characteristics,	health	literacy30 and numeracy.31	Subjective	health	
literacy	was	assessed	based	on	the	three	subjective	health	literacy	
screening	items	developed	by	Chew	et	al30:	 (a)	“How	often	do	you	

have	someone	help	you	read	hospital	materials?";	(b)	“How	confident	
are	you	filling	out	medical	forms	by	yourself?”;	and	(c)	“How	often	do	
you	have	problems	 learning	about	your	medical	condition	because	
of	difficulty	understanding	written	information?”.	Inadequate	health	
literacy	if	other	answers	than	“never”	on	items	1	or	3	and/or	other	
answers	than	“extremely”	or	“quite	a	bit”	on	item	2.	Numeracy	was	
assessed	using	one	item	from	the	Berlin	Numeracy	test	developed	
by	Cokely	et	al31:	“Out	of	1000	people	in	a	small	town,	500	are	mem‐
bers	of	a	choir.	Out	of	these	500	members	in	the	choir,	100	are	men.	
Out	of	the	500	inhabitants	that	are	not	 in	the	choir,	300	are	men.	
What	is	the	probability	that	a	randomly	drawn	man	is	a	member	of	
the	choir?	Please	indicate	the	probability	in	a	percentage.”	The	cor‐
rect	answer	is	25%	and	this	was	considered	adequate	numeracy;	all	
other	responses	were	considered	to	indicate	inadequate	numeracy.

Semi‐structured	interviews	with	health	professionals	were	con‐
ducted	at	different	locations	in	several	Dutch	hospitals	and	physio‐
therapy	practices.	Five	professionals	were	interviewed	by	telephone	

TA B L E  1  Characteristics	of	people	with	Parkinson's	disease	
participating	in	the	interview	study	(N	=	13)	and	survey	study	
(N	=	113)

Variable

Interview 
study 
N (%)

Survey 
study 
N (%)

Age   

<65	y 3	(23) 62	(55)

65‐75	y 6	(46) 33	(34)

≥75	y 4	(31) 2	(2)

Gender   

Men 4	(31) 61	(57)

Educational	level   

Low	(no	or	primary	education) 3	(23) 14	(13)

Medium	(secondary	education) 5	(38) 34	(32)

High	(tertiary	education) 5	(38) 58	(54)

Disease	duration   

0‐5	y	after	diagnosis 4	(31) 50	(47)

5‐10	y	after	diagnosis 5	(38) 33	(31)

>10	y	after	diagnosis 4	(31) 24	(22)

Health	literacy	(subjective)   

Adequate 4	(31) NA

Numeracy	(objective)	   

Adequate 3	(23) NA

Living	situation   

At	home—Single NA 16	(15)

At	home—With	partner NA 73	(68)

At	home—With	partner	and	children NA 16	(15)

Hospitalized NA 1

Country	of	birth   

The	Netherlands NA 104	(97)

NA,	not	available.
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for	 logistic/pragmatic	 reasons.	 A	 researcher	 (MV)	 conducted	 the	
interviews	 with	 professionals.	 Professionals	 were	 provided	 with	
brief	 information	 about	 the	 study	 and	were	 asked	 permission	 for	
audio‐recording.	Next,	 the	 actual	 interviews	were	 conducted	 (see	
measures).	All	 interviews	with	professionals	 lasted	between	about	
45	and	60	minutes.

2.1.3 | Interview topics

For	all	 interviews,	an	 interview	protocol	was	used	to	assess	partici‐
pants’	perceptions	of	using	PROMs	in	the	medical	encounter.	The	in‐
terview	protocol	for	patients	contained	the	following	topics:	current	
use	of	PROMs;	comprehension	of	different	types	of	PROMs	informa‐
tion;	explicit	information	needs;	and	preferred	ways	to	receive	PROMs	
information.	Patients	were	also	provided	with	different	types	of	ficti‐
tious	PROMs	information,	which	were	presented	in	different	formats	
(ie	line	graphs,	bar	graphs	and	other	visual	formats).	We	distinguished	
between	four	main	types	of	PROMs	information:	(a)	individual	PROMs	
scores;	(b)	individual	PROMs	scores	with	comparative	data	of	similar	
patients;	(c)	aggregated	PROMs	scores	for	treatment	options;	and	(d)	
aggregated	PROMs	scores	for	provider	options.	For	each	figure,	the	
interviewer	asked	patients	to	explain	the	shown	information	in	their	
own	words	and	to	evaluate	their	use	of	such	information.

As	for	professionals,	the	interview	protocol	focused	on	the	fol‐
lowing	topics:	perception	of	pros	and	cons	of	discussing	PROMs	in	
routine	medical	consultations;	types	of	PROMs	that	may	be	useful;	
preferences	on	how	to	communicate	about	PROMs;	and	factors	that	
might	 influence	 their	 (non)	 use	 of	 PROMs	data	 in	medical	 consul‐
tations.	 To	 give	 professionals	 an	 idea	 of	 how	 PROMs	 information	
could	 look	 like,	we	provided	 several	 fictitious	 examples,	 based	on	
the	PDQ‐39,	which	is	a	disease‐specific	quality	of	life	instrument.32 
Professionals	were	asked	to	reflect	on	these	examples,	for	example	
to	what	extent	they	thought	they	would	be	useful	and	usable,	and	
how	they	would	explain	the	information	to	patients.

Both	 interview	 protocols	 were	 developed	 in	 an	 iterative	 way	
by	 the	 research	 team;	OD	 and	 SV	developed	 the	 draft	 version	 of	
the	interview	protocol	for	patients,	and	MV	and	MF	developed	the	
draft	 version	 of	 the	 interview	protocol	 for	 professionals,	 address‐
ing	the	main	research	questions.	We	did	not	use	a	specific	concep‐
tual	or	theoretical	model,	but	rather	used	an	explorative	approach	
using	 broad	 concepts	 thought	 to	 be	 related	 to	 information	 needs	
and	use	 (patients)	and	attitudes	and	perceived	barriers/facilitators	
(professionals).	 These	 protocols	 were	 then	 exchanged	 between	
the	researchers	and	refined	further.	Next,	neurologists	 involved	in	
Parkinson	care	and	the	patient	representative	involved	in	the	study	
were	asked	to	give	feedback	on	the	draft	versions,	both	with	respect	
to	 content	 and	 the	way	we	 formulated	 interview	questions.	After	
this	feedback,	the	interview	protocols	were	finalized.

2.1.4 | Data analyses

All	 interviews	were	 transcribed	 literally.	We	 employed	 qualitative	
thematic	analyses	with	an	inductive	character.	All	transcripts	were	

read	 and	 re‐read	 (14	 interviews	with	 professionals	 by	MV	 and	13	
interviews	with	patients	by	SV	(patients)).	Passages	were	selected,	
coded	and	related	to	our	main	topics	in	interview	protocols.	This	re‐
sulted	in	two	sets	of	codes	(one	for	the	professional	interviews	and	
one	for	the	patient	interviews),	which	were	grouped	into	overarch‐
ing	themes.	A	subset	of	interviews	(three	patient	interviews	and	six	
professional	interviews)	was	coded	by	a	second	researcher	(OD	and	
MF)	to	ensure	reliability	of	analysis.	Disagreements	between	codes	
and/or	identification	of	themes	were	resolved	in	separate	consensus	
meetings	between	SV	and	OD	and	between	MV	and	MF.	We	did	not	
perform	a	member	check	nor	a	 review	by	an	 independent	analyst.	
However,	we	did	involve	the	patient	representative	in	the	identifica‐
tion	and	interpretation	of	the	themes.	The	analyses	were	conducted	
with	the	software	program	Atlas.ti.

The	 four	 people	 involved	 in	 the	 analyses	were	 all	 researchers	
and	 not	medical	 specialists,	 and	 had	 diverse	 backgrounds:	 one	 in	
decision	psychology,	two	in	health	sciences	and	one	in	health	psy‐
chology.	They	were	all	trained	in	qualitative	research	and	in	critically	
reflecting	on	 their	 own	 role	 in	 interpretation	of	 the	data,	 and	not	
again	explicitly	trained	to	do	so	in	this	specific	study.

