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Development of tools to measure dignity for older people in acute hospitals 

ABSTRACT 
Background: Dignity is a concept that applies to all patients. Older patients can be particularly vulnerable to experiencing a loss of dignity in hospital. Previous tools developed to measure dignity have been aimed at palliative and end of life care. No tools for measuring dignity in acute hospital care have been reported.  

Objectives: To develop tools for measuring patient dignity in acute hospitals. 
Setting: A large UK acute hospital. We purposively selected 17 wards where at least 50% of patients are 65 or over. 
Methods: Three methods of capturing data related to dignity were developed: an electronic patient dignity survey (possible score range 6-24); a format for non-participant observations; and individual face-to-face semi-structured patient and staff interviews (reported elsewhere). 
Results: 5693 surveys were completed. Mean score increased from 22.00 pre-intervention to 23.03 after intervention (p<0.001). Staff-patient interactions (581) were recorded. Overall 41% of interactions (239) were positive, 39% (228) were neutral and 20% (114) were negative. The positive interactions ranged from 17% to 59% between wards. Quality of interaction was highest for allied health professionals (76% positive), lowest for domestic staff (22% positive) and pharmacists (29% positive), and intermediate for doctors, nurses, Health Care Assistants and student nurses (40% to 48% positive). A positive interaction was more likely with increased length of interaction from 25% (brief) to 63% (longer interactions) (F[2, 557]=28.67, p<.001).
Conclusions: We have developed a simple format for a dignity survey and observations. Overall, most patients reported electronically that they received dignified care in hospital. However, observations identified a high percentage of interactions categorised as neutral/basic care, which, while not actively diminishing dignity, will not enhance dignity. There is an opportunity make these interactions more positive. 
Summary Box
What does this paper contribute to the wider global clinical community?
· Dignity in acute hospital care can be monitored by surveys and observations.
· Many interactions between staff and patients are neutral rather than positive. 
· There is scope to improve dignified care by alerting staff to the value placed by patients on warm human interactions. 

1. Introduction 
Dignity is a concept that applies to all patients. However, older patients can be particularly vulnerable to experiencing a loss of dignity (Gallagher et al., 2008; Nordenfelt, 2009, Tranvåg et al., 2015), especially in hospital (Calnan et al., 2013).  There have been ongoing concerns about standards of hospital care for older people in England, resulting in recommendations for improving care quality and dignity for older people (Health Service Ombudsman, 2011; Age UK, 2012; Francis, 2013).  
Frail older people and those with dementia have increased length of stay, readmission and inter-ward transfers compared to other patients (National Health Services (NHS) London, 2011), which further impacts on care experience. The adverse impact of frequent moves between hospital wards for older people has been identified in both the United Kingdom (UK) (Cornwell et al., 2012; Baillie et al., 2014) and the United States of America (USA) (Naylor and Keating, 2008). In the UK, one in four adult inpatients are people who have dementia (Alzheimer’s Society, 2009). A number of studies suggest that they may experience poor quality of care (Jurgens et al., 2012; Clissett et al., 2013).
While there is much expert opinion on what would help improve dignity and some excellent brief case examples, there has been no systematic evaluation as to whether these approaches work in real life situations. Magee et al. (2008) conducted a study to identify elements of dignity by  measuring  each of the UK Charity ‘Help the Aged’ domains of dignified care: personal hygiene; eating and nutrition; privacy; communication; pain; autonomy; personal care; end-of-life care and social inclusion (Levenson, 2007). They proposed indicators across these nine domains. The main themes from these indicators included choice, control, staff attitudes and facilities. End-of-life care was a challenging element to measure. 
Barclay (2016 p. 141) defines the meaning of dignity in healthcare from a philosophical perspective, concluding that dignity is an important concept in healthcare because ‘it signals that each one of us is equally worthy, capable of the unique human ability to shape a life according to a set of standards and values that infuse that life with meaning’. Barclay identified the limitations of current research into dignity in healthcare which is largely based on qualitative studies investigating patient and staff experiences and interpretations of dignified care. Clarifying and defining dignity becomes important to distinguish it from other aspects of health care such as good quality care or care of a high standard. Failure to clarify what is meant by dignified care can lead to dignity being subsumed into other activities which take precedence in the highly complex clinical environments in hospitals (Hall and Hoy, 2011). Additionally as Ho et al. (2013) found when testing the relevance of a dignity model which focuses specifically on end of life care with palliative older patients in Hong Kong, cultural variations in the experience of dignity limit the transferability of western concepts of dignity. Ebrahimi et al. (2012) emphasised that individual social and cultural backgrounds in different healthcare settings may influence preservation of patient dignity. 

Previous tools that have been developed to measure dignity have been aimed mainly at end of life care (Periyakoil et al., 2010; Vlug et al., 2011). Oosterveld-Vlug et al. (2014) developed Measurement Instrument for Dignity AMsterdam - for Long-Term Care facilities (MIDAM-LTC) to measure dignity in older people in nursing homes in the Netherlands and Jacelon and Choi (2014) developed a 23-item scale; the ‘Jacelon Attributed Dignity Scale (JADS)’ to measure self-perceived attributed dignity in community-dwelling older adults. However, a recent review (Zahran et al., 2016) found no intervention studies measuring changes in dignity, and no tools reported for measuring dignity in acute hospital care.  

2. Aim
As a preliminary step in a wider programme of work to improve dignity for older people in acute hospitals, we first needed to decide how to measure dignity outcomes in this setting. This paper reports on the adaptation and initial testing of the tools used to measure dignity.


3. Methods

3.1 Defining dignity
We convened a multidisciplinary steering group, including doctors, nurses, student nurses, nurse academics, a physiotherapist and the Heads of Patient Experience Team and the Volunteering Service to advise on the development of tools to measure dignity. The steering group, on reviewing available tools, found none suitable to measure our intended outcomes. We, therefore, decided to develop and adapt existing tools to measure dignity outcomes in acute care. 

The first challenge was to develop a working definition of dignity. A search of dignity definitions was undertaken and resulted in a list of pragmatic, philosophical, legal, policy-related and professional definitions of dignity. Many definitions are available but not all seemed relevant to acute healthcare. On reviewing the literature, a consensus emerged after much face to face and email discussion to adapt the UK Royal College of Nursing (2008a) definition. This was amalgamated with the Social Care Institute for Excellence (SCIE) (2006) Dignity in Care Research Overview Guide using work from the Policy Research Institute on Ageing and Ethnicity (PRIAE)/Help the Aged, and the opinions of the Dignity Project Steering group. The working definition of dignity for this project was: 
“Dignity is concerned with how people feel, think and behave in relation to the worth or value of themselves and others. Dignity in care means the kind of care, which supports and promotes, and does not undermine or erode, a person’s self-respect regardless of any difference. Or, as one person receiving care put it more briefly, 'Being treated like I was somebody.”

3.2 Setting
The study was conducted in a large acute NHS hospital Trust in London and included three acute hospital sites. We purposively selected six wards on two sites and five wards on a third site (17 wards in total). A mixture of medical, surgical, oncology, care of older people specialist wards and acute admission units were included in the study. At the time of the study there was acute pressure on beds in the hospitals and so it was common for wards to have patients with mixed aetiologies.

3.3 Research Design
The overarching research was a mixed methods intervention study in which before and after measures of dignity were collected. 

3.4 Data collection tools
Three methods of capturing data related to dignity were used: an electronic patient dignity survey; non-participant observations, and individual face-to-face semi-structured interviews with patients and ward staff. In this paper we report on the electronic patient dignity survey and non-participant observation, both of which gave quantitative results. Qualitative interviews are reported elsewhere (Tauber-Gilmore et al., 2017). 
3.4.1 Electronic patient dignity survey 
The hospital already used an electronic hand-held survey to monitor patient experience generally. This included the following single generic question: have you been treated with dignity and respect by staff on this ward? The steering group agreed that this measurement was not sufficiently detailed to meet the study’s aims and that we needed to develop a dignity-specific survey for this study.
Our literature review had found that existing tools developed to measure dignity were aimed mainly at palliative and end of life care or focused on long-term care and community settings (Zahran et al., 2016).  Building on the systematic review the steering group narrowed the survey to seven questions reflecting factors influencing dignity in hospital. The seven questions were developed iteratively with the steering group during face to face meetings and email discussions and were intended to prompt patients to reflect on their experiences of dignified care during their hospital stay:
1. Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?
2. At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?
3. Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?
4. Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?
5. Where possible, did staff give you choices?
6. Where possible, were your preferences respected?
The first six questions required the participants to rate their responses on a four-point Likert scale, with options: never, sometimes, often and always (responses scored 1-4 in the data presented below). The last question was a free-text comment section to gather qualitative responses and provide background context to the data. A pilot of the survey had been conducted with older patients and subsequently the survey was revised for clarity of the questions. The survey was also pilot tested on patients with varying cognitive ability and age. Patients with known advanced cognitive impairment were excluded. 
The final anonymous survey (above) was distributed to the participating wards. The Dignity Survey was an addition alongside existing in-patient surveys (i.e. Friends and Family test and the UK Health Service Adult Inpatients survey (NHS, 2013; 2015) and so participating wards were already familiar with the hand-held electronic device used. 
Patients over 18 years were eligible to complete the survey; however, ward staff were encouraged to gather survey data primarily from patients aged 65 years and over. Survey submission could be at any time during the patient’s admission. Survey responses were collected over three time periods using a cross-sectional design (six months each of: before, during and after the intervention), therefore different patients participated at each time point.

3.4.2 Non-participant observations of interactions
The quality of interactions between older people and staff is an important influence on their experience of care (Bridges et al., 2010) and are central to a dignified care experience (Jacobsen, 2007; Tadd et al., 2011). Theoretical perspectives on dignity propose that there are two types of dignity: human dignity (termed menschenwürde in German), which cannot be taken away (Jacelon, 2003; Nordenfelt and Edgar 2005; Jacobson, 2007),  and social dignity, which is experienced through interactions between self and others and can be threatened, lost or violated, or promoted (Jacobsen, 2007). Therefore, measuring the quality of interactions was agreed to be an appropriate method of studying the impact of the intervention. After an initial literature search, the Steering Group agreed upon a pre-validated tool ‘Quality of Interaction Schedule (QUIS)’ as the most appropriate non-participatory direct observation tool for the research study (Healthcare Improvement Scotland (HIS) & Healthcare Environment Inspectorate (HEI) QUIS 2012). QUIS was re-developed by NHS Scotland (2012) from the original work in long-term mental health settings by Dean et al (1993) for use in inspections focused on care of older people in acute hospital settings. QUIS is readily-available, inexpensive and has been previously tested and used in direct observations. The tool can be used in tandem with questionnaires and interviews to provide a broader view of dignified care in older people in hospital. 
During initial pilot testing of the QUIS it was found not to adequately record some aspects of interest. We, therefore, worked with the steering group to make modifications. We added a hand-drawn diagram of the ward area being observed, and location of consenting patients and the observer during the observation period. After further piloting of the tool, a further adaptation included the length of interactions. The length of the interactions were recorded as brief (<1 minute), short interaction (1-3 minutes), or long interaction/intervention/activity/therapy (>3 minutes) (final format for observation tool in Figure 1).
The focus of the observation was on any staff-patient interaction that took place on the ward between consenting patients and any member of staff during each period of observation. Observations included:
· All aspects of interaction involving the patient during the observation period (e.g. greetings, introductions, explanations, care activities, technical tasks)
· All verbal and non-verbal communication between staff members and a patient
· Descriptions of the staff member and patient’s attitude and/or manner towards each other
· Descriptions of the staff member and patient’s appearance
· Language used by the staff member (i.e.: banter, technical, colloquial)
· Unanswered question, incomplete tasks or abruptly ended conversation or disengagement
and excluded:
· Any patient who had not consented to observation
· Any patient-patient interaction
· Direct observation of any intimate task undertaken behind a closed curtain or door
· Observation of emergency interventions (e.g. medical emergency, respiratory or cardiac arrest)

The quality of interaction was rated by the observer as: 
· Positive Social Interactions that are warm, respectful, sensitive or enabling: enhance feelings of significance and security; 
· Neutral Interactions that “get the job done” but without any positive social features; 
· Negative Interactions which lack warmth or respect, undermine feelings of safety and significance, and are insensitive and can be disempowering.
The project manager (MT) provided training to all observers prior to undertaking observations to ensure consistency of recording and to check understanding of the tool. Observations were undertaken by a range of volunteers, including student nurses on a research placement, registered nurses (general and mental health), an occupational therapist and academic staff.

The observation period lasted for 45-60 minutes and the observer had time at the end of the period for written reflections. On a few occasions, the observation period went beyond an hour if there was an ongoing interaction in progress. The observer waited until the interaction was complete and then finished the session. The observations were carried out from Monday to Sunday between the hours of 8am and 8pm. The observations were carried out during the pre-intervention phase only. 

3.4.3 The intervention
Feedback from non-participant observation, patient and staff interviews and monthly dignity survey scores was given to all participating wards on a monthly basis. This was sent as an electronic report to the Ward Manager for local dissemination, and whenever it was possible to schedule a meeting the report was also discussed face to face between the project manager (MT) and the ward team, often at a handover or ward management meeting. However, it was not always possible to arrange a suitable time to do this face to face. It was not possible to track how far this information was disseminated to local staff on each ward. 

Ward teams were offered the choice of various interventions suggested as supporting dignified care by the literature, including communication training, and facilitated discussions about observed events. 
[bookmark: _Toc142973626]3.5 Data Analysis
Quantitative data were imported from the electronic survey and the observations into SPSS from Excel. Characteristics of the sample are described using frequencies and percentages.  The effect of health care professional (HCP) groups, length of interaction, ward environment variables on quality of interaction (negative, neutral, positive) and the effect of the intervention across three periods (pre-intervention, intervention, post-intervention) and the patient survey four-point Likert scale patient experience responses (never, sometimes, often, always) were tested using a mixed random intercept model (ordinal dependent variable with a cumulative logit link function) where wards were treated as clusters, using SPSS version 22 procedure GENLINMIXED (GLM). F tests for each effect and odds ratios (OR) with Bonferroni corrected 95% confidence intervals and probability values (p) are presented. Our preference was to analyse individual question items as Likert type data rather than Likert scale data but we have analysed the composite score as Likert scale data (http://wiki.biologyscholars.org/@api/deki/files/2002/=Likert_Scale_Analysis.pdf). The OR is used as an overall measure of effect size. It is assumed that the cumulative odds ratio remains consistent whether it is based on never vs. sometimes, often and always; never and sometimes vs. often and always; never, sometimes, often vs. always. 

An exploratory factor analysis of the six patient experience questions, using MPLUS version 4.2, identified a single factor with an eigenvalue >1 (3.56) suggesting that a total score would be a valid overall measure of patient experience. The overall Cronbach’s alpha for the six questions was 0.68 (before intervention 0.66, during intervention 0.63, after intervention 0.70). The change in total patient experience score (6-24) across the three time periods was tested using a general linear model (SPSS Mixed) with bootstrapping (1000 repeated samples) to address non-normality present in the total score variable (skewed towards the maximum score). The F-test, for the overall period effect, and β with 95% Bonferroni corrected confidence intervals and probability values (p) for pair-wise comparison of periods are presented.
      