Quotes	to	illustrate	the	main	themes	were	chosen	after	finaliz‐
ing	the	analyses.	Based	on	the	main	themes	assessed,	we	searched	
for	the	underlying	codes	and	corresponding	quotes	from	the	tran‐
scriptions.	 SV	 performed	 this	 selection	 of	 quotes	 for	 the	 patient	
interviews,	under	supervision	of	a	senior	researcher	(OD),	and	MV	
performed	this	for	the	professional	interviews,	under	supervision	of	
a	senior	 researcher	 (MF).	Two	researchers	 (OD	and	MF)	made	the	
final	selection	of	the	quotes	for	the	manuscript.

2.2 | Survey

2.2.1 | Participants and procedure

Participants	were	recruited	through	the	user	panel	of	ParkinsonNet	
(N	=	221)	 and	 through	 announcements	 on	 two	major	Dutch	web‐
sites	 on	 Parkinson's	 disease	 (ie	 ParkinsonConnect	 and	 the	 Dutch	
Association	of	Parkinson's	Disease).	The	ParkinsonNet	panel	mem‐
bers	received	an	invitation	by	email	and	a	reminder	after	one	week.	
Patients	who	were	interested	in	participating	after	viewing	the	web‐
site	announcements	could	directly	access	the	survey	through	a	web	
link.	 In	 total,	125	patients	 completed	 the	 survey.	We	excluded	12	
cases	because	of	 poor	data	quality	 (ie	 no	or	hardly	 any	questions	
were	answered)	resulting	in	a	data	set	of	113	cases.

2.2.2 | Measures

Based	 on	 the	 interviews	with	 patients,	we	 developed	 a	 survey	 to	
assess	patients’	interpretation	and	use	of	PROMs	in	different	pres‐
entation	formats.	We	provided	patients	with	six	figures	showing	fic‐
titious	PROMs	information	(Figures	1‐6).	We	used	the	PROM	“level	
of	discomfort”	as	an	example	instead	of	“Quality	of	life”	in	the	titles	
of	the	figures,	to	ensure	alignment	with	the	higher = worse	direction‐
ality	of	the	scores.	All	six	figures	were	accompanied	by	explanations	
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of	the	y‐as	(0‐100	score,	0	=	no	discomfort	and	100	=	great	discom‐
fort)	 and	 x‐as	 (0‐10	years,	 0	=	time	 of	 diagnosis	 and	 10	=	10	years	
after	diagnosis).

After	showing	each	figure,	we	posed	several	questions	to	assess	
the	way	patients	 interpreted	and	used	 the	presented	 information.	
These	questions	were	composed	by	the	research	team.	First,	we	as‐
sessed	correct interpretation of the PROMs information	by	using	 the	
following	close‐ended	question:	 “What	does	 this	 figure	 say?”	with	
multiple	choice	response	options	and	one	correct	answer.	Second,	
perceived usefulness of the PROMs	information	was	assessed:	“Would	
you	find	it	useful	to	view	this	kind	of	information?”	with	response	op‐
tions	(a)	no,	definitely	not;	(b)	probably	not;	(c)	maybe;	(d)	yes,	prob‐
ably;	(e)	yes,	definitely.	The	exact	wording	varied	for	the	six	figures.	
Third,	we	assessed	participants’	attitude towards using the PROMs in‐
formation in routine medical consultations:	“Would	you	like	your	health	
professional	to	discuss	this	kind	of	information	during	your	medical	
routine	consultation?”	Response	options	were	(a)	yes	and	(b)	no,	and	
reasons	for	choosing	yes	or	no	were	also	assessed.	We	also	assessed	
participants’	preferences of presentation formats;	 participants	 could	
choose	between	line	graphs	and	bar	graphs	(ie	Figure	1	vs	Figure	2).	
For	the	figures	that	contained	decision‐relevant	information	(Figures	
4‐6),	we	also	assessed	patients’	hypothetical decisions.	Finally,	socio‐
demographic	and	disease‐related	variables	were	assessed,	 such	as	
age,	gender,	educational	level,	country	of	birth,	living	situation	and	
disease	duration.

3  | RESULTS

3.1 | Interviews with health professionals

We	 identified	 nine	 themes	 across	 the	 three	 interview	 topics	
(Table	 2),	 with	 no	 distinct	 differences	 between	 neurologists	 and	
physiotherapists.

3.1.1 | Perceived pros and cons of discussing 
PROMs and types of PROMs considered useful

Health	professionals	had	a	strong	preference	for	individual	PROMs	
data	 over	 time.	 They	 thought	 this	 information	 could	 give	 patients	
insight	into	their	disease	progression,	facilitate	monitoring	of	treat‐
ment	 effects	 and	 facilitate	 personalized	 care	 and	 shared	 decision	

making	(Theme	1).	Professionals	also	identified	the	possibility	to	use	
aggregated	 PROMs	 scores	 as	 evidence	 for	 specific	 treatment	 op‐
tions,	in	order	to	persuade	patients	to	choose	for	particular	options	
or	to	facilitate	informed	decisions	of	patients	(Theme	2).	In	this	con‐
text,	PROMs	information	was	thought	to	be	a	welcome	supplement	
to	clinical	guidelines.

Although	professionals	generally	agreed	that	aggregated	PROMs	
scores	for	provider	options	could	be	useful	for	 internal	quality	 im‐
provement,	only	few	said	they	would	use	this	information	in	consul‐
tations	with	their	patients	(Theme	3).	This	was	largely	due	to	a	lack	
of	trust	 in	data	quality	as	well	as	 in	patients’	capacity	to	judge	the	
data	at	 its	true	value,	but	also	to	their	perception	that	patients	do	
not	want	to	use	this	information.	Some	professionals	also	perceived	
individual	PROMs	scores	with	comparative	data	of	similar	patients	
useful	(Theme	4).	According	to	these	professionals,	this	information	
could	contribute	to	improve	disease	knowledge	and	acceptance,	and	

F I G U R E  1   Individual	PROMs	scores	over	time,	line	graph
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F I G U R E  2   Individual	PROMS	scores	over	time,	bar	graph
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F I G U R E  3   Individual	PROMs	scores	with	comparative	data	over	
time	(ie	average	scores	of	similar	patients),	line	graph
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F I G U R E  4  Aggregated	PROMs	scores	over	time	with	results	of	
two	treatment	options,	line	graph	
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possibly	 also	 to	 offer	 hope	 and	 to	 encourage	 patients.	 However,	
some	 professionals	 expressed	 doubts	 regarding	 the	 usefulness	 of	
this	 comparative	 information.	 They	 thought	 that	 in	 case	 of	 lower	
than	average	scores,	 this	 information	might	be	threatening	for	pa‐
tients	and	would	actually	discourage	them.

3.1.2 | Preferred ways to communicate with 
patients about PROMs data

Professionals	 clearly	 preferred	 patients	 to	 complete	 PROMs	
prior	 to	 a	 consultation.	 Professionals	 also	 preferred	 to	 receive	
and	view	PROMs	on	a	computer	screen	to	easily	show	the	infor‐
mation	to	patients	on	the	screen	during	the	consultation	(Theme	
5).	Professionals	were	 reluctant	 to	 address	PROMs	 information	
unsolicited	 during	 consultations	 and	 expected	 patients	 to	 take	
the	 initiative	 in	 discussing	 PROMs	 information	 (Theme	 6).	 This	
was	mainly	because	 they	 thought	patients	would	differ	 in	 their	
needs,	 depending	 on	 age,	 educational	 level,	 disease	 stage	 and	
personality,	and	that	many	would	not	want	to	receive	or	discuss	
PROMs	 information.	 When	 asked	 about	 presentation	 formats,	
professionals	preferred	line	and	bar	graphs,	and	scores	from	re‐
peated	measurements	over	time,	rather	than	data	based	on	only	
one	 or	 two	 measurement	 moments.	 Professionals	 wanted	 to	
include	 multiple	 individual	 quality	 of	 life	 domains	 (eg	 mobility,	
emotional	well‐being)	in	their	discussions,	rather	than	one	overall	
quality	of	life	score.