 3.6 Ethics
Ethical approval was obtained via the UK national ethics service, and via the local hospital Research and Development office (reference number14/LO/1683).  The study was conducted in accordance with the recommendations for physicians involved in research on human subjects adopted by the 18th World Medical Assembly, Helsinki 1964 and later revisions.  Consent to participate in the study was sought from each participant after a full explanation had been given; an information leaflet was provided. 
Patient confidentiality was maintained by recording no personal identifiable information. Participants were assured that all observation data was anonymised. Patients were included if they were aged 65 years or above, admitted to one of our hospitals for any reason, able to understand sufficient English to give written informed consent and to participate in observation, interview or an electronic survey. Patients who were not able to give informed consent, were unable to understand written and spoken English or judged by the nurse in charge of the shift to be too unwell to participate were excluded.
4. Results
4.1. Electronic Patient Dignity Survey
Patients submitted a total of 3611 surveys during the pre-intervention and intervention stages. In the six months after the intervention patients submitted an additional 2082 surveys.  As noted above, each person only completed the survey at one time point. There was an improvement in patient experience across the three periods of the study on all six patient experience survey questions and for overall patient experience total mean score (Table 1). The maximum possible survey score was 24. The mean total survey score was higher post-intervention than pre-intervention (22.61 vs 22.0) and the mean difference (0.69, 95%CI 0.45 to 0.92, p<.001) was statistically significant (Table 2). This upward trend continued, reaching 23.03 after six months which was significantly different from pre-intervention (0.32, 95% CI 0.08 to 0.56, p=0.04).  The predicted distribution for never, sometimes, often and always from the model closely mirrors that for the observed data e.g. Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate pre-intervention 1.4%, 4.3%, 8.9%, 85.4% vs. 1.6%, 4.6%, 8.4%, 85.5% . The only exception was for ‘Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate’ which did not differ significantly between intervention and pre-intervention (p=.75). 

4.2. Non-participant observations

Fifty three patients who met the inclusion criteria were approached. Seven declined and were not contacted again. Forty six patients consented to observation. Of these, 28 (61%) were female; 20 (44%), 19 (41%) and 7 (15%) were aged 65 to 74, 75 to 84, and 85 and over respectively. Twenty four (52%) were white British, 9 (19%) were black and minority ethnic (BME), 5 (11%) were white Irish, and 4 (9%) were “other not stated”. 

Five hundred and eighty-one individual staff-patient interactions were recorded. Overall 41% of interactions (239) were positive, 39% (228) were neutral and 20% (114) were negative. The percentage of interactions per ward that were positive ranged from 17% to 59%, between wards with twenty or more observations. In the random intercepts only model, the quality of interaction did not vary significantly between wards (Wald Z=1.54, p=.12). 

Quality of interaction was highest for allied health professionals (76% positive), low for host/domestic staff (22% positive) and pharmacists (29% positive), and similar for doctors, nurses, health care assistants (HCAs) and student nurses (40% to 48% positive). A positive interaction was more likely with increased length of interaction from 25% (brief) to 63% (long). Length of interaction was positively and significantly associated with quality of interaction (F[2, 557]=28.67, p<.001).

Quality of interaction varied significantly between HCPs (F[7,572]=3.98, p<.001). The effect of HCP on quality of interaction was attenuated (F[7,550]=2.76, p=.008) in the model that included both HCP and length of interaction. The latter effect remained similar (F[2,550]=26.58, p<.001). The odds ratios (OR) and their 95% confidence intervals for this model are shown in Table 3. Compared to trained nurses, student nurses and Allied Health Professionals were significantly more likely to have been observed having high quality interactions with patients. There was no significant difference between nurses and other staff observed. Long conversations were significantly more likely to be positive than brief ones. 

The moderating effect of HCP on length of interaction was not statistically significant (F[13,537]=0.589, p=.86) i.e. the effect of length of interaction was the same for all HCP groups.

Over two thirds of the observers recorded ‘Yes’ (positive responses) to six of the seven ward environment variables (Appendix 1). The one exception where a majority of observers did not say ‘yes’ was in response to the question about whether the nurse in charge made a visit to the patient in their bay (40%). Observers who responded ‘Yes’ to the seven ward environment variables were more likely to have seen a positive interaction than those who said ‘No’ or provided a qualified answer to these variables. The largest difference in positive response amongst patients who answered ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ to each question was associated with a clutter free bay (47% vs. 29%) and the smallest difference with whether the nurses in charge visited the bay (44% vs. 39%).

Six of the seven ward environment variables were significantly associated with quality of interaction (Table 4). ‘Is the ward temperature comfortable?’(p=.36) was the only ward environment variable that was not significantly associated with quality of interaction. 

When all seven ward environment variables were fitted together simultaneously into the GLM three variables were not significantly associated with quality of interaction: ‘Is the ward temperature comfortable? (p=.71), ‘Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well-groomed and comfortable?’ (p=.55) and ‘In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?’ (p=.11). Three variables remained significant but with reduced odds ratios: Is the bay clutter free?’ (2.02 to 1.94) ‘In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach? (2.08 to 1.83) and ‘In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?’ (2.01 to 1.53). The odds ratio for ‘Does the ward smell fresh?’ increased from 1.78 to 2.21 and from 1.47 to 1.53 for ‘Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay’.
The findings did not change noticeably after the addition HCP and length of interaction into the model. The F statistics for the effect of HCP and length of interaction were similar to those found previously in the model that included both HCP and length of interaction (F[7,493]=2.70, p=.009 vs. F[7,550]=2.76, p=.008) and (F[2,493]=24.72, p<.001 vs. F[2,550]=26.58, p<.001) respectively and the odds ratios were similar favouring the quality of interaction given by students and allied health professionals.

Observers’ written free text reflections indicated  that most interactions were task oriented and were initiated as a result of responding to patients’  needs i.e. personal care, medication round, observation, doctors’ round, physical examination, planning for discharge, answering call bells. 

4.3 Uptake of interventions
All the wards expressed appreciation of the feedback from the data collection tools, particularly monthly feedback from the patient survey. However, wards found engagement with dignity support interventions offered by the research team challenging and minimal use was made them. Only communication training for nurses and facilitated discussions about observed events or care experienced by patients on the ward were taken up. Workload pressures were given as the dominant reason for staff not engaging more with the project. However, Ward Managers and some other staff were enthusiastic about the detailed feedback they received from the surveys, observations and the interviews reported elsewhere (Tauber-Gilmore et al., 2017). Continence training was provided for the whole Trust as a result of findings from the study. An interactive meeting using a theatre group to stimulate discussion about the leadership issues associated with promoting and sustaining dignified care across the whole Trust was undertaken.


5. Discussion
In this study we have reported a set of indicators which include amendment of a previously developed observation tool, and a newly devised closed question patient survey using an electronic ward survey system and tested these tools in an acute hospital setting. A separate paper, Tauber-Gilmore et al. (2017) reports related patient and staff interviews.
The patient survey questions, which focused on aspects of dignity such as privacy, being treated as an individual and being offered choices, indicated that most patients had dignified care experiences. Goodrich and Cornwell (2008) argued that patient survey results alone should be interpreted cautiously, as positive reports may not reflect a wholly positive experience. Nevertheless, surveys can reveal trends. In this study they did indicate improvements during the study.  The quality of interactions, which were observed as a further measure of dignified care, revealed a less positive picture. 

A minority of interactions observed were negative (20%), and a further 39% were neutral/basic care. With thought and attention these could be transformed into positive social interactions and enhance patient dignity. Neutral/basic care interactions are unlikely to promote a feeling of being valued, which nurses and patients have identified as being central to dignified key experiences (Baillie and Gallagher, 2011).   

In contrast to other studies, our findings suggested the longer the interaction, the more positive the interaction.  In a recent study, Barker et al. (2016) investigated the quality and quantity of interaction between staff and older patients using QUIS and found that the length of interaction was not associated with the quality of interaction. In our study the quality of interaction was higher for allied healthcare professionals, lowest for domestic staff and similar for nurses, HCAs and doctors. Barker reported similar quality of interactions between HCAs and registered nurses.  The quality of interaction is key to dignified care experiences (Jacobsen, 2007), shapes service users’ experiences (Barker et al., 2016) and can influence patient outcomes (Doyle et al., 2013).  It is not clear why domestic staff in our study scored the lowest.  

We found that the majority of interactions, even positive ones, were task orientated.  Ariño‐Blasco et al (2005) found that undignified care was associated with: invisibility; de‐personalisation and treatment of the individual as an object; narrow and mechanistic approaches to care. Task oriented cultures have been linked with emphasis on performance targets, dignity not being valued by the system, increased regulations, policies and procedures, increased administrative and clerical work, lack of resources (Calnan et al., 2005),  lack of training and awareness, lack of time, and shortage of staff (Woolhead et al., 2005). However, this is not echoed by service users who strongly feel that being nice has nothing to do with resources (Elaswarapu, 2007).  Several authors have explored compassionate care in hospitals. Maben et al. (2007) found that after two years in practice the majority of newly qualified nurses experienced frustration and some level of burnout. Davison and Williams (2009), and Firth-Cozens and Cornwell (2009) explored factors which influence compassionate care; these include professional factors, cultural factors and personal factors.  Bridges and Fuller (2015) developed a programme to improve and support the delivery of compassionate care by health and social care teams.  They used workplace learning to promote change by enabling the development of leadership and relational practices of the team and individual team members. 
 
Innes et al (2016) conducted a pre-test-post-test study to evaluate the quality of care for patients with dementia in two Maltese hospitals. The authors used Person-Centred Care Assessment Tool to examine staff perceptions of the extent to which person-centred care was provided. They also used Person-centred Climate Questionnaire to explore staff perceptions of facilitators and inhibitors of person-centred care.  They found contrasting differences what staff say person-centred dementia care is and what was observed in practice. They also observed in their dementia care mapping that, as in our study, interactions between patients and staff were often brief and mainly task oriented.  

Elaswarapu (2007) considered environmental factors as an indicator for measuring dignity. The environment has an important influence on provision of dignified care and a UK wide survey of nurses revealed that the care environment was often a barrier to promoting dignity for patients (Royal College of Nursing, 2008b). In our study, observers who responded ‘yes’ to the seven ward environment variables were more likely to have a seen a positive interaction than those who said ‘No’ or provided a qualified response.  Another indicator of measuring dignity was leadership. Ward managers were less visible and had less interactions with patients than other healthcare staff. Only 40% of observers reported that the nurse in-charge made a visit to the patient in their hospital bay during the observation period. Practical measures are required to support and encourage health care professionals to provide more dignified care. Ward leadership is significant in directing and supporting HCPs in providing both relational aspects of care and direct ‘hands on care’ (Kinnear et al., 2014), shaping a positive team climate for care (Patterson et al., 2011), staff well-being and team work, job satisfaction, and positive organisational climate and support ( Maben et al., 2012)

Although a range of multi-disciplinary staff were observed only nursing staff were involved in any of the actions taken by ward managers to promote dignity on the intervention wards.  More work needs to be undertaken in identifying the types of interventions that ward managers and other members of the multi-disciplinary team would find useful in helping support dignified care in acute settings. Certainly we found little appetite among ward staff to engage in education, co-design, action planning or championing dignity. Our research has highlighted the importance of testing recommendations in practice settings for their acceptability and feasibility before making generalised recommendations. Dewar and Nolan (2013, p.1248) provide a model to help staff to deliver compassionate, relationship-centred care for older people. They feel that this should be based on ‘appreciative caring conversations’ that enable nurses and patients to really get to know each other as individuals. Such knowledge enables patients and their families to work with nurses to shape their care.  


Despite the reluctance or inability to engage in activities designed to support dignity on the intervention wards, patient reported indicators of dignity improved across all wards during the intervention phase and these continued to improve for a further 6 months. The dignity scores reported by patients at the start of the study were already high, suggesting that margins for improvement were small, despite this statistically significant increases were still recorded. This suggests that the feedback of specific ward based data via the seven questions on the electronic patient survey can improve dignity in acute hospital settings. It is not known whether this could be achieved by simple patient survey data alone or whether the findings reflect a combination of in-depth feedback (including the results of observation and patient and staff interviews) with follow-up monthly patient survey feedback. The findings suggest that consistent, but light touch on-demand interventions, focused on dignity coupled with regular ward specific patient feedback, helps ward managers to promote dignity in their ward areas. 

      6.  Limitations 
The study was conducted in one single hospital group. We excluded patients who are cognitively impaired. People with dementia, delirium and communication difficulties are at particular risk of negative experiences of care and so special measures to interview and observe older patients with cognitive problems need to be developed. The Hawthorne effect cannot be ruled out. The wards had volunteered to take part in the study and were aware that dignity was being monitored on their wards by the research team. The patient survey data were collected by ward staff who also identified the patients asked to complete the survey and this could influence the results. The survey data was collected on patients aged 18 years and over and not just on older people. Because of the relatively short length of stay in acute care and the length of the data collection and feedback period, it was not possible to have the same patients complete the survey before and after intervention. However, our sample size for comparisons was large. 

We did not conduct test-retest stability testing on the dignity survey. We did not conduct inter-rater reliability for the observation tool, nor did we have capacity in the team to repeat observations after the interventions. 

7. Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc142973633]We have developed a simple format for a dignity survey and observations which worked well in practice (easy to use and with apparent acceptability) and yielded information, which when fed back to wards, seems to have had an effect on dignity. Overall, most patients reported that they received dignified care in hospital. However, observations identified that there was a high percentage of interactions that were categorised as neutral/basic care, which, while not actively diminishing dignity, will not enhance dignity either. This indicates an opportunity to convert these interactions to positive interactions. With greater recognition of how the quality of interactions contributes to dignified care, more positive patient experiences could result.  The relationship between length and quality of interaction give an opportunity to modify clinical practice for the benefit of dignity. The findings suggests that a consistent but light touch organisational focus on dignity coupled with regular ward specific patient feedback helps ward managers promote dignity in their ward areas.       
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Table 1. Patient experience survey: responses to the six questions pre-intervention, during intervention and post-intervention
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Table 2. Patient experience survey: comparison between pre-intervention, during intervention and post-intervention



1 Mixed model (random intercepts): cumulative logit for individual questions

Table 3. 
Quality of interaction regression models



Table 4.  Ward environment: Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals


Legend: OR = Odds Ratio





Appendix 1: Ward environment and quality of interaction
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Response

No. % No. % No. %

Never 43 1.6% 5 0.6% 13 0.6%

Sometimes 125 4.6% 27 3.1% 45 2.2%
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Never 2068 75.3% 739 85.2% 1856 90.8%

Sometimes 275 10.0% 90 10.4% 119 5.8%

Often 69 2.5% 7 0.8% 14 0.7%

Always 333 12.1% 31 3.6% 56 2.7%

Never 212 7.7% 61 7.0% 104 5.1%

Sometimes 147 5.4% 24 2.8% 60 2.9%

Often 221 8.1% 83 9.6% 113 5.5%

Always 2165 78.9% 699 80.6% 1768 86.5%

Never 40 1.5% 3 .3% 13 0.6%

Sometimes 125 4.6% 15 1.7% 44 2.2%

Often 215 7.8% 81 9.3% 104 5.1%

Always 2366 86.2% 768 88.6% 1884 92.1%

Never 64 2.3% 15 1.7% 14 0.7%

Sometimes 215 7.8% 49 5.7% 78 3.8%

Often 371 13.5% 107 12.3% 177 8.7%

Always 2097 76.3% 696 80.3% 1776 86.8%

Never 38 1.4% 9 1.0% 11 0.5%

Sometimes 167 6.1% 28 3.2% 45 2.2%

Often 287 10.4% 83 9.6% 134 6.6%

Always 2255 82.1% 747 86.2% 1854 90.7%

Pre-

intervention 

During 

intervention 

Post-

Intervention 

Were the 

healthcare staff 

caring and 

compassionate?

At any point 

during your stay 

did you feel 

ignored by staff?

Did you feel the 

staff treated you 

as an individual 

person?

Were you given 

privacy when 

discussing your 

condition, 

Where possible, 

did staff give you 

choices?

Where possible, 

were your 

preferences 

respected?

(2.03) Mean (SD) 22.00(2.79) 22.61(2.17) 23.03

Total score 

(possible range 6-

24)


Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet1.xlsx
spss

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		Count		13		5		43		61								0.9915962413		2.3908915376

						% within Period		.6%		.6%		1.6%		1.1%

				Sometimes		Count		45		27		125		197

						% within Period		2.2%		3.1%		4.6%		3.5%

				Often		Count		131		93		231		455

						% within Period		6.4%		10.7%		8.4%		8.0%

				Always		Count		1856		742		2348		4946

						% within Period		90.8%		85.6%		85.5%		87.4%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2747		5659

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		15.606		2		5654		.000

		reverse_Period		15.606		2		5654		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?=		1		-4.280		.1715		-24.961		0.000		-4.616		-3.944		.014		.010		.019

				2		-2.793		.1298		-21.516		0.000		-3.047		-2.538		.061		.047		.079

				3		-1.667		.1202		-13.876		0.000		-1.903		-1.432		.189		.149		.239

		reverse_Period=1				.545		.0992		5.491		.000		.350		.739		1.724		1.419		2.094

		reverse_Period=2				.098		.1168		.841		.400		-.131		.327		1.103		.877		1.387

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.
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Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		Count		13		5		18

						% within Period		.6%		.6%		.6%

				Sometimes		Count		45		27		72

						% within Period		2.2%		3.1%		2.5%

				Often		Count		131		93		224

						% within Period		6.4%		10.7%		7.7%

				Always		Count		1856		742		2598

						% within Period		90.8%		85.6%		89.2%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		13.666		1		2908		.000

		reverse_Period		13.666		1		2908		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?=		1		-4.735		.2709		-17.479		0.000		-5.266		-4.204		.009		.005		.015

				2		-3.096		.1697		-18.241		0.000		-3.429		-2.764		.045		.032		.063

				3		-1.750		.1452		-12.049		0.000		-2.034		-1.465		.174		.131		.231

		reverse_Period=1				.468		.1266		3.697		.000		.220		.716		1.597		1.246		2.047				1.18		2.16		0.0007

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		Count		1856		739		2068		4663

						% within Period		90.8%		85.2%		75.3%		82.4%

				Sometimes		Count		119		90		275		484

						% within Period		5.8%		10.4%		10.0%		8.6%

				Often		Count		14		7		69		90

						% within Period		.7%		.8%		2.5%		1.6%

				Always		Count		56		31		333		420

						% within Period		2.7%		3.6%		12.1%		7.4%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2745		5657

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		80.020		2		5652		0.000

		reverse_Period		80.020		2		5652		0.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?=		1		1.082		.0991		10.919		0.000		.888		1.276		2.950		2.430		3.583

				2		1.879		.1033		18.189		0.000		1.676		2.081		6.544		5.344		8.012

				3		2.096		.1052		19.924		0.000		1.890		2.302		8.135		6.619		9.999

		reverse_Period=1				-1.138		.0920		-12.376		0.000		-1.319		-.958		.320		.267		.384

		reverse_Period=2				-.624		.1107		-5.638		.000		-.841		-.407		.536		.431		.666

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		Count		1856		2068		3924

						% within Period		90.8%		75.3%		81.9%

				Sometimes		Count		119		275		394

						% within Period		5.8%		10.0%		8.2%

				Often		Count		14		69		83

						% within Period		.7%		2.5%		1.7%

				Always		Count		56		333		389

						% within Period		2.7%		12.1%		8.1%

		Total				Count		2045		2745		4790

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		151.076		1		4786		0.000

		reverse_Period		151.076		1		4786		0.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?=		1		1.099		.1007		10.915		0.000		.901		1.296		3.001		2.463		3.655

				2		1.832		.1049		17.466		0.000		1.626		2.037		6.245		5.085		7.671

				3		2.051		.1069		19.179		0.000		1.841		2.261		7.775		6.304		9.588

		reverse_Period=1				-1.142		.0929		-12.291		0.000		-1.324		-.960		.319		.266		.383				0.26		0.40		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		Count		739		2068		2807

						% within Period		85.2%		75.3%		77.7%

				Sometimes		Count		90		275		365

						% within Period		10.4%		10.0%		10.1%

				Often		Count		7		69		76

						% within Period		.8%		2.5%		2.1%

				Always		Count		31		333		364

						% within Period		3.6%		12.1%		10.1%

		Total				Count		867		2745		3612

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		32.513		1		3608		.000

		reverse_Period		32.513		1		3608		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?=		1		1.112		.1010		11.017		0.000		.914		1.310		3.041		2.495		3.707

				2		1.854		.1056		17.560		0.000		1.647		2.061		6.387		5.192		7.856

				3		2.071		.1078		19.217		0.000		1.860		2.282		7.931		6.421		9.797

		reverse_Period=2				-.644		.1129		-5.702		.000		-.865		-.422		.525		.421		.656				0.40		0.69		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		Count		1856		739		2595

						% within Period		90.8%		85.2%		89.1%

				Sometimes		Count		119		90		209

						% within Period		5.8%		10.4%		7.2%

				Often		Count		14		7		21

						% within Period		.7%		.8%		.7%

				Always		Count		56		31		87

						% within Period		2.7%		3.6%		3.0%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		14.891		1		2908		.000

		reverse_Period		14.891		1		2908		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?=		1		1.619		.1542		10.496		0.000		1.317		1.921		5.048		3.731		6.831

				2		2.791		.1722		16.212		0.000		2.454		3.129		16.299		11.629		22.843

				3		3.016		.1785		16.901		0.000		2.666		3.366		20.414		14.387		28.967

		reverse_Period=1				-.491		.1271		-3.859		.000		-.740		-.241		.612		.477		.786				0.45		0.83		0.0003

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		Count		104		61		212		377

						% within Period		5.1%		7.0%		7.7%		6.7%

				Sometimes		Count		60		24		147		231

						% within Period		2.9%		2.8%		5.4%		4.1%

				Often		Count		113		83		221		417

						% within Period		5.5%		9.6%		8.1%		7.4%

				Always		Count		1768		699		2165		4632

						% within Period		86.5%		80.6%		78.9%		81.9%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2745		5657

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		30.891		2		5652		.000

		reverse_Period		30.891		2		5652		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?=		1		-2.433		.1627		-14.953		0.000		-2.752		-2.114		.088		.064		.121

				2		-1.880		.1596		-11.780		0.000		-2.193		-1.567		.153		.112		.209

				3		-1.235		.1576		-7.833		.000		-1.544		-.926		.291		.214		.396

		reverse_Period=1				.677		.0864		7.834		.000		.508		.846		1.968		1.661		2.331

		reverse_Period=2				.345		.1050		3.285		.001		.139		.551		1.412		1.149		1.735

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		Count		104		212		316

						% within Period		5.1%		7.7%		6.6%

				Sometimes		Count		60		147		207

						% within Period		2.9%		5.4%		4.3%

				Often		Count		113		221		334

						% within Period		5.5%		8.1%		7.0%

				Always		Count		1768		2165		3933

						% within Period		86.5%		78.9%		82.1%

		Total				Count		2045		2745		4790

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		51.998		1		4786		.000

		reverse_Period		51.998		1		4786		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?=		1		-2.427		.1655		-14.667		0.000		-2.751		-2.103		.088		.064		.122

				2		-1.848		.1617		-11.428		0.000		-2.165		-1.531		.158		.115		.216

				3		-1.239		.1596		-7.765		.000		-1.552		-.926		.290		.212		.396

		reverse_Period=1				.629		.0872		7.211		.000		.458		.800		1.875		1.581		2.225				1.52		2.31		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		Count		61		212		273

						% within Period		7.0%		7.7%		7.6%

				Sometimes		Count		24		147		171

						% within Period		2.8%		5.4%		4.7%

				Often		Count		83		221		304

						% within Period		9.6%		8.1%		8.4%

				Always		Count		699		2165		2864

						% within Period		80.6%		78.9%		79.3%

		Total				Count		867		2745		3612

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		10.677		1		3608		.001

		reverse_Period		10.677		1		3608		.001

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?=		1		-2.436		.1583		-15.389		0.000		-2.746		-2.125		.088		.064		.119

				2		-1.876		.1538		-12.202		0.000		-2.178		-1.575		.153		.113		.207

				3		-1.224		.1509		-8.113		.000		-1.520		-.928		.294		.219		.395

		reverse_Period=2				.349		.1068		3.268		.001		.140		.558		1.417		1.150		1.747				1.10		1.83		0.0033

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		Count		104		61		165

						% within Period		5.1%		7.0%		5.7%

				Sometimes		Count		60		24		84

						% within Period		2.9%		2.8%		2.9%

				Often		Count		113		83		196

						% within Period		5.5%		9.6%		6.7%

				Always		Count		1768		699		2467

						% within Period		86.5%		80.6%		84.7%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		9.206		1		2908		.002

		reverse_Period		9.206		1		2908		.002

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?=		1		-2.832		.2114		-13.397		0.000		-3.247		-2.418		.059		.039		.089

				2		-2.345		.2064		-11.364		0.000		-2.750		-1.941		.096		.064		.144

				3		-1.633		.2019		-8.089		.000		-2.029		-1.237		.195		.131		.290

		reverse_Period=1				.345		.1136		3.034		.002		.122		.567		1.412		1.130		1.764				1.08		1.85		0.0073

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		Count		13		3		40		56

						% within Period		.6%		.3%		1.5%		1.0%

				Sometimes		Count		44		15		125		184

						% within Period		2.2%		1.7%		4.6%		3.3%

				Often		Count		104		81		215		400

						% within Period		5.1%		9.3%		7.8%		7.1%

				Always		Count		1884		768		2366		5018

						% within Period		92.1%		88.6%		86.2%		88.7%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2746		5658

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		20.634		2		5653		.000

		reverse_Period		20.634		2		5653		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?=		1		-4.246		.2005		-21.180		0.000		-4.639		-3.853		.014		.010		.021

				2		-2.744		.1628		-16.861		0.000		-3.063		-2.425		.064		.047		.088

				3		-1.659		.1549		-10.709		0.000		-1.962		-1.355		.190		.141		.258

		reverse_Period=1				.668		.1060		6.298		.000		.460		.876		1.950		1.584		2.400

		reverse_Period=2				.404		.1273		3.173		.002		.154		.653		1.498		1.167		1.922

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		Count		13		40		53

						% within Period		.6%		1.5%		1.1%

				Sometimes		Count		44		125		169

						% within Period		2.2%		4.6%		3.5%

				Often		Count		104		215		319

						% within Period		5.1%		7.8%		6.7%

				Always		Count		1884		2366		4250

						% within Period		92.1%		86.2%		88.7%

		Total				Count		2045		2746		4791

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		33.517		1		4787		.000

		reverse_Period		33.517		1		4787		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?=		1		-4.159		.2048		-20.307		0.000		-4.560		-3.757		.016		.010		.023

				2		-2.675		.1660		-16.111		0.000		-3.000		-2.349		.069		.050		.095

				3		-1.682		.1581		-10.635		0.000		-1.992		-1.372		.186		.136		.254

		reverse_Period=1				.619		.1068		5.789		.000		.409		.828		1.856		1.505		2.289				1.44		2.40		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		Count		3		40		43

						% within Period		.3%		1.5%		1.2%

				Sometimes		Count		15		125		140

						% within Period		1.7%		4.6%		3.9%

				Often		Count		81		215		296

						% within Period		9.3%		7.8%		8.2%

				Always		Count		768		2366		3134

						% within Period		88.6%		86.2%		86.7%

		Total				Count		867		2746		3613

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		11.891		1		3609		.001

		reverse_Period		11.891		1		3609		.001

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?=		1		-4.227		.2084		-20.281		0.000		-4.635		-3.818		.015		.010		.022

				2		-2.726		.1599		-17.045		0.000		-3.039		-2.412		.065		.048		.090

				3		-1.646		.1492		-11.030		0.000		-1.939		-1.353		.193		.144		.258

		reverse_Period=2				.449		.1302		3.448		.001		.194		.704		1.567		1.214		2.022				1.15		2.14		0.0017

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		Count		13		3		16

						% within Period		.6%		.3%		.5%

				Sometimes		Count		44		15		59

						% within Period		2.2%		1.7%		2.0%

				Often		Count		104		81		185

						% within Period		5.1%		9.3%		6.4%

				Always		Count		1884		768		2652

						% within Period		92.1%		88.6%		91.1%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		4.109		1		2908		.043

		reverse_Period		4.109		1		2908		.043

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?=		1		-4.932		.3216		-15.337		0.000		-5.563		-4.302		.007		.004		.014

				2		-3.363		.2325		-14.465		0.000		-3.819		-2.907		.035		.022		.055

				3		-2.034		.2115		-9.618		0.000		-2.448		-1.619		.131		.086		.198

		reverse_Period=1				.283		.1395		2.027		.043		.009		.556		1.327		1.009		1.744				0.95		1.85		0.1228

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, did staff give you choices? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		Count		14		15		64		93

						% within Period		.7%		1.7%		2.3%		1.6%

				Sometimes		Count		78		49		215		342

						% within Period		3.8%		5.7%		7.8%		6.0%

				Often		Count		177		107		371		655

						% within Period		8.7%		12.3%		13.5%		11.6%

				Always		Count		1776		696		2097		4569

						% within Period		86.8%		80.3%		76.3%		80.7%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2747		5659

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		37.600		2		5654		.000

		reverse_Period		37.600		2		5654		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, did staff give you choices?=		1		-3.717		.1398		-26.578		0.000		-3.991		-3.442		.024		.018		.032

				2		-2.095		.1056		-19.845		0.000		-2.302		-1.888		.123		.100		.151

				3		-1.016		.0995		-10.209		0.000		-1.211		-.821		.362		.298		.440

		reverse_Period=1				.724		.0837		8.644		0.000		.560		.888		2.062		1.750		2.430

		reverse_Period=2				.339		.1007		3.370		.001		.142		.537		1.404		1.152		1.710

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, did staff give you choices? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		Count		14		64		78

						% within Period		.7%		2.3%		1.6%

				Sometimes		Count		78		215		293

						% within Period		3.8%		7.8%		6.1%

				Often		Count		177		371		548

						% within Period		8.7%		13.5%		11.4%

				Always		Count		1776		2097		3873

						% within Period		86.8%		76.3%		80.8%

		Total				Count		2045		2747		4792

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		67.396		1		4788		.000

		reverse_Period		67.396		1		4788		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, did staff give you choices?=		1		-3.732		.1587		-23.510		0.000		-4.043		-3.421		.024		.018		.033

				2		-2.088		.1230		-16.982		0.000		-2.329		-1.847		.124		.097		.158

				3		-1.013		.1169		-8.668		0.000		-1.242		-.784		.363		.289		.457

		reverse_Period=1				.697		.0849		8.209		.000		.530		.863		2.007		1.699		2.370				1.64		2.46		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, did staff give you choices? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		Count		15		64		79