3.1.3 | Factors influencing (non) use of PROMS data 
in the medical encounter

Professionals	perceived	the	availability	of	an	online	portal,	in	which	
patients	could	fill	out	PROMs	and	receive	the	results,	as	the	most	im‐
portant	factor	enabling	the	use	of	PROMs	data	during	routine	con‐
sultation	 (Theme	7).	 In	addition	 to	such	a	 “within‐encounter”	 tool,	
professionals	 also	 saw	 possibilities	 for	 patients	 to	 review	 PROMs	
data	in	a	“pre‐encounter”	tool.	Professionals	felt	the	need	for	train‐
ing	in	PROMs	in	general	and	more	specifically	in	how	to	use	PROMs	
during	consultations	with	patients	(Theme	8).	Finally,	appearing	more	
indirectly	 from	 the	 data	was	 the	 need	 to	 have	 a	 positive	 attitude	
towards	 using	PROMs	 in	 consultations	 (Theme	9).	 Several	 profes‐
sionals	appeared	to	be	sceptical	towards	the	quality	and	reliability	of	
PROMs	as	health‐care	quality	measurements.	In	this	respect,	several	
professionals	also	emphasized	the	need	for	role	models	and	pioneers	
working	in	the	field	of	Parkinson's	disease.

3.2 | Interview study patients

We	identified	12	themes	across	the	four	interview	topics.	These	are	
listed	in	Table	3,	illustrated	with	patients’	quotes.

3.2.1 | Current use of PROMs

Patients	reported	there	was	little	time	for	discussions	about	treat‐
ment	options	during	routine	medical	consultations,	and	they	expe‐
rienced	professionals	 (especially	neurologists)	to	focus	only	on	the	
medication	regimen	in	the	time	available	(Theme	1).	Most,	but	not	
all	patients	remembered	having	completed	quality	of	life	question‐
naires;	however,	the	derived	data	were	not	discussed	with	them	dur‐
ing	consultations	(Theme	2).	Patients	expressed	mixed	preferences	
regarding	 discussing	 PROMs	 data	 with	 professionals	 (Theme	 3).	
Some	patients	mentioned	that	PROMs	could	help	start	a	conversa‐
tion	with	their	health	professionals	about	topics	prioritized	by	them‐
selves.	Others	stressed	that	they	were	not	interested	in	discussing	
PROMs	 with	 their	 health	 professional,	 mainly	 because	 the	 topic	
quality	of	life	was	not	of	interest	to	them	right	now.

3.2.2 | Comprehension of different types of 
PROMs data

Overall,	patients	adequately	comprehended	the	PROMs	information	
we	showed	them	in	terms	of	their	gist	meaning,	but	not	in	terms	of	the	
exact	details	(Theme	4).	For	example,	most	patients	understood	that	a	
certain	treatment	(eg	medication	with	physiotherapy)	was	better	than	
another	treatment	(only	medication),	without	including	what	Quality	
of	life	dimension	was	actually	the	object	of	comparison	in	their	consid‐
eration.	Two	specific	aspects	particularly	hindered	easy	comprehen‐
sion:	(a)	the	use	of	a	“higher	=	worse”	directionality	(Theme	5)	and	(b)	
the	use	of	comparative	information	of	patients	that	are	similar	in	terms	
of	age,	gender	and	disease	progression	(Theme	6).	Although	partici‐
pants	in	general	understood	the	directionality	of	the	information	after	

F I G U R E  6  Aggregated	PROMs	scores	over	time	with	
performance	of	two	providers,	bar	graph
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F I G U R E  5  Aggregated	PROMs	scores	over	time	with	results	of	
two	treatment	options,	bar	graph
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clarification	 provided	 by	 the	 interviewer,	 it	 nevertheless	 hindered	
them	in	reading	and	deriving	meaning	from	the	information.	The	fact	
that	higher	Quality	of	 life	 scores	 indicated	worse	Quality	of	 life	was	
counterintuitive	for	most	patients	and	caused	difficulties	in	interpret‐
ing	the	scores.	Similarly,	comparative	data	were	difficult	to	interpret	
and	caused	confusing	for	some	patients	because	they	had	to	keep	in	
mind	two	scores	and	perceived	the	comparative	data	as	their	own	or	
vice	versa.	Patients	 interpreted	PROMs	information	most	often	cor‐
rectly	when	line	and	bar	graphs	were	used,	compared	with	more	eval‐
uative	formats	such	as	smileys	and	colours	(Theme	7).

3.2.3 | Explicit information needs

After	being	probed,	participants	showed	a	clear	interest	in	PROMs	
information	 for	 treatment	decisions,	 compared	with	PROMs	 infor‐
mation	for	provider	choice	or	monitoring	of	individual	disease	pro‐
gression	over	 time	 (Theme	8).	This	 information,	but	also	 the	more	

individual	 scores,	 seemed	 to	motivate	 participants	 to	 think	 of	 be‐
havioural	 options,	 such	 as	 what	 they	 could	 do	 themselves	 to	 im‐
prove	their	Quality	of	life.	All	Quality	of	life	domains	presented	were	
considered	 important	by	participants	 (Theme	9).	From	all	PDQ‐39	
domains	(mobility,	emotional	well‐being,	cognition,	communication,	
physical	discomfort,	load	for	informal	caregivers),	participants	found	
mobility	 and	physical	 discomfort	 the	most	 informative	 and	 impor‐
tant	domains.

3.2.4 | Preferred ways to receive PROMs data

There	was	a	strong	preference	to	receive	the	information	as	soon	as	
possible	 (ie	 immediately	after	diagnosis;	Theme	10)	and	from	their	
health	professional	 (Theme	11).	Neurologists	and	nurses	were	 the	
preferred	health	professionals	to	receive	information	from	(Theme	
12).	According	to	most	patients,	their	health	professional	should	ini‐
tiate	a	conversation	about	PROMs.	Some	patients	explicitly	stated	

TA B L E  2  Qualitative	themes	derived	from	the	interviews	with	professionals	(N	=	14)

Interview 
topic Themes and quotes

Perceived	
pros	and	
cons	of	
discussing	
PROMs,	and	
types	of	
PROMs	
considered	
useful

Theme	1:	positive	attitude	towards	individual	PROMs	scores	over	time 
“This	is	only	signaling	that	it	[change	over	time]	is	happening.	And	when	you	have	noticed	this,	then	you	have	to	go	deeper	into	
it.”	(physiotherapist,	female)

Theme	2:	positive	attitude	towards	using	aggregated	PROMs	scores	for	treatment	options 
“I	think	there	are	some	patients	who	would	like	to	have	this	information.	Not	everyone,	but	I	think	you	can	convince	a	number	
of	people	about	this,	if	they	have	doubts	or	if	they	are	looking	for	evidence."	(neurologist,	male)

Theme	3:	no	positive	attitude	towards	using	aggregated	PROMs	scores	for	providers	options 
“It	is	of	course	very	interesting	to	benchmark	yourself	with	other	hospitals	and	then	use	that	to	see	if	you	can	improve	yourself.	
In	that	sense	I	support	it,	but	I	don’t	find	it	useful	for	the	patient.”	(neurologist,	male)

Theme	4:	perceived	usefulness	of	individual	PROMs	scores	with	comparative	data	of	similar	patients 
“If	they	do	better	than	average,	then	you	can	use	it	to	empower	the	patient,	they	get	positive	energy	from	it.	If	they	are	doing	
worse,	then	it	may	be	a	signal,	why	are	they	doing	worse?	That	is	of	course	the	intention,	to	put	it	that	way.	So	that	can	
certainly	be	useful.”	(neurologist,	male)

Preferred	
ways	to	
communi‐
cate	with	
patients	
about	
PROMs

Theme	5:	questionnaires	prior	to	encounter	and	actual	information	within‐encounter 
"[After	filling	out	the	questionnaires]	Then	you	have	a	starting	point,	a	basis	for	further	discussion.	And	hence	you	have	insight	
in	the	issues	that	arise,	separate	from	physical	decline.”	(neurologist,	female)

Theme	6:	patients	should	initiate	discussions	using	PROMs 
“In	the	end,	you	just	want	patients	to	be	able	to	access	all	their	data	[..].	They	will	eventually	discuss	it	with	their	therapist.	But	
first	look	at	it	on	their	own	and	think	about	it	and	then	formulate	questions	and	discuss	them	with	a	therapist.”	(neurologist,	
male)

Factors	
influencing	
(non)	use	of	
PROMS	
data	in	
routine	
medical 
consulta‐
tions

Theme	7:	availability	of	online	tool 
“You	should	facilitate	these	kind	of	things	digitally.	What	you	need	is	a	system	where	patients	can,	for	example,	enter	online	
their	scores.	Then	you	do	not	have	any	extra	work.	Because	the	moment	you	have	to	complete	it	on	paper	and	you	have	to	
make	sure	it	is	collected	and	you	have	to	enter	and	process	it	[the	PROMs	information]...	that	will	not	work.	So	you	would	have	
to	have	it	filled	out	on	a	website,	for	example,	and	then	it	should	also	be	immediately	available	[during	the	encounter]."	
(neurologist,	male)

Theme	8:	availability	of	training 
“I	would	like	to	have	a	lecture	about	it	[the	usage	of	PROMSs],	so	that	it	is	not	just	my	own	interpretation,	but	also	from	others.	
It	could	be	presented	at	a	ParkinsonNet	conference	or	something	similar,	with	a	speaker,	that	makes	you	think:	‘Now	I	get	it’.	…	
By	applying	it,	you	notice	the	added	value	of	it…..	You	learn	how	to	deal	with	it	and	learn	how	is	can	become	part	of	the	quality	
of	care	you	provide.”	(physiotherapist,	female)

Theme	9:	positive	attitude	among	professionals 
“For	us,	the	PROMS	are	indispensable.	Like	I	said,	this	is	where	we	get	most	of	our	treatment	goals	from.	Like	I	said,	with	this	
type	of	information,	you	trust	your	gut	feeling.	My	colleagues	do	this	too	for	themselves	and	so	do	I.	So	yes,	that	might	differ	
from	one	another	in	how	often	and	to	what	extent	this	will	be	provided.”(physiotherapist,	male)
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TA B L E  3  Qualitative	themes	and	subthemes	derived	from	the	interviews	with	patients	(N	=	13)

Interview topic Themes and quotes

Current	use	of	
PROMs

Theme	1:	Medical	encounter	is	concentrated	on	medication	regimen,	and	not	on	treatment	decisions	in	general 
“Well,	how	far	should	such	a	neurologist	go?	It’s	only	15	min.	(..)	The	neurologist	is	more	like	a	medication	person.”	(female,	
43	y,	highly	educate,	disease	duration	of	6	y) 
“I	walk	and	do	exercises	with	that	hand,	and	then	she	comes	in	and	advises	a	pill	or	another	pill.”	(Male,	70	y,	highly	
educated,	disease	duration	of	6	y)

Theme	2:	Patients	do	fill	out	PROMs	questionnaires,	but	they	do	not	remember	the	data	being	discussed	by	professionals 
Patient:	“Indeed,	I	filled	out	such	a	questionnaire.	(..)	On	my	PC	at	home.	Yes,	He	<	neurologist>sent	it	to	me."	Interviewer:	
"And	did	your	doctor	discuss	the	information	afterwards	with	you?”	Patient:	"No.”	(Female,	52	y,	medium	educated,	disease	
duration	of	10	y) 
“No	I	don’t	believe	that	we	discussed	it.”	(Female,	77	y,	highly	educated,	disease	duration	of	3	y) 
“No,	not	with	the	neurologist	(..).	I	did	so	with	my	oncologist	but	that	was	7	y	ago.”	(Female,	66	y,	medium	educated,	disease	
duration	of	3	y)

Theme	3:	Mixed	preferences	as	to	discussing	PROMs	data	with	professionals 
“Because	it	offers	an	entrance	to	talk.	I	really	think	that	I	would	start	on	that	myself,	at	that	moment.”	(Female,	52	y,	
medium	educated,	disease	duration	of	10	y) 
“About	quality	and	life	and	yes..	Well,	…	we’re	far	from	that.	That’s	why	I	say:	I	am	busy	with	the	things	I’m	still	able	to	do.”	
(Male,	71	y	old,	medium	educated,	disease	duration	of	3	y)

Comprehension	
of	PROMs	data

Theme	4:	Gist	of	PROMs	data	is	adequately	comprehended,	but	not	the	exact	details 
<this	means>	“that	hospital	two	has	a	better	score	than	hospital	one.”	<patient	responding	to	comparative	hospital	
information,	only	focusing	on	comparison	but	not	on	dimension	on	which	hospitals	are	compared>	(Male,	71	y	old,	medium	
educated,	disease	duration	of	3	y) 
<this	means>	“well,	that	I	was	quite	ill..	that’s	what	I	think.	Or	is	that	incorrect?”<patient	responding	to	individual	PROMs	
scores	on	‘pain’,	focusing	on	the	general	concept	of	‘illness’	and	not	on	the	Quality	of	Life	dimension	‘pain’>	(Female,	66	y,	
medium	educated,	disease	duration	of	3	y) 
“I	would	choose	the	red	line.”	Interviewer:	"the	combination	of	medication	and	occupational	therapy?"	Patient:	"Yes"	
<patient	responding	to	choice‐information	about	treatment	options,	only	focusing	on	one	option	and	on	general	concept	of	
Quality	of	Life	(Female,	72	y,	highly	educated,	disease	duration	of	6	y).

Theme	5:	Use	of	higher	=	worse	directionality	hindered	comprehension 
“Well,	I	really	have	to	study	on	the	fact	that	it	goes	the	other	way	around.”(Female,	75	y,	medium	educated,	disease	duration	
of	3	y) 
“This	increases..	Oh	no,	that’s	not	the	way	I	should	describe	it.”	Interviewer:	"No,	a	lower	score	is	better	actually".	(Female,	
66	y,	medium	educated,	disease	duration	of	3	y)

Theme	6:	Comparative	anchors	to	indicate	the	scores	of	others	difficult	to	interpret	and	use 
“Because	it	indicates	what	I’m	busy	with.	So	that	I’m	on	the	right	track.	Oh	wait..	I’m	not	on	the	right	track	here,	right?”	
<patient	misinterpreting	the	information	using	a	comparative	anchor>	(Male,	71	y	old,	medium	educated,	disease	duration	
of	3	y)

Theme	7:	Line	and	bar	graphs	outperformed	other	formats,	both	for	comprehension	and	patient	preference 
“When	you	have	both	medication	and	occupational	therapy,	mobility	will	worsen	less	compared	to	using	only	medication.”	
<patient	correctly	responding	to	information	in	a	line	diagram>	(Female,	52	y,	medium	educated,	disease	duration	of	10	y)

Explicit	
information	
needs

Theme	8:	Clear	interest	in	PROMs	in	context	of	treatment	decisions,	compared	to	PROMs	in	context	of	provider	choice,	nor	
for	individual	PROMs	scores	over	time 
“But	it	may	well	be	that	I	need	adjustments	in	the	future.	Based	on	this	figure,	I	would	not	hesitate	to	opt	for	ergo	
therapy.”(Female,	52	y,	medium	educated,	disease	duration	of	10	y) 
“I	like	to	compare	things	with	each	other.”	(Male,	76	y	old,	medium	educated,unknown	disease	duration). 
“I	would	not	want	such	information.	That	would	not	help	me.	(..)	I	know	myself	how	I	feel	and	what	I	am	doing.”	<patient	
responding	to	individual	scores	(Female,	66	y,	highly	educated,	disease	duration	of	3	y) 
“Why	would	it	help	me	to	know	that	my	situation	has	greatly	worsened?”	<patient	responding	to	individual	scores	over	
time>	(Female,	68	y,	low	educated,	disease	duration	of	11	y)