						% within Period		1.7%		2.3%		2.2%

				Sometimes		Count		49		215		264

						% within Period		5.7%		7.8%		7.3%

				Often		Count		107		371		478

						% within Period		12.3%		13.5%		13.2%

				Always		Count		696		2097		2793

						% within Period		80.3%		76.3%		77.3%

		Total				Count		867		2747		3614

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		12.821		1		3610		.000

		reverse_Period		12.821		1		3610		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, did staff give you choices?=		1		-3.641		.1398		-26.036		0.000		-3.915		-3.367		.026		.020		.035

				2		-2.086		.0991		-21.042		0.000		-2.280		-1.892		.124		.102		.151

				3		-1.039		.0908		-11.447		0.000		-1.217		-.861		.354		.296		.423

		reverse_Period=2				.366		.1021		3.581		.000		.165		.566		1.441		1.180		1.761				1.13		1.84		0.0010

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, did staff give you choices? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		Count		14		15		29

						% within Period		.7%		1.7%		1.0%

				Sometimes		Count		78		49		127

						% within Period		3.8%		5.7%		4.4%

				Often		Count		177		107		284

						% within Period		8.7%		12.3%		9.8%

				Always		Count		1776		696		2472

						% within Period		86.8%		80.3%		84.9%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		13.403		1		2908		.000

		reverse_Period		13.403		1		2908		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, did staff give you choices?=		1		-4.199		.2366		-17.749		0.000		-4.663		-3.735		.015		.009		.024

				2		-2.461		.1672		-14.719		0.000		-2.789		-2.133		.085		.061		.118

				3		-1.293		.1553		-8.325		.000		-1.597		-.988		.275		.203		.372

		reverse_Period=1				.406		.1110		3.661		.000		.189		.624		1.501		1.208		1.866				1.15		1.96		0.0008

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, were your preferences respected? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		Count		11		9		38		58

						% within Period		.5%		1.0%		1.4%		1.0%

				Sometimes		Count		45		28		167		240

						% within Period		2.2%		3.2%		6.1%		4.2%

				Often		Count		134		83		287		504

						% within Period		6.6%		9.6%		10.4%		8.9%

				Always		Count		1854		747		2255		4856

						% within Period		90.7%		86.2%		82.1%		85.8%

		Total				Count		2044		867		2747		5658

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		25.084		2		5653		.000

		reverse_Period		25.084		2		5653		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, were your preferences respected?=		1		-4.215		.1713		-24.602		0.000		-4.551		-3.880		.015		.011		.021

				2		-2.522		.1244		-20.274		0.000		-2.766		-2.278		.080		.063		.103

				3		-1.405		.1160		-12.107		0.000		-1.632		-1.177		.245		.195		.308

		reverse_Period=1				.671		.0955		7.028		.000		.484		.858		1.956		1.622		2.359

		reverse_Period=2				.329		.1152		2.859		.004		.104		.555		1.390		1.109		1.743

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, were your preferences respected? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		Count		11		38		49

						% within Period		.5%		1.4%		1.0%

				Sometimes		Count		45		167		212

						% within Period		2.2%		6.1%		4.4%

				Often		Count		134		287		421

						% within Period		6.6%		10.4%		8.8%

				Always		Count		1854		2255		4109

						% within Period		90.7%		82.1%		85.8%

		Total				Count		2044		2747		4791

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		46.814		1		4787		.000

		reverse_Period		46.814		1		4787		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, were your preferences respected?=		1		-4.245		.1881		-22.560		0.000		-4.613		-3.876		.014		.010		.021

				2		-2.510		.1371		-18.306		0.000		-2.779		-2.241		.081		.062		.106

				3		-1.419		.1286		-11.032		0.000		-1.671		-1.167		.242		.188		.311

		reverse_Period=1				.661		.0966		6.842		.000		.471		.850		1.936		1.602		2.340				1.54		2.44		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, were your preferences respected? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		Count		9		38		47

						% within Period		1.0%		1.4%		1.3%

				Sometimes		Count		28		167		195

						% within Period		3.2%		6.1%		5.4%

				Often		Count		83		287		370

						% within Period		9.6%		10.4%		10.2%

				Always		Count		747		2255		3002

						% within Period		86.2%		82.1%		83.1%

		Total				Count		867		2747		3614

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		10.861		1		3610		.001

		reverse_Period		10.861		1		3610		.001

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, were your preferences respected?=		1		-4.169		.1826		-22.828		0.000		-4.527		-3.811		.015		.011		.022

				2		-2.462		.1271		-19.363		0.000		-2.711		-2.212		.085		.066		.109

				3		-1.395		.1173		-11.893		0.000		-1.624		-1.165		.248		.197		.312

		reverse_Period=2				.386		.1171		3.296		.001		.156		.616		1.471		1.169		1.851				1.11		1.95		0.0030

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, were your preferences respected? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		Count		11		9		20

						% within Period		.5%		1.0%		.7%

				Sometimes		Count		45		28		73

						% within Period		2.2%		3.2%		2.5%

				Often		Count		134		83		217

						% within Period		6.6%		9.6%		7.5%

				Always		Count		1854		747		2601

						% within Period		90.7%		86.2%		89.4%

		Total				Count		2044		867		2911

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		9.494		1		2907		.002

		reverse_Period		9.494		1		2907		.002

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, were your preferences respected?=		1		-4.546		.2637		-17.238		0.000		-5.063		-4.029		.011		.006		.018

				2		-2.978		.1740		-17.119		0.000		-3.319		-2.637		.051		.036		.072

				3		-1.677		.1516		-11.061		0.000		-1.974		-1.379		.187		.139		.252

		reverse_Period=1				.397		.1287		3.081		.002		.144		.649		1.487		1.155		1.914				1.09		2.02		0.0062

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.





table for paper

				Patient survey: comparison between baseline, intervention and post-intervention



								Pre-intervention (B)				Intervention (I)				Post-Intervention (P-I)				Effect/ comparison1		Statistic2



				Ward		Response		No.		%		No.		%		No.		%

				Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		43		1.6%		5		0.6%		13		0.6%		Overall		F(2,5654)=15.61, p<.001

						Sometimes		125		4.6%		27		3.1%		45		2.2%		P-I vs. B		OR 1.63 (95%CI 1.29 - 2.07), p<.001

						Often		231		8.4%		93		10.7%		131		6.4%		I vs. B		OR 1.11 (95%CI 0.84 - 1.48), p=.75

						Always		2348		85.5%		742		85.6%		1856		90.8%		P-I vs I		OR 1.60 (95%CI 1.18 - 2.16), p<.001

				At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		2068		75.3%		739		85.2%		1856		90.8%		Overall		F(2,5652)=80.02, p<.001

						Sometimes		275		10.0%		90		10.4%		119		5.8%		P-I vs. B		OR=0.32 (95%CI 0.26 - 0.40), p<.001

						Often		69		2.5%		7		0.8%		14		0.7%		I vs. B		OR=0.53 (95%CI 0.40 - 0.69), p<.001

						Always		333		12.1%		31		3.6%		56		2.7%		P-I vs I		OR=0.61 (95%CI 0.45 - 0.83), p<.001

				Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		212		7.7%		61		7.0%		104		5.1%		Overall		F(2 ,5652 )=30.89, p<.001

						Sometimes		147		5.4%		24		2.8%		60		2.9%		P-I vs. B		OR=1.88 (95%CI 1.52 - 2.31), p<.001

						Often		221		8.1%		83		9.6%		113		5.5%		I vs. B		OR=1.42 (95%CI 1.10 - 1.83), p=.003

						Always		2165		78.9%		699		80.6%		1768		86.5%		P-I vs I		OR=1.41 (95%CI 1.08 - 1.85), p=.007

				Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		40		1.5%		3		.3%		13		0.6%		Overall		F(2,5653 )= 20.63, p<.001

						Sometimes		125		4.6%		15		1.7%		44		2.2%		P-I vs. B		OR=1.86 (95%CI 1.44 - 2.40), p<.001

						Often		215		7.8%		81		9.3%		104		5.1%		I vs. B		OR=1.57 (95%CI 1.15 - 2.14), p=.002

						Always		2366		86.2%		768		88.6%		1884		92.1%		P-I vs I		OR=1.32 (95%CI 0.95 - 1.85), p=.12

				Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		64		2.3%		15		1.7%		14		0.7%		Overall		F(2,5654)=37.60, p<.001

						Sometimes		215		7.8%		49		5.7%		78		3.8%		P-I vs. B		OR=2.01 (95%CI 1.64 - 2.46), p<.001

						Often		371		13.5%		107		12.3%		177		8.7%		I vs. B		OR=1.44 (95%CI 1.13 - 1.84), p<.001

						Always		2097		76.3%		696		80.3%		1776		86.8%		P-I vs I		OR=1.50 (95%CI 1.15 - 1.96), p<.001

				Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		38		1.4%		9		1.0%		11		0.5%		Overall		F(2,5653)=25.08, p<.001

						Sometimes		167		6.1%		28		3.2%		45		2.2%		P-I vs. B		OR=1.94 (95%CI 1.54 - 2.44), p<.001

						Often		287		10.4%		83		9.6%		134		6.6%		I vs. B		OR=1.47 (95%CI 1.11 - 1.95), p=.001

						Always		2255		82.1%		747		86.2%		1854		90.7%		P-I vs I		OR=1.49 (95%CI 1.09 - 2.02), p=.001

				Total score (6-24)		Mean (SD)		22.00		(2.79)		22.61		(2.17)		23.03		(2.03)		Overall		F(2, 5629.68 )=93.94 , p<.001

																				P-I vs. B		   β= 1.01 (95%CI 0.83 - 1.18), p<.001

																				I vs. B		   β= 0.69 (95%CI 0.45 - 0.92), p<.001

																				P-I vs I		   β= 0.32 (95%CI 0.08 - 0.56), p=.004



				1 Mixed model (random intercepts): multilogit for individual questions and linear model (with bootstrap) for total score

				2 F(numerator degrees of freedom, denominator degrees of freedom), p; Odds ratio(OR) and 95% confidence interval(CI), p; β and 95% CI, p







New Table 1

				Patient survey: comparison between baseline, intervention and post-intervention



								Pre-intervention 				During intervention 				Post-Intervention 



				Ward		Response		No.		%		No.		%		No.		%

				Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		43		1.6%		5		0.6%		13		0.6%

						Sometimes		125		4.6%		27		3.1%		45		2.2%

						Often		231		8.4%		93		10.7%		131		6.4%

						Always		2348		85.5%		742		85.6%		1856		90.8%

				At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		2068		75.3%		739		85.2%		1856		90.8%

						Sometimes		275		10.0%		90		10.4%		119		5.8%

						Often		69		2.5%		7		0.8%		14		0.7%

						Always		333		12.1%		31		3.6%		56		2.7%

				Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		212		7.7%		61		7.0%		104		5.1%

						Sometimes		147		5.4%		24		2.8%		60		2.9%

						Often		221		8.1%		83		9.6%		113		5.5%

						Always		2165		78.9%		699		80.6%		1768		86.5%

				Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		40		1.5%		3		.3%		13		0.6%

						Sometimes		125		4.6%		15		1.7%		44		2.2%

						Often		215		7.8%		81		9.3%		104		5.1%

						Always		2366		86.2%		768		88.6%		1884		92.1%

				Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		64		2.3%		15		1.7%		14		0.7%

						Sometimes		215		7.8%		49		5.7%		78		3.8%

						Often		371		13.5%		107		12.3%		177		8.7%

						Always		2097		76.3%		696		80.3%		1776		86.8%

				Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		38		1.4%		9		1.0%		11		0.5%

						Sometimes		167		6.1%		28		3.2%		45		2.2%

						Often		287		10.4%		83		9.6%		134		6.6%

						Always		2255		82.1%		747		86.2%		1854		90.7%

				Total score (possible range 6-24)		Mean (SD)		22.00		(2.79)		22.61		(2.17)		23.03		(2.03)



















New Table 2

						Patient survey: comparison between baseline, intervention and post-intervention



										Odds ratio (95% CI)1



						Question		F(numerator df, denominator df), p		Post-intervention vs. Pre-intervention		During intervention vs. Pre-intervention		Post-intervention vs During intervention



						Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		F(2,5654)=15.61, p<.001		1.63 (1.29 - 2.07), p<.001		1.11 (0.84 - 1.48), p=.75		1.60 (1.18 - 2.16), p<.001

						At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		F(2,5652)=80.02, p<.001		0.32 (0.26 - 0.40), p<.001		0.53 (0.40 - 0.69), p<.001		0.61 (0.45 - 0.83), p<.001

						Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		F(2 ,5652 )=30.89, p<.001		1.88 (1.52 - 2.31), p<.001		1.42 (1.10 - 1.83), p=.003		1.41 (1.08 - 1.85), p=.007

						Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		F(2,5653 )= 20.63, p<.001		1.86 (1.44 - 2.40), p<.001		1.57 (1.15 - 2.14), p=.002		1.32 (0.95 - 1.85), p=.12

						Where possible, did staff give you choices?		F(2,5654)=37.60, p<.001		2.01 (1.64 - 2.46), p<.001		1.44 (1.13 - 1.84), p<.001		1.50 (1.15 - 1.96), p<.001

						Where possible, were your preferences respected?		F(2,5653)=25.08, p<.001		1.94 (1.54 - 2.44), p<.001		1.47 (1.11 - 1.95), p=.001		1.49 (1.09 - 2.02), p=.001



										β (95% CI)2

								F(numerator df, denominator df), p		Post-Intervention vs. Pre-intervention		During intervention vs. Pre-intervention		Post-intervention vs During intervention



						Total score (6-24)		F(2, 5629.68 )=93.94 , p<.001		1.01 (0.83 - 1.18), p<.001		0.69 (0.45 - 0.92), p<.001		0.32 (0.08 - 0.56), p=.004





				1 Mixed model (random intercepts): cumulative logit for individual questions

				2 Mixed model (random intercepts): linear model (with bootstrap) for total score
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Post-intervention vs. Pre-

intervention

During intervention vs. Pre-

intervention

Post-intervention vs During 

intervention

Were the healthcare staff caring and 

compassionate?

F(2,5654)=15.61, p<.001 1.63 (1.29 - 2.07), p<.001 1.11 (0.84 - 1.48), p=.75 1.60 (1.18 - 2.16), p<.001

At any point during your stay did you feel 

ignored by staff?

F(2,5652)=80.02, p<.001 0.32 (0.26 - 0.40), p<.001 0.53 (0.40 - 0.69), p<.001 0.61 (0.45 - 0.83), p<.001

Did you feel the staff treated you as an 

individual person?

F(2 ,5652 )=30.89, p<.001 1.88 (1.52 - 2.31), p<.001 1.42 (1.10 - 1.83), p=.003 1.41 (1.08 - 1.85), p=.007

Were you given privacy when discussing 

your condition, treatment or care?

F(2,5653 )= 20.63, p<.001 1.86 (1.44 - 2.40), p<.001 1.57 (1.15 - 2.14), p=.002 1.32 (0.95 - 1.85), p=.12

Where possible, did staff give you 

choices?

F(2,5654)=37.60, p<.001 2.01 (1.64 - 2.46), p<.001 1.44 (1.13 - 1.84), p<.001 1.50 (1.15 - 1.96), p<.001

Where possible, were your preferences 

respected?