Theme	9:	All	quality	of	life	dimensions	important 
“They	are	all	important.	Imagine	that	I	would	become	a	bit	of	a	zombie	or	that	I	would	get	depressed.	Or	that	I	could	not	
leave	my	house,	or	could	not	easily	move	through	my	house?	Yes,	I	would	find	all	those	aspects	important.”(Female,	78	y,	
highly	educated,	disease	duration	of	8	y) 
“They	are	all..	all	six		<dimensions>,	they	are	all	related	to	each	other.	And	this	one..	I	also	found	this	one	important.”	(Male,	
72	y,	highly	educated,	disease	duration	of	6	y) 
“Informal	care	is	also	very	important	of	course.	Emotions	as	well.	Communication..	I	cannot	choose,	I	find	them	all	
important..”	(Female,	77	y,	highly	educated,	disease	duration	of	3	y)

(Continues)
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that	 they	 did	 not	 feel	 equipped	 to	 start	 this	 conversation	 them‐
selves.	 Most	 patients	 also	 preferred	 the	 possibility	 of	 taking	 the	
PROMs	information	home	so	they	could	reconsider	the	information	
after	having	discussed	it	with	their	neurologist	or	nurse.

3.3 | Survey patients

Table	 1	 (right	 column)	 describes	 characteristics	 of	 people	 with	
Parkinson's	disease	who	participated	in	the	survey	(N	=	113).	A	substan‐
tial	number	of	participants	did	not	complete	the	full	survey	and	dropout	
seemed	to	be	a	function	of	the	survey	length;	response	rates	for	the	
initial	questions	of	 the	survey	were	relatively	high	 (only	7.1%	missing	
for	the	first	presentation	format),	whereas	response	rates	increased	to‐
wards	the	end	of	the	survey	(25.7%	missing	for	sixth	presentation	for‐
mat).	Table	4	displays	descriptive	findings	relating	to	our	main	variables,	
only	for	those	participants	who	filled	out	the	corresponding	questions.

3.3.1 | Correct interpretation of PROMs information

Overall,	most	patients	interpreted	the	PROMs	information	reason‐
able	to	very	good.	Correct	interpretation	across	the	provided	figures	
varied	from	74.2%	(Figure	3,	showing	individual	PROMs	scores	with	
comparative	 data	 of	 similar	 patients	 over	 time,	 depicted	 as	 a	 line	
graph)	to	90.1%	(Figure	4,	showing	aggregated	PROMs	scores	over	
time	with	results	of	two	treatment	options,	depicted	as	a	bar	chart).	
Individual	 PROMs	 scores	 over	 time	 were	 interpreted	 more	 often	
correctly	when	presented	 in	a	bar	graph	 (Figure	2;	87.8%	correct)	
compared	to	a	line	graph	(Figure	1;	74.3%	correct).	Bar	graphs	were	
also	preferred	by	patients	(57.2%)	compared	to	a	line	graph	(42.3%).

3.3.2 | Perceived usefulness

Patients	 perceived	 the	 figure	 showing	 aggregated	 PROMs	 scores	
over	time	with	results	of	two	treatment	options	presented	in	a	line	
graph	as	most	useful	(Figure	4;	56%	of	patients	found	this	informa‐
tion	certainly	useful),	followed	by	the	figure	showing	this	same	infor‐
mation	in	a	bar	graph	(Figure	5;	47%	found	this	information	certainly	

useful).	 Aggregated	PROMs	 information	with	 performance	of	 two	
providers	was	perceived	as	least	useful	(only	43%	found	this	infor‐
mation	certainly	useful;	Figure	6).

3.3.3 | Attitude towards use of PROMs information 
in routine clinical consultations

Patients	were	most	positive	towards	using	the	aggregated	PROMs	
scores	comparing	two	treatment	options	in	medical	encounters	with	
their	professionals	 (94.5%	of	participants	 said	 they	wanted	 to	dis‐
cuss	Figure	4	and	92.1%	to	discuss	Figure	5).	The	main	reasons	why	
patients	wanted	to	discuss	these	scores	were	that	it	gave	them	in‐
sight	into	the	effects	of	treatment	(25.6%	and	32.9%	for	Figures	4	
and	5,	respectively)	that	it	facilitated	them	in	making	treatment	deci‐
sions	(27.9%	and	24.4%	for	Figures	4	and	5,	respectively)	and	in	par‐
ticipating	 in	decisions	with	health	professionals	 (26.7%	and	28.0%	
for	Figures	4	and	5,	respectively).

3.3.4 | Hypothetical decisions

We	asked	participants	which	treatment	options	they	would	choose	(eg	
medication	with	physiotherapy	or	medication	only)	based	on	figures	
showing	PROMs	information	relevant	for	decision	making	(Figures	4‐
6).	Between	78.8%	and	91.2%	of	 the	participants	 chose	 the	option	
with	the	best	treatment	effects	as	shown	in	the	figures.	Especially,	the	
line	graph	showing	the	results	of	two	treatment	options	(Figure	4)	re‐
sulted	in	decisions	reflecting	adequate	comprehension	of	information.	
The	vast	majority	(91.2%)	said	to	choose	medication	and	physiother‐
apy,	which	indeed	showed	the	best	treatment	effects	in	Figure	4.	For	
similar	scores	presented	in	a	bar	graph	(Figure	5),	only	78.7%	chose	the	
correct	combination	of	medication	and,	in	this	case,	speech	therapy.

4  | DISCUSSION

We	 investigated	 the	views	of	people	with	Parkinson's	disease	and	
their	health	professionals	about	using	PROMs	during	routine	medical	

TA B L E  3   (Continued)

Interview topic Themes and quotes

Preferred	ways	
to	receive	
PROMs	data

Theme	10:	Clear	need	to	discuss	PROMs	data	directly	after	diagnosis 
“When	someone	receives	a	diagnosis,	it	is	very	important	to	get	all	the	information	immediately.”	(Female,	43	y,	medium	
educated,	disease	duration	of	2	y)

Theme	11:	Professional	should	initiate	discussions	about	PROMs	in	the	medical	encounter 
“It	would	be	very	good	if	the	doctor	would	immediately	enter	into	the	conversation.	If	I	would	receive	the	information	in	
another	way,	then	I	would	be	the	imitator	again,	to	open	the	conversation	about	it.	That	is	not	my	strongest	suit.”(Female,	
52	y,	medium	educated,	disease	duration	of	10	y) 
“The	doctor,	so	you	can	immediately	discuss	it	together.”	(Male,	70	y,	low	educated,	disease	duration	of	16	y)

Theme	12:	Preference	to	discuss	PROMs	data	with	neurologist	or	nurse,	and	then	to	reconsider	it	at	home 
“That	the	neurologist	would	discuss	it	with	me.	And	then	I	would	like	to	bring	it	with	me	at	home.”	(Female,	78	y,	highly	
educated,	disease	duration	of	8	y) 
“I	would	want	to	hear	this	from	a	medical	doctor.”	(Male,	76	y,	medium	educated,	unknown	disease	duration) 
“To	hear	it	from	your	neurologist.	(...Yes,	I	have	a	good	relationship	with	my	neurologist.	So	in	that	sense,	I	would	like	to	
discuss	it	with	him.”	(Female,	72	y,	highly	educated,	disease	duration	of	6	y).
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consultations.	Although	both	patients	and	health	professionals	were	
overall	 positive	 about	 using	 PROMs,	we	 demonstrated	 conflicting	
expectations	 regarding	 who	 should	 initiate	 a	 conversation	 about	
PROMs	during	 the	 consultation.	 Importantly,	 patients	 and	profes‐
sionals	had	a	different	preference	for	the	type	of	PROMs	informa‐
tion.	 Specifically,	 individual	 PROMs	 scores	 over	 time	were	mostly	
preferred	 by	 professionals,	 whereas	 aggregated	 PROMs	 scores	
for	different	treatment	options	were	mostly	preferred	by	patients.	
Interpretation	of	PROMs	information	by	patients	was	reasonable	to	
good,	depending	on	the	presentation	format.	Bar	graphs	were	most	
often	interpreted	correctly	and	were	also	the	preferred	presentation	
format	for	patients.

4.1 | Strength and limitations

A	limitation	 is	 that	we	used	convenience	samples	of	patients	and	
professionals,	which	may	limit	the	generalizability	of	the	findings.	
Qualitative	 interviews	were	performed	with	13	patients,	 and	 the	
question	remains	whether	their	perspective	also	reflects	the	more	
general	perspective	of	Dutch	people	with	Parkinson's	disease.	We	
were	 however	 able	 to	 include	 a	 diverse	 group	 of	 patients,	 both	
with	respect	to	disease	duration	and	educational	 level,	which	de‐
creases	the	chance	of	systematic	selection	bias.	Among	the	health	
professionals,	 there	were	 no	 distinct	 differences	 in	 the	 views	 of	
neurologists	 vs	 physiotherapists,	which	 also	 supports	 the	 notion	
that	 that	 there	was	 no	 great	 selection	 bias.	Of	 concern	 is	 that	 a	
quarter	of	our	participants	did	not	complete	the	full	survey,	which	
is	 also	 a	more	 general	 concern	when	 using	web‐based	 question‐
naires33	and	which	may	impact	the	external	validity	of	our	findings.	
Both	 for	 the	 interviews	and	 the	 survey,	 it	might	be	 that	patients	
had	 trouble	placing	 themselves	 in	our	hypothetical	 scenarios	and	
information.	 Furthermore,	 although	 the	 study	 aims	were	 generic	
in	 nature,	 we	 only	 included	 people	with	 Parkinson's	 disease	 and	
professionals	 working	 in	 Parkinson	 care	 (noting	 that	 Parkinson's	
disease	is	good	model	condition,	as	outlined	in	the	introduction).	It	
is	certainly	relevant	to	repeat	the	study	in	settings	for	other	chronic	
conditions	and	using	patients’	actual	PROMs	scores.	Nevertheless,	
a	major	strength	of	this	study	was	the	mixed‐methods	design	and	
the	integration	of	multiple	perspectives	(both	patients	and	health	
professionals)	in	the	analysis.	Furthermore,	unlike	a	previous	study	
about	the	use	of	PDQ‐39	in	routine	care,34	we	used	various	presen‐
tation	formats	covering	all	purposes	for	which	PROMs	information	
can	be	used.

4.2 | Discussion of findings

Both	qualitative	and	quantitative	findings	showed	that	people	with	
Parkinson's	disease	mainly	embraced	the	use	of	aggregated	PROMs	
for	decisions	about	treatment	options.	For	this	type	of	information,	
we	found	the	highest	perceived	usefulness	as	well	as	the	most	posi‐
tive	 attitude	 among	 patients.	 Qualitative	 data	 suggested	 that	 pa‐
tients	are	positive	about	this	particular	type	of	information	because	
it	motivates	 them	 to	 think	about	different	possibilities	 to	 improve	TA
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their	Quality	of	life,	such	as	physiotherapy,	occupational	therapy	and	
medication	options.	Corroborating	the	objectives	of	shared	decision	
making,	it	thus	seems	that	providing	patients	with	PROMs	informa‐
tion	(just	like	providing	them	with	clinical	outcomes	data)	can	have	
a	role	in	becoming	more	knowledgeable	and	more	active	in	decision	
making.

Whether	 shared	 decision	 making	 based	 on	 PROMs	 will	 really	
occur	will,	however,	likely	depend	on	the	role	that	professionals	take	
on	in	consultations.	Our	interviewed	patients	relied	on	the	initiative	
of	professionals	to	actually	discuss	PROMs	data,	which	aligns	with	
previous	study	findings	in	various	clinical	settings.35‐38	Patients	are	
interested	in	information	about	treatment	options	and	in	shared	de‐
cision	making,39,40	but	also	tend	to	leave	the	initiative	in	the	consul‐
tation	 largely	 to	 health	 professionals	when	 they	 are	 not	 explicitly	
invited	to	collaborate.41,42	Because	professionals	in	this	study	indi‐
cated	that	patients	should	take	the	initiative	in	discussing	PROMs,	it	
seems	somewhat	unlikely	that	PROMs	 information	will	actually	be	
used	for	shared	decision	making,	unless	professionals	will	be	explic‐
itly	instructed	and	trained	in	taking	the	initiative.	In	addition,	initia‐
tives	to	stimulate	an	active	role	of	patients	may	be	needed.13

Correct	 interpretation	 of	 the	 PROMs	 information	 in	 our	 sur‐
vey	 study	 varied	 from	 74%	 to	 90%	 across	 presentation	 formats.	
This	 finding	 is	 similar	 to	 previous	 findings	 in	 this	 field.	 For	 exam‐
ple,	McNair	et	al22	found	accuracy	rates	ranging	from	85%	to	98%	
across	six	formats	in	a	sample	of	192	patients.	Others	found	similar	
percentages.23,43,44	 Interpretation	 in	our	study	seemed	to	be	most	
accurate	when	using	a	bar	chart	compared	to	a	line	graph,	although	
it	should	be	said	that	one	particular	figure	using	a	line	graph	(ie	ag‐
gregated	PROMs	scores	over	time	with	results	of	two	treatment	op‐
tions)	was	also	accurately	interpreted.	Therefore,	it	seems	to	depend	
partly	on	the	type	of	information	presented,	which	format	was	as‐
sociated	with	better	comprehension.	The	finding	that	especially	bar	
charts	support	user	understanding	seems	 to	be	somewhat	 in	con‐
trast	with	the	findings	of	previous	studies	showing	that	line	graphs	
are	 especially	 suitable	 for	 PROMs	 presentation.21,43	 However,	 as	
recently	stated	by	Tolbert	and	colleagues,20	no	single	format	seems	
to	be	best	for	all	patients	in	all	situations.	Studies	comparing	presen‐
tation	 formats	of	 quantitative	 information	 for	 treatment	decisions	
in	general	have	often	depicted	bar	charts	as	a	suitable	presentation	
format.45‐48	Bar	charts	are	known	to	especially	support	the	ease	of	
making	 relatively	 simple	 comparisons	 between	 groups,47,49 which 
may	well	explain	why	they	resulted	in	correct	interpretation	in	our	
study.	Tailored	presentations	of	PROMs	information,	based	on	pa‐
tients’	own	preferences,	may	become	facilitated	by	the	use	of	apps	
to	 collect	 and	display	PROMs,	 for	 example	 in	 value‐based	health‐
care	initiatives.

5  | CONCLUSION

Overall,	the	findings	of	our	study	confirm	that	both	patients	and	
professionals	are	positive	towards	the	use	of	PROMs	information	
in	 routine	medical	 consultations.	However,	we	 found	 conflicting	

expectations	 and	 preferences	 of	 patients	 and	 professional	 as	 to	
who	 should	 initiate	 the	 conversation	 about	 PROMs	 information	
and	 which	 types	 of	 PROMs	 should	 be	 prioritized	 in	 those	 con‐
versations.	Overall,	 patients	 interpreted	 the	PROMs	 information	
reasonably	 well,	 especially	 when	 presented	 through	 bar	 or	 line	
graphs.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS

This	project	was	funded	by	the	Dutch	National	Health	Care	Institute	
and	 The	 Netherlands	 Federation	 of	 University	 Medical	 Centres	
(Nederlandse	 Federatie	 van	Universitair	Medische	Centra)	 (NFU)).	
We	would	like	to	thank	Loeki	Feringa	and	Tanja	Berk,	for	their	valua‐
ble	contribution	as	patient	representatives	of	the	Dutch	Parkinson's	
Disease	Association	throughout	the	project.	We	also	acknowledge	
the	assistance	of	 several	 researchers	and	 from	ParkinsonNet,	par‐
ticularly	Tessa	Geltink	(intern)	and	Sandra	Boots,	in	conducting	the	
survey	study.