F(2,5653)=25.08, p<.001 1.94 (1.54 - 2.44), p<.001 1.47 (1.11 - 1.95), p=.001 1.49 (1.09 - 2.02), p=.001

F(numerator df, denominator df), p

Post-Intervention vs. Pre-

intervention

During intervention vs. Pre-

intervention

Post-intervention vs During 

intervention

Total score (6-24) F(2, 5629.68 )=93.94 , p<.001 1.01 (0.83 - 1.18), p<.001 0.69 (0.45 - 0.92), p<.001 0.32 (0.08 - 0.56), p=.004
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		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		Count		13		5		43		61								0.9915962413		2.3908915376

						% within Period		.6%		.6%		1.6%		1.1%

				Sometimes		Count		45		27		125		197

						% within Period		2.2%		3.1%		4.6%		3.5%

				Often		Count		131		93		231		455

						% within Period		6.4%		10.7%		8.4%		8.0%

				Always		Count		1856		742		2348		4946

						% within Period		90.8%		85.6%		85.5%		87.4%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2747		5659

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		15.606		2		5654		.000

		reverse_Period		15.606		2		5654		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?=		1		-4.280		.1715		-24.961		0.000		-4.616		-3.944		.014		.010		.019

				2		-2.793		.1298		-21.516		0.000		-3.047		-2.538		.061		.047		.079

				3		-1.667		.1202		-13.876		0.000		-1.903		-1.432		.189		.149		.239

		reverse_Period=1				.545		.0992		5.491		.000		.350		.739		1.724		1.419		2.094

		reverse_Period=2				.098		.1168		.841		.400		-.131		.327		1.103		.877		1.387

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		Count		13		43		56

						% within Period		.6%		1.6%		1.2%

				Sometimes		Count		45		125		170

						% within Period		2.2%		4.6%		3.5%

				Often		Count		131		231		362

						% within Period		6.4%		8.4%		7.6%

				Always		Count		1856		2348		4204

						% within Period		90.8%		85.5%		87.7%

		Total				Count		2045		2747		4792

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		24.049		1		4788		.000

		reverse_Period		24.049		1		4788		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?=		1		-4.180		.1783		-23.453		0.000		-4.530		-3.831		.015		.011		.022

				2		-2.738		.1353		-20.239		0.000		-3.003		-2.472		.065		.050		.084

				3		-1.677		.1251		-13.402		0.000		-1.922		-1.431		.187		.146		.239

		reverse_Period=1				.490		.1000		4.904		.000		.294		.687		1.633		1.342		1.987				1.29		2.07		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		Count		5		43		48

						% within Period		.6%		1.6%		1.3%

				Sometimes		Count		27		125		152

						% within Period		3.1%		4.6%		4.2%

				Often		Count		93		231		324

						% within Period		10.7%		8.4%		9.0%

				Always		Count		742		2348		3090

						% within Period		85.6%		85.5%		85.5%

		Total				Count		867		2747		3614

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		.807		1		3610		.369

		reverse_Period		.807		1		3610		.369

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?=		1		-4.254		.1908		-22.298		0.000		-4.628		-3.880		.014		.010		.021

				2		-2.774		.1430		-19.391		0.000		-3.054		-2.493		.062		.047		.083

				3		-1.688		.1319		-12.804		0.000		-1.947		-1.430		.185		.143		.239

		reverse_Period=2				.108		.1201		.899		.369		-.128		.343		1.114		.880		1.410				0.84		1.48		0.7487

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		Count		13		5		18

						% within Period		.6%		.6%		.6%

				Sometimes		Count		45		27		72

						% within Period		2.2%		3.1%		2.5%

				Often		Count		131		93		224

						% within Period		6.4%		10.7%		7.7%

				Always		Count		1856		742		2598

						% within Period		90.8%		85.6%		89.2%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		13.666		1		2908		.000

		reverse_Period		13.666		1		2908		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?=		1		-4.735		.2709		-17.479		0.000		-5.266		-4.204		.009		.005		.015

				2		-3.096		.1697		-18.241		0.000		-3.429		-2.764		.045		.032		.063

				3		-1.750		.1452		-12.049		0.000		-2.034		-1.465		.174		.131		.231

		reverse_Period=1				.468		.1266		3.697		.000		.220		.716		1.597		1.246		2.047				1.18		2.16		0.0007

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		Count		1856		739		2068		4663

						% within Period		90.8%		85.2%		75.3%		82.4%

				Sometimes		Count		119		90		275		484

						% within Period		5.8%		10.4%		10.0%		8.6%

				Often		Count		14		7		69		90

						% within Period		.7%		.8%		2.5%		1.6%

				Always		Count		56		31		333		420

						% within Period		2.7%		3.6%		12.1%		7.4%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2745		5657

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		80.020		2		5652		0.000

		reverse_Period		80.020		2		5652		0.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?=		1		1.082		.0991		10.919		0.000		.888		1.276		2.950		2.430		3.583

				2		1.879		.1033		18.189		0.000		1.676		2.081		6.544		5.344		8.012

				3		2.096		.1052		19.924		0.000		1.890		2.302		8.135		6.619		9.999

		reverse_Period=1				-1.138		.0920		-12.376		0.000		-1.319		-.958		.320		.267		.384

		reverse_Period=2				-.624		.1107		-5.638		.000		-.841		-.407		.536		.431		.666

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		Count		1856		2068		3924

						% within Period		90.8%		75.3%		81.9%

				Sometimes		Count		119		275		394

						% within Period		5.8%		10.0%		8.2%

				Often		Count		14		69		83

						% within Period		.7%		2.5%		1.7%

				Always		Count		56		333		389

						% within Period		2.7%		12.1%		8.1%

		Total				Count		2045		2745		4790

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		151.076		1		4786		0.000

		reverse_Period		151.076		1		4786		0.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?=		1		1.099		.1007		10.915		0.000		.901		1.296		3.001		2.463		3.655

				2		1.832		.1049		17.466		0.000		1.626		2.037		6.245		5.085		7.671

				3		2.051		.1069		19.179		0.000		1.841		2.261		7.775		6.304		9.588

		reverse_Period=1				-1.142		.0929		-12.291		0.000		-1.324		-.960		.319		.266		.383				0.26		0.40		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		Count		739		2068		2807

						% within Period		85.2%		75.3%		77.7%

				Sometimes		Count		90		275		365

						% within Period		10.4%		10.0%		10.1%

				Often		Count		7		69		76

						% within Period		.8%		2.5%		2.1%

				Always		Count		31		333		364

						% within Period		3.6%		12.1%		10.1%

		Total				Count		867		2745		3612

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		32.513		1		3608		.000

		reverse_Period		32.513		1		3608		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?=		1		1.112		.1010		11.017		0.000		.914		1.310		3.041		2.495		3.707

				2		1.854		.1056		17.560		0.000		1.647		2.061		6.387		5.192		7.856

				3		2.071		.1078		19.217		0.000		1.860		2.282		7.931		6.421		9.797

		reverse_Period=2				-.644		.1129		-5.702		.000		-.865		-.422		.525		.421		.656				0.40		0.69		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		Count		1856		739		2595

						% within Period		90.8%		85.2%		89.1%

				Sometimes		Count		119		90		209

						% within Period		5.8%		10.4%		7.2%

				Often		Count		14		7		21

						% within Period		.7%		.8%		.7%

				Always		Count		56		31		87

						% within Period		2.7%		3.6%		3.0%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		14.891		1		2908		.000

		reverse_Period		14.891		1		2908		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?=		1		1.619		.1542		10.496		0.000		1.317		1.921		5.048		3.731		6.831

				2		2.791		.1722		16.212		0.000		2.454		3.129		16.299		11.629		22.843

				3		3.016		.1785		16.901		0.000		2.666		3.366		20.414		14.387		28.967

		reverse_Period=1				-.491		.1271		-3.859		.000		-.740		-.241		.612		.477		.786				0.45		0.83		0.0003

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		Count		104		61		212		377

						% within Period		5.1%		7.0%		7.7%		6.7%

				Sometimes		Count		60		24		147		231

						% within Period		2.9%		2.8%		5.4%		4.1%

				Often		Count		113		83		221		417

						% within Period		5.5%		9.6%		8.1%		7.4%

				Always		Count		1768		699		2165		4632

						% within Period		86.5%		80.6%		78.9%		81.9%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2745		5657

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		30.891		2		5652		.000

		reverse_Period		30.891		2		5652		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?=		1		-2.433		.1627		-14.953		0.000		-2.752		-2.114		.088		.064		.121

				2		-1.880		.1596		-11.780		0.000		-2.193		-1.567		.153		.112		.209

				3		-1.235		.1576		-7.833		.000		-1.544		-.926		.291		.214		.396

		reverse_Period=1				.677		.0864		7.834		.000		.508		.846		1.968		1.661		2.331

		reverse_Period=2				.345		.1050		3.285		.001		.139		.551		1.412		1.149		1.735

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		Count		104		212		316

						% within Period		5.1%		7.7%		6.6%

				Sometimes		Count		60		147		207

						% within Period		2.9%		5.4%		4.3%

				Often		Count		113		221		334

						% within Period		5.5%		8.1%		7.0%

				Always		Count		1768		2165		3933

						% within Period		86.5%		78.9%		82.1%

		Total				Count		2045		2745		4790

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		51.998		1		4786		.000

		reverse_Period		51.998		1		4786		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?=		1		-2.427		.1655		-14.667		0.000		-2.751		-2.103		.088		.064		.122

				2		-1.848		.1617		-11.428		0.000		-2.165		-1.531		.158		.115		.216

				3		-1.239		.1596		-7.765		.000		-1.552		-.926		.290		.212		.396

		reverse_Period=1				.629		.0872		7.211		.000		.458		.800		1.875		1.581		2.225				1.52		2.31		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		Count		61		212		273

						% within Period		7.0%		7.7%		7.6%

				Sometimes		Count		24		147		171

						% within Period		2.8%		5.4%		4.7%

				Often		Count		83		221		304

						% within Period		9.6%		8.1%		8.4%

				Always		Count		699		2165		2864

						% within Period		80.6%		78.9%		79.3%

		Total				Count		867		2745		3612

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		10.677		1		3608		.001

		reverse_Period		10.677		1		3608		.001

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?=		1		-2.436		.1583		-15.389		0.000		-2.746		-2.125		.088		.064		.119

				2		-1.876		.1538		-12.202		0.000		-2.178		-1.575		.153		.113		.207

				3		-1.224		.1509		-8.113		.000		-1.520		-.928		.294		.219		.395

		reverse_Period=2				.349		.1068		3.268		.001		.140		.558		1.417		1.150		1.747				1.10		1.83		0.0033

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		Count		104		61		165

						% within Period		5.1%		7.0%		5.7%

				Sometimes		Count		60		24		84

						% within Period		2.9%		2.8%		2.9%

				Often		Count		113		83		196

						% within Period		5.5%		9.6%		6.7%

				Always		Count		1768		699		2467

						% within Period		86.5%		80.6%		84.7%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		9.206		1		2908		.002

		reverse_Period		9.206		1		2908		.002

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?=		1		-2.832		.2114		-13.397		0.000		-3.247		-2.418		.059		.039		.089

				2		-2.345		.2064		-11.364		0.000		-2.750		-1.941		.096		.064		.144

				3		-1.633		.2019		-8.089		.000		-2.029		-1.237		.195		.131		.290

		reverse_Period=1				.345		.1136		3.034		.002		.122		.567		1.412		1.130		1.764				1.08		1.85		0.0073

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		Count		13		3		40		56

						% within Period		.6%		.3%		1.5%		1.0%

				Sometimes		Count		44		15		125		184

						% within Period		2.2%		1.7%		4.6%		3.3%

				Often		Count		104		81		215		400

						% within Period		5.1%		9.3%		7.8%		7.1%

				Always		Count		1884		768		2366		5018

						% within Period		92.1%		88.6%		86.2%		88.7%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2746		5658

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		20.634		2		5653		.000

		reverse_Period		20.634		2		5653		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?=		1		-4.246		.2005		-21.180		0.000		-4.639		-3.853		.014		.010		.021

				2		-2.744		.1628		-16.861		0.000		-3.063		-2.425		.064		.047		.088

				3		-1.659		.1549		-10.709		0.000		-1.962		-1.355		.190		.141		.258

		reverse_Period=1				.668		.1060		6.298		.000		.460		.876		1.950		1.584		2.400

		reverse_Period=2				.404		.1273		3.173		.002		.154		.653		1.498		1.167		1.922

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		Count		13		40		53

						% within Period		.6%		1.5%		1.1%

				Sometimes		Count		44		125		169

						% within Period		2.2%		4.6%		3.5%

				Often		Count		104		215		319

						% within Period		5.1%		7.8%		6.7%

				Always		Count		1884		2366		4250

						% within Period		92.1%		86.2%		88.7%

		Total				Count		2045		2746		4791

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		33.517		1		4787		.000

		reverse_Period		33.517		1		4787		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?=		1		-4.159		.2048		-20.307		0.000		-4.560		-3.757		.016		.010		.023

				2		-2.675		.1660		-16.111		0.000		-3.000		-2.349		.069		.050		.095

				3		-1.682		.1581		-10.635		0.000		-1.992		-1.372		.186		.136		.254

		reverse_Period=1				.619		.1068		5.789		.000		.409		.828		1.856		1.505		2.289				1.44		2.40		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		Count		3		40		43

						% within Period		.3%		1.5%		1.2%

				Sometimes		Count		15		125		140

						% within Period		1.7%		4.6%		3.9%

				Often		Count		81		215		296

						% within Period		9.3%		7.8%		8.2%

				Always		Count		768		2366		3134

						% within Period		88.6%		86.2%		86.7%

		Total				Count		867		2746		3613

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		11.891		1		3609		.001

		reverse_Period		11.891		1		3609		.001

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?=		1		-4.227		.2084		-20.281		0.000		-4.635		-3.818		.015		.010		.022

				2		-2.726		.1599		-17.045		0.000		-3.039		-2.412		.065		.048		.090

				3		-1.646		.1492		-11.030		0.000		-1.939		-1.353		.193		.144		.258

		reverse_Period=2				.449		.1302		3.448		.001		.194		.704		1.567		1.214		2.022				1.15		2.14		0.0017

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		Count		13		3		16

						% within Period		.6%		.3%		.5%

				Sometimes		Count		44		15		59

						% within Period		2.2%		1.7%		2.0%

				Often		Count		104		81		185

						% within Period		5.1%		9.3%		6.4%

				Always		Count		1884		768		2652

						% within Period		92.1%		88.6%		91.1%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		4.109		1		2908		.043

		reverse_Period		4.109		1		2908		.043

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?=		1		-4.932		.3216		-15.337		0.000		-5.563		-4.302		.007		.004		.014

				2		-3.363		.2325		-14.465		0.000		-3.819		-2.907		.035		.022		.055

				3		-2.034		.2115		-9.618		0.000		-2.448		-1.619		.131		.086		.198

		reverse_Period=1				.283		.1395		2.027		.043		.009		.556		1.327		1.009		1.744				0.95		1.85		0.1228

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, did staff give you choices? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		Count		14		15		64		93

						% within Period		.7%		1.7%		2.3%		1.6%

				Sometimes		Count		78		49		215		342

						% within Period		3.8%		5.7%		7.8%		6.0%

				Often		Count		177		107		371		655

						% within Period		8.7%		12.3%		13.5%		11.6%

				Always		Count		1776		696		2097		4569

						% within Period		86.8%		80.3%		76.3%		80.7%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2747		5659

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		37.600		2		5654		.000

		reverse_Period		37.600		2		5654		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, did staff give you choices?=		1		-3.717		.1398		-26.578		0.000		-3.991		-3.442		.024		.018		.032

				2		-2.095		.1056		-19.845		0.000		-2.302		-1.888		.123		.100		.151

				3		-1.016		.0995		-10.209		0.000		-1.211		-.821		.362		.298		.440

		reverse_Period=1				.724		.0837		8.644		0.000		.560		.888		2.062		1.750		2.430

		reverse_Period=2				.339		.1007		3.370		.001		.142		.537		1.404		1.152		1.710

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, did staff give you choices? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		Count		14		64		78

						% within Period		.7%		2.3%		1.6%

				Sometimes		Count		78		215		293

						% within Period		3.8%		7.8%		6.1%

				Often		Count		177		371		548

						% within Period		8.7%		13.5%		11.4%

				Always		Count		1776		2097		3873

						% within Period		86.8%		76.3%		80.8%

		Total				Count		2045		2747		4792

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		67.396		1		4788		.000

		reverse_Period		67.396		1		4788		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, did staff give you choices?=		1		-3.732		.1587		-23.510		0.000		-4.043		-3.421		.024		.018		.033

				2		-2.088		.1230		-16.982		0.000		-2.329		-1.847		.124		.097		.158

				3		-1.013		.1169		-8.668		0.000		-1.242		-.784		.363		.289		.457

		reverse_Period=1				.697		.0849		8.209		.000		.530		.863		2.007		1.699		2.370				1.64		2.46		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, did staff give you choices? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		Count		15		64		79

						% within Period		1.7%		2.3%		2.2%

				Sometimes		Count		49		215		264

						% within Period		5.7%		7.8%		7.3%

				Often		Count		107		371		478

						% within Period		12.3%		13.5%		13.2%

				Always		Count		696		2097		2793

						% within Period		80.3%		76.3%		77.3%

		Total				Count		867		2747		3614

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		12.821		1		3610		.000

		reverse_Period		12.821		1		3610		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, did staff give you choices?=		1		-3.641		.1398		-26.036		0.000		-3.915		-3.367		.026		.020		.035

				2		-2.086		.0991		-21.042		0.000		-2.280		-1.892		.124		.102		.151

				3		-1.039		.0908		-11.447		0.000		-1.217		-.861		.354		.296		.423

		reverse_Period=2				.366		.1021		3.581		.000		.165		.566		1.441		1.180		1.761				1.13		1.84		0.0010

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, did staff give you choices? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		Count		14		15		29

						% within Period		.7%		1.7%		1.0%

				Sometimes		Count		78		49		127

						% within Period		3.8%		5.7%		4.4%

				Often		Count		177		107		284

						% within Period		8.7%		12.3%		9.8%

				Always		Count		1776		696		2472

						% within Period		86.8%		80.3%		84.9%

		Total				Count		2045		867		2912

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		13.403		1		2908		.000

		reverse_Period		13.403		1		2908		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, did staff give you choices?=		1		-4.199		.2366		-17.749		0.000		-4.663		-3.735		.015		.009		.024

				2		-2.461		.1672		-14.719		0.000		-2.789		-2.133		.085		.061		.118

				3		-1.293		.1553		-8.325		.000		-1.597		-.988		.275		.203		.372

		reverse_Period=1				.406		.1110		3.661		.000		.189		.624		1.501		1.208		1.866				1.15		1.96		0.0008

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, did staff give you choices?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, were your preferences respected? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period						Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		Count		11		9		38		58

						% within Period		.5%		1.0%		1.4%		1.0%

				Sometimes		Count		45		28		167		240

						% within Period		2.2%		3.2%		6.1%		4.2%

				Often		Count		134		83		287		504

						% within Period		6.6%		9.6%		10.4%		8.9%

				Always		Count		1854		747		2255		4856

						% within Period		90.7%		86.2%		82.1%		85.8%

		Total				Count		2044		867		2747		5658

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		25.084		2		5653		.000

		reverse_Period		25.084		2		5653		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, were your preferences respected?=		1		-4.215		.1713		-24.602		0.000		-4.551		-3.880		.015		.011		.021

				2		-2.522		.1244		-20.274		0.000		-2.766		-2.278		.080		.063		.103

				3		-1.405		.1160		-12.107		0.000		-1.632		-1.177		.245		.195		.308

		reverse_Period=1				.671		.0955		7.028		.000		.484		.858		1.956		1.622		2.359

		reverse_Period=2				.329		.1152		2.859		.004		.104		.555		1.390		1.109		1.743

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, were your preferences respected? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		Count		11		38		49

						% within Period		.5%		1.4%		1.0%

				Sometimes		Count		45		167		212

						% within Period		2.2%		6.1%		4.4%

				Often		Count		134		287		421

						% within Period		6.6%		10.4%		8.8%

				Always		Count		1854		2255		4109

						% within Period		90.7%		82.1%		85.8%

		Total				Count		2044		2747		4791

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		46.814		1		4787		.000

		reverse_Period		46.814		1		4787		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, were your preferences respected?=		1		-4.245		.1881		-22.560		0.000		-4.613		-3.876		.014		.010		.021

				2		-2.510		.1371		-18.306		0.000		-2.779		-2.241		.081		.062		.106

				3		-1.419		.1286		-11.032		0.000		-1.671		-1.167		.242		.188		.311

		reverse_Period=1				.661		.0966		6.842		.000		.471		.850		1.936		1.602		2.340				1.54		2.44		0.0000

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, were your preferences respected? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st April 2015 - 30th September		Before 1st April 2015

		Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		Count		9		38		47

						% within Period		1.0%		1.4%		1.3%

				Sometimes		Count		28		167		195

						% within Period		3.2%		6.1%		5.4%

				Often		Count		83		287		370

						% within Period		9.6%		10.4%		10.2%

				Always		Count		747		2255		3002

						% within Period		86.2%		82.1%		83.1%

		Total				Count		867		2747		3614

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		10.861		1		3610		.001

		reverse_Period		10.861		1		3610		.001

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, were your preferences respected?=		1		-4.169		.1826		-22.828		0.000		-4.527		-3.811		.015		.011		.022

				2		-2.462		.1271		-19.363		0.000		-2.711		-2.212		.085		.066		.109

				3		-1.395		.1173		-11.893		0.000		-1.624		-1.165		.248		.197		.312

		reverse_Period=2				.386		.1171		3.296		.001		.156		.616		1.471		1.169		1.851				1.11		1.95		0.0030

		reverse_Period=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.

		Where possible, were your preferences respected? * Period Crosstabulation

								Period				Total

								1st October 2015 onwards		1st April 2015 - 30th September

		Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		Count		11		9		20

						% within Period		.5%		1.0%		.7%

				Sometimes		Count		45		28		73

						% within Period		2.2%		3.2%		2.5%

				Often		Count		134		83		217

						% within Period		6.6%		9.6%		7.5%

				Always		Count		1854		747		2601

						% within Period		90.7%		86.2%		89.4%

		Total				Count		2044		867		2911

						% within Period		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		9.494		1		2907		.002

		reverse_Period		9.494		1		2907		.002

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Where possible, were your preferences respected?=		1		-4.546		.2637		-17.238		0.000		-5.063		-4.029		.011		.006		.018

				2		-2.978		.1740		-17.119		0.000		-3.319		-2.637		.051		.036		.072

				3		-1.677		.1516		-11.061		0.000		-1.974		-1.379		.187		.139		.252

		reverse_Period=1				.397		.1287		3.081		.002		.144		.649		1.487		1.155		1.914				1.09		2.02		0.0062

		reverse_Period=2				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Where possible, were your preferences respected?

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.





table for paper

				Patient survey: comparison between baseline, intervention and post-intervention



								Pre-intervention (B)				Intervention (I)				Post-Intervention (P-I)				Effect/ comparison1		Statistic2



				Ward		Response		No.		%		No.		%		No.		%

				Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		43		1.6%		5		0.6%		13		0.6%		Overall		F(2,5654)=15.61, p<.001

						Sometimes		125		4.6%		27		3.1%		45		2.2%		P-I vs. B		OR 1.63 (95%CI 1.29 - 2.07), p<.001

						Often		231		8.4%		93		10.7%		131		6.4%		I vs. B		OR 1.11 (95%CI 0.84 - 1.48), p=.75

						Always		2348		85.5%		742		85.6%		1856		90.8%		P-I vs I		OR 1.60 (95%CI 1.18 - 2.16), p<.001

				At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		2068		75.3%		739		85.2%		1856		90.8%		Overall		F(2,5652)=80.02, p<.001

						Sometimes		275		10.0%		90		10.4%		119		5.8%		P-I vs. B		OR=0.32 (95%CI 0.26 - 0.40), p<.001

						Often		69		2.5%		7		0.8%		14		0.7%		I vs. B		OR=0.53 (95%CI 0.40 - 0.69), p<.001

						Always		333		12.1%		31		3.6%		56		2.7%		P-I vs I		OR=0.61 (95%CI 0.45 - 0.83), p<.001

				Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		212		7.7%		61		7.0%		104		5.1%		Overall		F(2 ,5652 )=30.89, p<.001

						Sometimes		147		5.4%		24		2.8%		60		2.9%		P-I vs. B		OR=1.88 (95%CI 1.52 - 2.31), p<.001

						Often		221		8.1%		83		9.6%		113		5.5%		I vs. B		OR=1.42 (95%CI 1.10 - 1.83), p=.003

						Always		2165		78.9%		699		80.6%		1768		86.5%		P-I vs I		OR=1.41 (95%CI 1.08 - 1.85), p=.007

				Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		40		1.5%		3		.3%		13		0.6%		Overall		F(2,5653 )= 20.63, p<.001

						Sometimes		125		4.6%		15		1.7%		44		2.2%		P-I vs. B		OR=1.86 (95%CI 1.44 - 2.40), p<.001

						Often		215		7.8%		81		9.3%		104		5.1%		I vs. B		OR=1.57 (95%CI 1.15 - 2.14), p=.002

						Always		2366		86.2%		768		88.6%		1884		92.1%		P-I vs I		OR=1.32 (95%CI 0.95 - 1.85), p=.12

				Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		64		2.3%		15		1.7%		14		0.7%		Overall		F(2,5654)=37.60, p<.001

						Sometimes		215		7.8%		49		5.7%		78		3.8%		P-I vs. B		OR=2.01 (95%CI 1.64 - 2.46), p<.001

						Often		371		13.5%		107		12.3%		177		8.7%		I vs. B		OR=1.44 (95%CI 1.13 - 1.84), p<.001

						Always		2097		76.3%		696		80.3%		1776		86.8%		P-I vs I		OR=1.50 (95%CI 1.15 - 1.96), p<.001

				Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		38		1.4%		9		1.0%		11		0.5%		Overall		F(2,5653)=25.08, p<.001

						Sometimes		167		6.1%		28		3.2%		45		2.2%		P-I vs. B		OR=1.94 (95%CI 1.54 - 2.44), p<.001

						Often		287		10.4%		83		9.6%		134		6.6%		I vs. B		OR=1.47 (95%CI 1.11 - 1.95), p=.001

						Always		2255		82.1%		747		86.2%		1854		90.7%		P-I vs I		OR=1.49 (95%CI 1.09 - 2.02), p=.001

				Total score (6-24)		Mean (SD)		22.00		(2.79)		22.61		(2.17)		23.03		(2.03)		Overall		F(2, 5629.68 )=93.94 , p<.001

																				P-I vs. B		   β= 1.01 (95%CI 0.83 - 1.18), p<.001

																				I vs. B		   β= 0.69 (95%CI 0.45 - 0.92), p<.001

																				P-I vs I		   β= 0.32 (95%CI 0.08 - 0.56), p=.004



				1 Mixed model (random intercepts): multilogit for individual questions and linear model (with bootstrap) for total score

				2 F(numerator degrees of freedom, denominator degrees of freedom), p; Odds ratio(OR) and 95% confidence interval(CI), p; β and 95% CI, p







New Table 1

				Patient survey: comparison between baseline, intervention and post-intervention



								Pre-intervention 				Intervention 				Post-Intervention 



				Ward		Response		No.		%		No.		%		No.		%

				Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		Never		43		1.6%		5		0.6%		13		0.6%

						Sometimes		125		4.6%		27		3.1%		45		2.2%

						Often		231		8.4%		93		10.7%		131		6.4%

						Always		2348		85.5%		742		85.6%		1856		90.8%

				At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		Never		2068		75.3%		739		85.2%		1856		90.8%

						Sometimes		275		10.0%		90		10.4%		119		5.8%

						Often		69		2.5%		7		0.8%		14		0.7%

						Always		333		12.1%		31		3.6%		56		2.7%

				Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		Never		212		7.7%		61		7.0%		104		5.1%

						Sometimes		147		5.4%		24		2.8%		60		2.9%

						Often		221		8.1%		83		9.6%		113		5.5%

						Always		2165		78.9%		699		80.6%		1768		86.5%

				Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		Never		40		1.5%		3		.3%		13		0.6%

						Sometimes		125		4.6%		15		1.7%		44		2.2%

						Often		215		7.8%		81		9.3%		104		5.1%

						Always		2366		86.2%		768		88.6%		1884		92.1%

				Where possible, did staff give you choices?		Never		64		2.3%		15		1.7%		14		0.7%

						Sometimes		215		7.8%		49		5.7%		78		3.8%

						Often		371		13.5%		107		12.3%		177		8.7%

						Always		2097		76.3%		696		80.3%		1776		86.8%

				Where possible, were your preferences respected?		Never		38		1.4%		9		1.0%		11		0.5%

						Sometimes		167		6.1%		28		3.2%		45		2.2%

						Often		287		10.4%		83		9.6%		134		6.6%

						Always		2255		82.1%		747		86.2%		1854		90.7%

				Total score (6-24)		Mean (SD)		22.00		(2.79)		22.61		(2.17)		23.03		(2.03)



















New Table 2

						Patient survey: comparison between baseline, intervention and post-intervention





										Odds ratio (95% CI)1



						Question		F(numerator df, denominator df), p		Post-intervention vs. Pre-intervention		During intervention vs. Pre-intervention		Post-intervention vs During intervention



						Were the healthcare staff caring and compassionate?		F(2,5654)=15.61, p<.001		1.63 (1.29 - 2.07), p<.001		1.11 (0.84 - 1.48), p=.75		1.60 (1.18 - 2.16), p<.001

						At any point during your stay did you feel ignored by staff?		F(2,5652)=80.02, p<.001		0.32 (0.26 - 0.40), p<.001		0.53 (0.40 - 0.69), p<.001		0.61 (0.45 - 0.83), p<.001

						Did you feel the staff treated you as an individual person?		F(2 ,5652 )=30.89, p<.001		1.88 (1.52 - 2.31), p<.001		1.42 (1.10 - 1.83), p=.003		1.41 (1.08 - 1.85), p=.007

						Were you given privacy when discussing your condition, treatment or care?		F(2,5653 )= 20.63, p<.001		1.86 (1.44 - 2.40), p<.001		1.57 (1.15 - 2.14), p=.002		1.32 (0.95 - 1.85), p=.12

						Where possible, did staff give you choices?		F(2,5654)=37.60, p<.001		2.01 (1.64 - 2.46), p<.001		1.44 (1.13 - 1.84), p<.001		1.50 (1.15 - 1.96), p<.001

						Where possible, were your preferences respected?		F(2,5653)=25.08, p<.001		1.94 (1.54 - 2.44), p<.001		1.47 (1.11 - 1.95), p=.001		1.49 (1.09 - 2.02), p=.001



										β (95% CI)2

								F(numerator df, denominator df), p		Post-Intervention vs. Pre-intervention		During intervention vs. Pre-intervention		Post-intervention vs During intervention



						Total score (6-24)		F(2, 5629.68 )=93.94 , p<.001		1.01 (0.83 - 1.18), p<.001		0.69 (0.45 - 0.92), p<.001		0.32 (0.08 - 0.56), p=.004





				1 Mixed model (random intercepts): cumulative logit for individual questions

				2 Mixed model (random intercepts): linear model (with bootstrap) for total score






image4.emf
Model term Odds Ratio (95% Confidence Intervals) p

Health Care Practitioner

Doctor 0.98 (0.53-1.83) .96

Health Care Assistant 1.16 (0.73-1.82) .53

HOST/ Domestic 0.70 (0.43-1.12) .14

Student nurse 2.20 (1.16-4.17) .016

Pharmacist 0.84 (0.30-2.40) .75

Allied Health Professionals 3.49 (1.43-8.50) .006

Other 2.00 (0.52-7.69) .31

Nurse   1.00 (-)            

Length of conversation

Brief 0.24 (0.15-0.39) <.001

Short 0.79 (0.48-1.30) 0.354

Long   1.00 (-)            

F(7,550)=2.75, p=.008

F(2,550)=26.58, p<.001

HCP + Length of conversation


Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet3.xlsx
spss

		USE ALL.