E THIC AL CONSIDER ATIONS

The	 study	 protocol	 was	 approved	 by	 the	 Medical	 Ethics	 Review	
Committee	 of	 Amsterdam	 UMC,	 location	 VUmc	 (file	 number	
2016.049).

ORCID

Olga C. Damman  https://orcid.org/0000‐0002‐4482‐5042 

Marjolein E. A. Verbiest  https://orcid.org/0000‐0003‐3731‐5295 

Bastiaan R. Bloem  https://orcid.org/0000‐0002‐6371‐3337 

Martine C. de Bruijne  https://orcid.org/0000‐0003‐1838‐1158 

Marjan J. Faber  https://orcid.org/0000‐0001‐6491‐7035 

R E FE R E N C E S

	 1.	 Wu	AW,	Snyder	C,	Clancy	CM,	Steinwachs	DM.	Adding	the	patient	
perspective	 to	 comparative	 effectiveness	 research.	 Health Aff. 
2010;29:1863‐1871.

	 2.	 Alonso	J,	Bartlett	SJ,	Rose	M,	et	al.	The	case	 for	an	 international	
patient‐reported	 outcomes	 measurement	 information	 system	
(PROMIS®)	initiative.	Health Qual Life Outcomes.	2013;20(11):210.

	 3.	 Black	N.	Patient	reported	outcome	measures	could	help	transform	
healthcare.	BMJ.	2013;346:f167.

	 4.	 Øvretveit	 J,	 Zubkoff	 L,	 Nelson	 EC,	 Frampton	 S,	 Knudsen	 L,	
Zimlichman	 E.	 Using	 patient‐reported	 outcome	 measurement	 to	
improve	patient	care.	Int J Qual Health Care.	2017;29(6):874‐879.

	 5.	 Mathias	 SD,	 Fifer	 SK,	 Mazonson	 PD,	 Lubeck	 DP,	 Buesching	 DP,	
Patrick	DL.	Necessary	but	not	 sufficient:	The	effect	of	 screening	
and	feedback	on	outcomes	of	primary	care	patients	with	untreated	
anxiety.	J Gen Intern Med.	1994;9(11):606‐615.

	 6.	 Greenhalgh	J,	Abhyankar	P,	McClusky	S,	Takeuchi	E,	Velikova	G.	How	
do	doctors	refer	to	patient‐reported	outcome	measures	(PROMS)	in	
oncology	consultations?	Qual Life Res.	2013;22(5):939‐950.

	 7.	 Detmar	 SB,	Muller	MJ,	 Schornagel	 JH,	Wever	 LD,	Aaronson	NK.	
Health	 related	 quality	 of	 life	 assessments	 and	 patient‐physician	
communication.	JAMA.	2002;288(23):3027‐3034.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4482-5042
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4482-5042
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3731-5295
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3731-5295
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6371-3337
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6371-3337
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1838-1158
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1838-1158
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6491-7035
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6491-7035


12  |     DAMMAN et Al.

	 8.	 Greenhalgh	J,	Dalkin	S,	Gooding	K,	et	al.	Functionality and Feedback: 
A Realist Synthesis of the Collation, Interpretation and Utilisation of 
Patient‐reported Outcome Measures Data to Improve Patient Care. 
Southampton,	UK:	NIHR	Journals	Library;	2017.

	 9.	 Browne	JP,	Cano	SJ,	Smith	S.	Using	patient‐reported	outcome	mea‐
sures	to	improve	health	care:	time	for	a	new	approach.	Med Care. 
2017;55(10):901‐904.

	10.	 Wiering	 B,	 de	 Boer	 D,	 Delnoij	 D.	 Asking	what	matters:	 The	 rel‐
evance	 and	 use	 of	 patient‐reported	 outcome	 measures	 that	
were	 developed	 without	 patient	 involvement.	 Health Expect. 
2017;20(6):1330‐1341.

	11.	 Montori	VM,	Kunneman	M,	Brito	JP.	.	Shared	decision	making	and	
improving	health	care.	JAMA.	2017;318(7):617‐618.

	12.	 Van	 der	Weijden	 T,	 Post	H,	 Brand	 P,	 et	 al.	 Shared	 decision	mak‐
ing,	 a	 buzz‐word	 in	 the	 Netherlands,	 the	 pace	 quickens	 towards	
nationwide	 implementation.	 Z Evid Fortbild Qual Gesundhwes. 
2017;123–124:69‐74.

	13.	 Van	 Veenendaal	 H,	 van	 der	 Weijden	 T,	 Ubbink	 DT,	 et	 al.	
Accelerating	 implementation	 of	 shared	 decision‐making	 in	 the	
Netherlands:	 an	 exploratory	 investigation.	 Patient Educ Couns. 
2018;101(12):2097‐2104.

	14.	 Stover	 A,	 Irwin	 DE,	 Chen	 RC,	 et	 al.	 Integrating	 patient‐reported	
measures	into	routine	cancer	care:	cancer	patients’	and	clinicians’	
perceptions	 of	 acceptability	 and	 value.	 EGEMS (Washington DC). 
2015;3(1):1169.

	15.	 Wiering	B,	de	Boer	D,	Delnoij	D.	Patient	involvement	in	the	devel‐
opment	 of	 patient‐reported	 outcome	 measures:	 The	 developers'	
perspective.	BMC Health Serv Res.	2017;17(1):635.

	16.	 Macfield	 RC,	 Avery	 KN,	 Blazeby	 JM.	 Integration	 of	 clinical	
and	 patient‐reported	 outcomes	 in	 surgical	 oncology.	 Br J Surg. 
2013;100:28‐37.

	17.	 Søreide	 K,	 Søreide	 A.	 Using	 patient‐reported	 outcome	measures	
for	 improved	 decision‐making	 in	 patients	 with	 gastrointestinal	
cancer	–	the	last	clinical	frontier	in	surgical	oncology?	Front Oncol. 
2013;3(157):1‐5.

	18.	 Gilbert	A,	Sebag‐Montefiore	D,	Davidson	S,	Velikiva	G.	Use	of	pa‐
tient‐reported	outcomes	to	measure	symptoms	and	health	related	
quality	of	life	in	the	clinic.	Gynecol Oncol.	2015;136:429‐439.

	19.	 Snyder	 CF,	 Smith	 KC,	 Bantug	 ET,	 Tolbert	 EE,	 Blackford	 AL,	
Brundage	M.	Data	Presentation	Stakeholder	Advisory	Board.	What	
do	 these	 scores	 mean?	 Presenting	 patient‐reported	 outcomes	
data	 to	patients	and	clinicians	 to	 improve	 interpretability.	Cancer. 
2017;123(10):1848‐1859.

	20.	 Tolbert	E,	Brundage	M,	Bantug	E,	Blackford	AL,	 Smith	K,	 Snyder	
C.	 Picture	 this:	 presenting	 longitudinal	 patient‐reported	 out‐
come	 research	 study	 results	 to	 patients.	 Med Decis Making. 
2018;38(8):994‐1005.

	21.	 Brundage	 M,	 Feldman‐Stewart	 D,	 Leis	 A,	 et	 al.	 Communicating	
quality	of	life	information	to	cancer	patients:	a	study	of	six	presen‐
tation	formats.	J Clin Oncol.	2005;23(28):6949‐6956.

	22.	 McNair	AG,	Brookes	ST,	Davis	CR,	Argyropoulos	M,	Blazeby	 JM.	
Communicating	the	results	of	randomized	clinical	trials:	do	patients	
understand	 multidimensional	 patient‐reported	 outcomes?	 J Clin 
Oncol.	2010;28(5):738‐743.

	23.	 Izard	J,	Hartzler	A,	Avery	DI,	Shih	C,	Dalkin	BL,	Gore	JL.	User	cen‐
tered	design	of	quality	of	 life	 reports	 for	 clinical	 care	of	patients	
with	prostate	cancer.	Surgery.	2014;155:789‐796.

	24.	 Snyder	CF,	Aaronson	NK,	Choucair	AK,	et	al.	Implementing	patient‐
reported	outcomes	assessment	in	clinical	practice:	a	review	of	the	
options	and	considerations.	Qual Life Res.	2012;21:1305‐1314.