		COMPUTE filter_$=(rev_quality ~= 999).

		VARIABLE LABELS filter_$ 'rev_quality ~= 999 (FILTER)'.

		VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

		FORMATS filter_$ (f1.0).

		FILTER BY filter_$.

		EXECUTE.

		/* RQ1 Is there a difference in quality of interaction between wards */

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=ward BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		Crosstabs

		[DataSet1] H:\FNSNM\Projects\Improving dignity of older people in hospital\SPSS\Savefiles\Obs1to17 160419.sav

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		ward name * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		ward name * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		ward name		4S		Count		8		29		42		79

						% within ward name		10.1%		36.7%		53.2%		100.0%

				10 North		Count		0		0		3		3

						% within ward name		0.0%		0.0%		100.0%		100.0%

				CB		Count		16		35		20		71

						% within ward name		22.5%		49.3%		28.2%		100.0%

				CDU		Count		0		6		10		16

						% within ward name		0.0%		37.5%		62.5%		100.0%

				LS		Count		19		39		48		106

						% within ward name		17.9%		36.8%		45.3%		100.0%

				6 North		Count		5		11		25		41

						% within ward name		12.2%		26.8%		61.0%		100.0%

				7North		Count		10		17		16		43

						% within ward name		23.3%		39.5%		37.2%		100.0%

				VE		Count		3		10		12		25

						% within ward name		12.0%		40.0%		48.0%		100.0%

				Thistle		Count		4		15		4		23

						% within ward name		17.4%		65.2%		17.4%		100.0%

				Fraser Gamble		Count		6		11		5		22

						% within ward name		27.3%		50.0%		22.7%		100.0%

				Samuel		Count		3		7		6		16

						% within ward name		18.8%		43.8%		37.5%		100.0%

				Zachary		Count		10		12		11		33

						% within ward name		30.3%		36.4%		33.3%		100.0%

				Albert		Count		9		8		19		36

						% within ward name		25.0%		22.2%		52.8%		100.0%

				Kerr		Count		13		15		10		38

						% within ward name		34.2%		39.5%		26.3%		100.0%

				C8		Count		4		4		3		11

						% within ward name		36.4%		36.4%		27.3%		100.0%

				A7		Count		4		9		11		24

						% within ward name		16.7%		37.5%		45.8%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within ward name		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		*Generalized Linear Mixed Models.

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4106.804

				Bayesian		4111.169

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4104.797) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 48.7%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		66		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.9%		42.1%

		Neutral		Count		0		116		112

				% within Observed		0.0%		50.9%		49.1%

		Positive		Count		0		75		170

				% within Observed		0.0%		30.6%		69.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Modelb				0

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. The fixed effects include intercept only.

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.442		.1551		-9.301		0.000		-1.747		-1.138		.236		.174		.321

				2		.364		.1421		2.559		.011		.085		.643		1.439		1.088		1.902

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		2

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.175		.114		1.542		.123		.049		.624

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ2 Is there a difference between healthcare professionals (HCP) in quality of interaction scores */

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=HCP BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Healthcare professional * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		Healthcare professional * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Healthcare professional		Doctor		Count		9		19		24		52

						% within Healthcare professional		17.3%		36.5%		46.2%		100.0%

				Nurse		Count		41		92		90		223

						% within Healthcare professional		18.4%		41.3%		40.4%		100.0%

				HCA		Count		28		33		50		111

						% within Healthcare professional		25.2%		29.7%		45.0%		100.0%

				HOST/Domestic		Count		24		47		20		91

						% within Healthcare professional		26.4%		51.6%		22.0%		100.0%

				Student nurse		Count		7		18		23		48

						% within Healthcare professional		14.6%		37.5%		47.9%		100.0%

				Pharmacist		Count		3		7		4		14

						% within Healthcare professional		21.4%		50.0%		28.6%		100.0%

				Allied Health		Count		2		6		25		33

						% within Healthcare professional		6.1%		18.2%		75.8%		100.0%

				Other		Count		0		6		9		15

						% within Healthcare professional		0.0%		40.0%		60.0%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within Healthcare professional		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=HCP USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4212.025

				Bayesian		4216.377

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4210.018) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 50.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		72		42

				% within Observed		0.0%		63.2%		36.8%

		Neutral		Count		0		119		109

				% within Observed		0.0%		52.2%		47.8%

		Positive		Count		0		68		177

				% within Observed		0.0%		27.8%		72.2%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		4.353		7		578		.000

		HCP		4.353		7		578		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-2.348		.5618		-4.180		.000		-3.452		-1.245		.096		.032		.288

				2		-.463		.5540		-.836		.404		-1.551		.625		.629		.212		1.868

		HCP=1				-.843		.6076		-1.388		.166		-2.037		.350		.430		.130		1.419

		HCP=2				-.889		.5575		-1.594		.111		-1.984		.206		.411		.138		1.229

		HCP=3				-.916		.5718		-1.602		.110		-2.039		.207		.400		.130		1.230

		HCP=4				-1.493		.5776		-2.584		.010		-2.627		-.358		.225		.072		.699

		HCP=5				-.380		.6151		-.618		.537		-1.589		.828		.684		.204		2.288

		HCP=6				-1.229		.7402		-1.661		.097		-2.683		.224		.292		.068		1.252

		HCP=7				.696		.6820		1.021		.308		-.643		2.036		2.006		.526		7.658

		HCP=8				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		10

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.194		.118		1.636		.102		.058		.642

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ3 Does the length of interaction affect the quality of interaction */

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=length BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Length of interaction * Quality(reverse scored)		564		96.1%		23		3.9%		587		100.0%

		Length of interaction * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Length of interaction		Brief interaction		Count		68		137		70		275

						% within Length of interaction		24.7%		49.8%		25.5%		100.0%

				Short conversation		Count		26		55		95		176

						% within Length of interaction		14.8%		31.3%		54.0%		100.0%

				Long conversation		Count		13		29		71		113

						% within Length of interaction		11.5%		25.7%		62.8%		100.0%

		Total				Count		107		221		236		564

						% within Length of interaction		19.0%		39.2%		41.8%		100.0%

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		564		96.1%

		Excluded		23		3.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4130.273

				Bayesian		4134.593

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4128.266) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 54.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		69		38

				% within Observed		0.0%		64.5%		35.5%

		Neutral		Count		0		147		74

				% within Observed		0.0%		66.5%		33.5%

		Positive		Count		0		76		160

				% within Observed		0.0%		32.2%		67.8%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		27.758		2		560		.000

		length		27.758		2		560		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-2.389		.2452		-9.744		0.000		-2.870		-1.907		.092		.057		.148

				2		-.411		.2226		-1.847		.065		-.849		.026		.663		.428		1.026

		length=1				-1.491		.2294		-6.498		.000		-1.941		-1.040		.225		.144		.353

		length=2				-.402		.2414		-1.666		.096		-.876		.072		.669		.416		1.075

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		5

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.179		.109		1.646		.100		.054		.588

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ4 whay are the simultaneuous effects of conversation length, HCP and quality of interaction */

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=HCP length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		564		96.1%

		Excluded		23		3.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4190.305

				Bayesian		4194.613

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4188.297) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 52.3%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		4		70		33

				% within Observed		3.7%		65.4%		30.8%

		Neutral		Count		13		132		76

				% within Observed		5.9%		59.7%		34.4%

		Positive		Count		1		76		159

				% within Observed		.4%		32.2%		67.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		8.098		9		553		.000

		HCP		3.084		7		553		.003

		length		26.420		2		553		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-3.363		.6613		-5.085		.000		-4.662		-2.064		.035		.009		.127

				2		-1.323		.6467		-2.045		.041		-2.593		-.052		.266		.075		.949

		HCP=1				-1.156		.6713		-1.723		.086		-2.475		.162		.315		.084		1.176

		HCP=2				-1.131		.6141		-1.842		.066		-2.337		.075		.323		.097		1.078

		HCP=3				-.986		.6290		-1.568		.118		-2.222		.249		.373		.108		1.283

		HCP=4				-1.492		.6326		-2.358		.019		-2.734		-.249		.225		.065		.780

		HCP=5				-.336		.6671		-.504		.614		-1.647		.974		.714		.193		2.649

		HCP=6				-1.298		.7870		-1.649		.100		-2.844		.248		.273		.058		1.282

		HCP=7				.120		.7458		.161		.872		-1.345		1.585		1.127		.261		4.878

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				-1.421		.2409		-5.898		.000		-1.894		-.948		.241		.150		.388

		length=2				-.243		.2524		-.964		.336		-.739		.253		.784		.478		1.287

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		13

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.218		.125		1.740		.082		.071		.673

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ5 does HCP moderate the effect of length of conversation? */

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=HCP length HCP*length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		564		96.1%

		Excluded		23		3.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4284.703

				Bayesian		4288.987

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4282.696) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 53.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		5		76		26

				% within Observed		4.7%		71.0%		24.3%

		Neutral		Count		10		145		66

				% within Observed		4.5%		65.6%		29.9%

		Positive		Count		1		84		151

				% within Observed		.4%		35.6%		64.0%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		3.182		22		540		.000

		HCP		1.139		7		540		.337

		length		.051		2		540		.950

		HCP * length		.618		13		540		.840

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		5.989		67.2937		.089		.929		-126.200		138.179		399.085		1.556E-55		1023822410973930000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

				2		8.042		67.2936		.120		.905		-124.148		140.231		3107.594		1.211E-54		7971271333455470000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=1				8.261		67.2950		.123		.902		-123.931		140.453		3869.233		1.504E-54		9951498286708260000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=2				8.189		67.2942		.122		.903		-124.002		140.379		3599.824		1.402E-54		9244114021385040000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=3				7.914		67.2950		.118		.906		-124.278		140.106		2735.530		1.064E-54		7035732814348340000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=4				8.404		67.2999		.125		.901		-123.797		140.606		4466.800		1.720E-54		11600225751039800000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=5				9.037		67.2983		.134		.893		-123.162		141.235		8405.009		3.247E-54		21757494036006500000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=6				18.004		180.4613		.100		.921		-336.488		372.497		65945031.172		7.331E-147		593181438256313000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=7				10.022		67.2892		.149		.882		-122.158		142.203		22526.061		8.858E-54		57284933299102600000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				8.127		67.2965		.121		.904		-124.068		140.322		3385.562		1.312E-54		8733823179807220000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=2				8.192		67.2784		.122		.903		-123.968		140.351		3611.128		1.451E-54		8989587544382480000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=3				0b

		[HCP=1]*[length=1]				-9.746		67.2996		-.145		.885		-141.947		122.455		5.851E-05		2.255E-62		151851334905642000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=2]				-8.271		67.2828		-.123		.902		-140.440		123.897		.000		1.018E-61		642241062129175000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=2]*[length=1]				-9.454		67.2975		-.140		.888		-141.651		122.743		7.837E-05		3.032E-62		202562968903281000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=2]				-8.466		67.2795		-.126		.900		-140.628		123.695		.000		8.436E-62		525033197226368000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=3]*[length=1]				-9.025		67.2986		-.134		.893		-141.224		123.175		.000		4.649E-62		311901597844148000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=2]				-7.825		67.2807		-.116		.907		-139.989		124.339		.000		1.598E-61		999770134153370000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=4]*[length=1]				-9.951		67.3036		-.148		.883		-142.160		122.257		4.766E-05		1.822E-62		124661153289708000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=2]				-9.317		67.2856		-.138		.890		-141.490		122.857		8.991E-05		3.561E-62		227035462006911000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=5]*[length=1]				-9.778		67.3022		-.145		.885		-141.984		122.428		5.670E-05		2.174E-62		147913967044446000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=2]				-7.682		67.2874		-.114		.909		-139.859		124.495		.000		1.819E-61		1168027237509810000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=6]*[length=1]				-19.767		180.4640		-.110		.913		-374.264		334.731		2.602E-09		2.878E-163		23531917300439100000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=2]				-18.267		180.4574		-.101		.919		-372.752		336.217		1.166E-08		1.306E-162		104068450779564000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=1]				-11.238		67.2954		-.167		.867		-143.431		120.955		1.316E-05		5.114E-63		33888355976372500000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=7]*[length=2]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=1]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=2]				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		36

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.208		.122		1.712		.087		.066		.655

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ6 Is there an association between ward environment factors, individually and simultaneously and quality of interaction? */

		DEFINE ENV(ivar=!tokens(1)).

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=!ivar BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=!ivar USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		!ENDDEFINE.