	25.	 Haywood	 KL,	 Garratt	 AM,	 Carrivick	 S,	 Mangnall	 J,	 Skevington	
SM.	 Continence	 specialists	 use	 of	 quality	 of	 life	 information	 in	
routine	practice:	 a	 national	 survey	of	 practitioners.	Qual Life Res. 
2009;18:423‐433.

	26.	 Bausewein	C,	Simon	ST,	Benalia	H,	et	al.	Implementing	patient	re‐
ported	outcome	measures	(PROMs)	in	palliative	care	–	users’	cry	for	
help.	Health Qual Life Outcomes.	2011;9:27.

	27.	 Boyce	MB,	Browne	 JP,	Greengalgh	 J.	 The	 experiences	 of	 profes‐
sionals	with	using	information	from	patient‐reported	outcome	mea‐
sures	to	improve	the	quality	of	healthcare:	a	systematic	review	of	
qualitative	research.	BMJ Qual Saf.	2014;23:508‐518.

	28.	 Gilbody	 SM,	 House	 AO,	 Sheldon	 TA.	 Psychiatrists	 in	 the	 UK	
do	 not	 use	 outcome	 measures.	 National	 survey.	 Br J Psychiatry. 
2002;180:101‐103.

	29.	 Bloem	 BR,	 Munneke	M.	 Revolutionising	 management	 of	 chronic	
disease:	the	ParkinsonNet	approach.	BMJ.	2014;348:g1838.

	30.	 Chew	 LD,	 Bradley	 KA,	 Boyko	 EJ.	 Brief	 questions	 to	 identify	 pa‐
tients	with	inadequate	health	literacy.	Fam Med.	2004;36:588‐594.

	31.	 Cokely	 ET,	 Galesic	 M,	 Schulz	 E,	 Ghazal	 S,	 Garcia‐Retamero	 R.	
Measuring	risk	literacy:	the	Berlin	numeracy	test.	Judgment Decision 
Making.	2012;7(1):25‐47.

	32.	 Jenkinson	 C,	 Fitzpatrick	 R,	 Peto	 V,	 Greenhall	 R,	 Hyman	 N.	 The	
Parkinson’s	Disease	Questionnaire	(PDQ‐39):	development	and	val‐
idation	of	a	Parkinson’s	disease	summary	index	score.	Age Ageing. 
1997;26(5):353‐357.

	33.	 Hoerger	M.	Participant	dropout	as	a	 function	of	survey	 length	 in	
internet‐mediated	university	studies:	implications	for	study	design	
and	voluntary	participation	in	psychological	research.	Cyberpsychol 
Behav Soc Network.	2010;13(6):697‐700.

	34.	 Neff	C,	Wang	MC,	Martel	H.	Using	the	PDQ‐39	in	routine	care	for	
Parkinson's	disease.	Parkinsonism Relat Disord.	2018;53:105‐107.

	35.	 Joseph‐Williams	N,	Elwyn	G,	Edwards	A.	Knowledge	is	not	power	
for	patients:	a	systematic	review	and	thematic	synthesis	of	patient‐
reported	barriers	and	facilitators	to	shared	decision	making.	Patient 
Educ Couns.	2014;94:291‐309.

	36.	 Henselmans	 M,	 Heijmans	 M,	 Rademakers	 J,	 van	 Dulmen	 S.	
Participation	of	chronic	patients	in	medical	consultations:	patients’	
perceived	efficacy,	barriers	and	interest	in	support.	Health Expect. 
2015;18:2375‐2388.

	37.	 Hopmans	 W,	 Damman	 OC,	 Senan	 S,	 Hartemink	 KJ,	 Smit	 EF,	
Timmermans	DR.	A	patient	perspective	on	shared	decision	making	
in	stage	I	non‐small	cell	lung	cancer:	a	mixed	methods	study.	BMC 
Cancer.	2015;15:959.

	38.	 Booij	 JC,	Zegers	M,	Evers	P,	Hendriks	M,	Delnoij	D,	Rademakers	
J.	Improving	cancer	patient	care:	development	of	a	generic	cancer	
Consumer	 Quality	 Index	 questionnaire	 for	 cancer	 patients.	 BMC 
Cancer. 2013;13:203.

	39.	 Gaston	CM,	Mitchell	G.	Information	giving	and	decision‐making	in	
patients	with	advanced	cancer:	 a	 systematic	 review.	Soc Sci Med. 
2005;61(10):2252‐2264.

	40.	 Oostendorp	LJ,	Ottevanger	PB,	van	de	Wouw	AJ,	et	al.	Patients’	
preferences	for	information	about	the	benefits	and	risks	of	second‐
line	 palliative	 chemotherapy	 and	 their	 oncologist’s	 awareness	 of	
these	preferences.	J Cancer Educ.	2016;31:443‐448.

	41.	 Van	Tol‐Geerdink	 JJ,	Stalmeier	PF,	van	Lin	EN,	et	al.	Do	prostate	
cancer	patients	want	to	choose	their	own	radiation	treatment?	Int J 
Radiat Oncol Biol Phys.	2006;66(4):1105‐1111.

	42.	 Couët	N,	Desroches	S,	Robitaille	H,	et	al.	Assessments	of	the	extent	
to	 which	 health‐care	 providers	 involve	 patients	 in	 decision	mak‐
ing:	a	systematic	review	of	studies	using	the	OPTION	instrument.	
Health Expect.	2015;18:542‐561.

	43.	 Brundage	MD,	Smith	KC,	Little	EA,	Bantug	ET,	Snyder	CF,	PRO	Data	
Presentation	Stakeholder	Advisory	Board.	Communicating	patient‐
reported	 outcome	 scores	 using	 graphic	 formats:	 results	 from	 a	
mixed‐methods	evaluation.	Qual Life Res.	2015;24(10):2457‐2472.

	44.	 Loth	FL,	Holzner	B,	Sztankay	M,	et	al.	Cancer	patients'	understand‐
ing	of	longitudinal	EORTC	QLQ‐C30	scores	presented	as	bar	charts.	
Patient Educ Couns.	2016;99(12):2012‐2017.



     |  13DAMMAN et Al.

	45.	 Feldman‐Stewart	 D,	 Kocovski	 N,	 McConnell	 B,	 Brundage	 MD,	
Mackillop	WJ.	Perception	of	quantitative	information	for	treatment	
decisions.	Med Decis Mak.	2000;20:228‐238.

	46.	 Bantug	 ET,	 Coles	 T,	 Smith	 KC,	 et	 al.	 Graphical	 displays	 of	 pa‐
tient‐reported	 outcomes	 (PRO)	 for	 use	 in	 clinical	 practice:	What	
makes	a	pro	picture	worth	a	thousand	words?	Patient Educ Couns. 
2016;99(4):483‐490.

	47.	 Lipkus	 I.	Numeric,	 verbal,	 and	visual	 formats	of	 conveying	health	
risks:	Suggested	best	practices	and	future	recommendations.	Med 
Decis Making.	2007;27(5):696‐713.

	48.	 Trevena	LJ,	Zikmund‐Fisher	BJ,	Edwards	A,	et	al.	Presenting	quan‐
titative	information	about	decision	outcomes:	a	risk	communication	
primer	for	patient	decision	aid	developers.	BMC Med Inform Decis 
Mak.	2013;13(Suppl	2):S7.

	49.	 Shah	P,	Hoeffner	J.	Review	of	graph	comprehension	research:	impli‐
cations	for	instruction.	Educ Psychol Rev.	2002;14(1):47‐69.

How to cite this article:	Damman	OC,	Verbiest	MEA,	Vonk	
SI,	et	al.	Using	PROMs	during	routine	medical	consultations:	
The	perspectives	of	people	with	Parkinson’s	disease	and	their	
health	professionals.	Health Expect. 2019;00:1–13. https://
doi.org/10.1111/hex.12899

https://doi.org/10.1111/hex.12899
https://doi.org/10.1111/hex.12899