		ENV ivar=y_smell.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Smell * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		Smell * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Smell		0		Count		21		35		25		81

						% within Smell		25.9%		43.2%		30.9%		100.0%

				1		Count		93		193		220		506

						% within Smell		18.4%		38.1%		43.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within Smell		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4128.409

				Bayesian		4132.772

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4126.402) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 49.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		66		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.9%		42.1%

		Neutral		Count		0		120		108

				% within Observed		0.0%		52.6%		47.4%

		Positive		Count		0		75		170

				% within Observed		0.0%		30.6%		69.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.514		1		584		.011

		y_smell		6.514		1		584		.011

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.929		.2561		-3.628		.000		-1.432		-.426		.395		.239		.653

				2		.895		.2554		3.503		.000		.393		1.396		2.447		1.482		4.040

		y_smell				.598		.2344		2.552		.011		.138		1.059		1.819		1.148		2.883

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.196		.123		1.595		.111		.057		.670

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_temp.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Temperature * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		Temperature * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Temperature		0		Count		21		48		43		112

						% within Temperature		18.8%		42.9%		38.4%		100.0%

				1		Count		93		180		202		475

						% within Temperature		19.6%		37.9%		42.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within Temperature		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4111.601

				Bayesian		4115.964

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4109.594) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 49.1%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		66		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.9%		42.1%

		Neutral		Count		0		114		114

				% within Observed		0.0%		50.0%		50.0%

		Positive		Count		0		71		174

				% within Observed		0.0%		29.0%		71.0%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		.478		1		584		.490

		y_temp		.478		1		584		.490

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.329		.2290		-5.803		.000		-1.779		-.879		.265		.169		.415

				2		.479		.2217		2.161		.031		.044		.915		1.615		1.045		2.496

		y_temp				.147		.2130		.691		.490		-.271		.566		1.159		.763		1.760

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.185		.119		1.552		.121		.052		.653

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_clean.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Clean * Quality(reverse scored)		576		98.1%		11		1.9%		587		100.0%

		Clean * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Clean		0		Count		32		50		43		125

						% within Clean		25.6%		40.0%		34.4%		100.0%

				1		Count		81		174		196		451

						% within Clean		18.0%		38.6%		43.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		113		224		239		576

						% within Clean		19.6%		38.9%		41.5%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		576		98.1%

		Excluded		11		1.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4041.616

				Bayesian		4045.960

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4039.609) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 48.8%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		65		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.5%		42.5%

		Neutral		Count		0		115		109

				% within Observed		0.0%		51.3%		48.7%

		Positive		Count		0		73		166

				% within Observed		0.0%		30.5%		69.5%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.125		1		573		.014

		y_clean		6.125		1		573		.014

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.065		.2159		-4.933		.000		-1.489		-.641		.345		.226		.527

				2		.752		.2129		3.534		.000		.334		1.170		2.122		1.397		3.223

		y_clean				.491		.1985		2.475		.014		.101		.881		1.634		1.107		2.414

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.183		.117		1.571		.116		.053		.639

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_clutter.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Clutter * Quality(reverse scored)		574		97.8%		13		2.2%		587		100.0%

		Clutter * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Clutter		0		Count		47		71		48		166

						% within Clutter		28.3%		42.8%		28.9%		100.0%

				1		Count		67		147		194		408

						% within Clutter		16.4%		36.0%		47.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		218		242		574

						% within Clutter		19.9%		38.0%		42.2%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		574		97.8%

		Excluded		13		2.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4038.819

				Bayesian		4043.160

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4036.812) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 48.3%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		64		50

				% within Observed		0.0%		56.1%		43.9%

		Neutral		Count		0		101		117

				% within Observed		0.0%		46.3%		53.7%

		Positive		Count		0		66		176

				% within Observed		0.0%		27.3%		72.7%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		15.206		1		571		.000

		y_clutter		15.206		1		571		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.909		.1922		-4.732		.000		-1.287		-.532		.403		.276		.587

				2		.887		.1920		4.622		.000		.510		1.264		2.428		1.666		3.540

		y_clutter				.722		.1851		3.900		.000		.358		1.086		2.059		1.431		2.961

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.138		.099		1.391		.164		.034		.564

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_reach.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Reach * Quality(reverse scored)		586		99.8%		1		.2%		587		100.0%

		Reach * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Reach		0		Count		49		77		62		188

						% within Reach		26.1%		41.0%		33.0%		100.0%

				1		Count		64		151		183		398

						% within Reach		16.1%		37.9%		46.0%		100.0%

		Total				Count		113		228		245		586

						% within Reach		19.3%		38.9%		41.8%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		586		99.8%

		Excluded		1		.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4146.287

				Bayesian		4150.648

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4144.280) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 49.0%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		76		37

				% within Observed		0.0%		67.3%		32.7%

		Neutral		Count		0		134		94

				% within Observed		0.0%		58.8%		41.2%

		Positive		Count		0		92		153

				% within Observed		0.0%		37.6%		62.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		16.323		1		583		.000

		y_reach		16.323		1		583		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.014		.1962		-5.165		.000		-1.399		-.628		.363		.247		.534

				2		.841		.1939		4.335		.000		.460		1.222		2.318		1.584		3.393

		y_reach				.741		.1835		4.040		.000		.381		1.102		2.099		1.464		3.009

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.219		.131		1.672		.095		.068		.706

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_items.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Items * Quality(reverse scored)		580		98.8%		7		1.2%		587		100.0%

		Items * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Items		0		Count		26		53		29		108

						% within Items		24.1%		49.1%		26.9%		100.0%

				1		Count		87		172		213		472

						% within Items		18.4%		36.4%		45.1%		100.0%

		Total				Count		113		225		242		580

						% within Items		19.5%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		580		98.8%

		Excluded		7		1.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4099.291

				Bayesian		4103.642

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4097.284) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 52.1%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		6		61		46

				% within Observed		5.3%		54.0%		40.7%

		Neutral		Count		0		134		91

				% within Observed		0.0%		59.6%		40.4%

		Positive		Count		0		80		162

				% within Observed		0.0%		33.1%		66.9%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		11.466		1		577		.001

		y_items		11.466		1		577		.001

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.845		.2348		-3.601		.000		-1.307		-.384		.429		.271		.681

				2		.984		.2354		4.181		.000		.522		1.447		2.676		1.685		4.249

		y_items				.739		.2181		3.386		.001		.310		1.167		2.093		1.364		3.212

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.178		.115		1.543		.123		.050		.634

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_visit.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Visit * Quality(reverse scored)		540		92.0%		47		8.0%		587		100.0%

		Visit * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Visit		0		Count		74		121		130		325

						% within Visit		22.8%		37.2%		40.0%		100.0%

				1		Count		32		89		94		215

						% within Visit		14.9%		41.4%		43.7%		100.0%

		Total				Count		106		210		224		540

						% within Visit		19.6%		38.9%		41.5%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		540		92.0%

		Excluded		47		8.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3772.761

				Bayesian		3777.040

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3770.754) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 46.9%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		67		39

				% within Observed		0.0%		63.2%		36.8%

		Neutral		Count		0		113		97

				% within Observed		0.0%		53.8%		46.2%

		Positive		Count		0		84		140

				% within Observed		0.0%		37.5%		62.5%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		3.606		1		537		.058

		y_visit		3.606		1		537		.058

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.306		.1703		-7.665		.000		-1.640		-.971		.271		.194		.379

				2		.500		.1602		3.121		.002		.185		.815		1.649		1.204		2.259

		y_visit				.335		.1766		1.899		.058		-.012		.682		1.398		.988		1.979

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.178		.121		1.471		.141		.047		.674

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS= y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		521		88.8%

		Excluded		66		11.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3764.362

				Bayesian		3768.593

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3762.354) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 52.6%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		15		54		35

				% within Observed		14.4%		51.9%		33.7%

		Neutral		Count		5		111		83

				% within Observed		2.5%		55.8%		41.7%

		Positive		Count		0		70		148

				% within Observed		0.0%		32.1%		67.9%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.674		7		512		.000

		y_smell		6.459		1		512		.011

		y_temp		.291		1		512		.590

		y_clean		.479		1		512		.489

		y_clutter		11.447		1		512		.001

		y_reach		7.350		1		512		.007

		y_items		2.964		1		512		.086

		y_visit		4.077		1		512		.044

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		.673		.4252		1.583		.114		-.162		1.509		1.960		.850		4.520

				2		2.578		.4392		5.871		.000		1.716		3.441		13.177		5.560		31.226

		y_smell				.811		.3191		2.541		.011		.184		1.438		2.250		1.202		4.212

		y_temp				-.127		.2355		-.539		.590		-.590		.336		.881		.555		1.399

		y_clean				.161		.2324		.692		.489		-.296		.617		1.175		.744		1.854

		y_clutter				.682		.2016		3.383		.001		.286		1.078		1.978		1.331		2.940

		y_reach				.596		.2200		2.711		.007		.164		1.029		1.816		1.178		2.797

		y_items				.457		.2655		1.722		.086		-.065		.979		1.579		.938		2.661

		y_visit				.387		.1917		2.019		.044		.010		.764		1.473		1.011		2.146

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		9

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.237		.144		1.646		.100		.072		.781

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/*RQ7 */

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit HCP USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		521		88.8%

		Excluded		66		11.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3865.331

				Bayesian		3869.548

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3863.323) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 54.1%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		15		62		27

				% within Observed		14.4%		59.6%		26.0%

		Neutral		Count		12		111		76

				% within Observed		6.0%		55.8%		38.2%

		Positive		Count		1		61		156

				% within Observed		.5%		28.0%		71.6%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		4.697		14		505		.000

		y_smell		5.947		1		505		.015

		y_temp		.072		1		505		.789

		y_clean		1.503		1		505		.221

		y_clutter		10.071		1		505		.002

		y_reach		4.580		1		505		.033

		y_items		1.451		1		505		.229

		y_visit		6.398		1		505		.012

		HCP		3.106		7		505		.003

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.027		.7399		-.036		.971		-1.480		1.427		.974		.228		4.166

				2		1.948		.7462		2.610		.009		.482		3.414		7.013		1.619		30.383

		y_smell				.795		.3258		2.439		.015		.154		1.435		2.214		1.167		4.199

		y_temp				-.066		.2464		-.268		.789		-.550		.418		.936		.577		1.519

		y_clean				.300		.2447		1.226		.221		-.181		.781		1.350		.835		2.183

		y_clutter				.653		.2056		3.173		.002		.249		1.057		1.921		1.282		2.877

		y_reach				.487		.2274		2.140		.033		.040		.934		1.627		1.041		2.544

		y_items				.331		.2750		1.204		.229		-.209		.872		1.393		.811		2.391

		y_visit				.500		.1975		2.530		.012		.112		.887		1.648		1.118		2.429

		HCP=1				-.890		.6646		-1.340		.181		-2.196		.415		.411		.111		1.515

		HCP=2				-.675		.6064		-1.114		.266		-1.867		.516		.509		.155		1.675

		HCP=3				-.628		.6235		-1.006		.315		-1.852		.597		.534		.157		1.818

		HCP=4				-1.180		.6223		-1.896		.059		-2.402		.043		.307		.090		1.044

		HCP=5				-.155		.6651		-.233		.816		-1.462		1.152		.856		.232		3.163

		HCP=6				-.648		.8068		-.803		.422		-2.233		.937		.523		.107		2.553

		HCP=7				.807		.7291		1.107		.269		-.626		2.239		2.241		.535		9.388

		HCP=8				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		17

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.275		.162		1.696		.090		.087		.874

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		514		87.6%

		Excluded		73		12.4%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3883.067

				Bayesian		3887.280

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3881.059) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 58.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		18		59		23

				% within Observed		18.0%		59.0%		23.0%

		Neutral		Count		9		130		60

				% within Observed		4.5%		65.3%		30.2%

		Positive		Count		1		62		152

				% within Observed		.5%		28.8%		70.7%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		9.900		9		503		.000

		y_smell		3.838		1		503		.051

		y_temp		.011		1		503		.917

		y_clean		1.209		1		503		.272

		y_clutter		9.140		1		503		.003

		y_reach		5.405		1		503		.020

		y_items		3.766		1		503		.053

		y_visit		5.037		1		503		.025

		length		24.811		2		503		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.379		.4754		-.797		.426		-1.313		.555		.685		.269		1.742

				2		1.716		.4811		3.567		.000		.771		2.662		5.563		2.162		14.318

		y_smell				.644		.3286		1.959		.051		-.002		1.289		1.903		.998		3.630

		y_temp				-.026		.2488		-.104		.917		-.515		.463		.974		.598		1.589

		y_clean				.261		.2374		1.099		.272		-.205		.728		1.298		.814		2.070

		y_clutter				.625		.2067		3.023		.003		.219		1.031		1.868		1.245		2.804

		y_reach				.522		.2245		2.325		.020		.081		.963		1.685		1.084		2.620

		y_items				.531		.2736		1.941		.053		-.007		1.069		1.701		.993		2.911

		y_visit				.446		.1989		2.244		.025		.056		.837		1.563		1.057		2.310

		length=1				-1.561		.2497		-6.252		.000		-2.051		-1.070		.210		.129		.343

		length=2				-.492		.2625		-1.876		.061		-1.008		.023		.611		.365		1.024

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		12

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.234		.143		1.630		.103		.070		.778

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit HCP length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		514		87.6%

		Excluded		73		12.4%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3949.668

				Bayesian		3953.867

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3947.660) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 57.8%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		20		61		19

				% within Observed		20.0%		61.0%		19.0%

		Neutral		Count		19		121		59

				% within Observed		9.5%		60.8%		29.6%

		Positive		Count		4		55		156

				% within Observed		1.9%		25.6%		72.6%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.462		16		496		.000

		y_smell		2.969		1		496		.086

		y_temp		.012		1		496		.911

		y_clean		1.976		1		496		.160

		y_clutter		7.852		1		496		.005

		y_reach		3.725		1		496		.054

		y_items		2.595		1		496		.108

		y_visit		7.464		1		496		.007

		HCP		2.952		7		496		.005

		length		24.645		2		496		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.289		.8358		-1.542		.124		-2.931		.354		.276		.053		1.424

				2		.877		.8337		1.052		.294		-.761		2.515		2.403		.467		12.362

		y_smell				.579		.3359		1.723		.086		-.081		1.239		1.784		.922		3.451

		y_temp				.029		.2585		.111		.911		-.479		.537		1.029		.619		1.710

		y_clean				.350		.2490		1.406		.160		-.139		.839		1.419		.870		2.315

		y_clutter				.592		.2113		2.802		.005		.177		1.007		1.808		1.194		2.737

		y_reach				.448		.2319		1.930		.054		-.008		.903		1.565		.992		2.468

		y_items				.456		.2832		1.611		.108		-.100		1.013		1.578		.905		2.753

		y_visit				.558		.2043		2.732		.007		.157		.960		1.748		1.170		2.611

		HCP=1				-1.357		.7363		-1.843		.066		-2.804		.090		.257		.061		1.094

		HCP=2				-.983		.6671		-1.474		.141		-2.294		.327		.374		.101		1.387

		HCP=3				-.699		.6850		-1.020		.308		-2.045		.647		.497		.129		1.910

		HCP=4				-1.274		.6801		-1.874		.062		-2.611		.062		.280		.073		1.064

		HCP=5				-.195		.7193		-.272		.786		-1.609		1.218		.823		.200		3.380

		HCP=6				-.791		.8638		-.916		.360		-2.488		.906		.453		.083		2.475

		HCP=7				.328		.7964		.412		.681		-1.237		1.893		1.388		.290		6.636

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				-1.565		.2648		-5.909		.000		-2.085		-1.044		.209		.124		.352

		length=2				-.393		.2766		-1.422		.156		-.937		.150		.675		.392		1.162

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		20

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.276		.162		1.703		.089		.087		.871

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit HCP length HCP*length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		514		87.6%

		Excluded		73		12.4%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4011.987

				Bayesian		4016.158

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4009.978) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 58.6%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		22		60		18

				% within Observed		22.0%		60.0%		18.0%

		Neutral		Count		12		131		56

				% within Observed		6.0%		65.8%		28.1%

		Positive		Count		1		66		148

				% within Observed		.5%		30.7%		68.8%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		3.601		29		483		.000

		y_smell		2.761		1		483		.097

		y_temp		.072		1		483		.788

		y_clean		1.914		1		483		.167

		y_clutter		7.196		1		483		.008

		y_reach		3.863		1		483		.050

		y_items		2.559		1		483		.110

		y_visit		7.532		1		483		.006

		HCP		.999		7		483		.431

		length		.053		2		483		.948

		HCP * length		.901		13		483		.552

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		8.904		67.4651		.132		.895		-123.657		141.465		7361.149		1.978E-54		27390719213715300000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

				2		11.100		67.4652		.165		.869		-121.461		143.662		66190.179		1.778E-53		246350040854498000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		y_smell				.562		.3381		1.662		.097		-.103		1.226		1.754		.903		3.408

		y_temp				.071		.2639		.269		.788		-.448		.589		1.073		.639		1.803

		y_clean				.349		.2525		1.383		.167		-.147		.845		1.418		.863		2.329

		y_clutter				.575		.2142		2.682		.008		.154		.996		1.777		1.166		2.707

		y_reach				.460		.2343		1.965		.050		.000		.921		1.585		1.000		2.511

		y_items				.460		.2873		1.600		.110		-.105		1.024		1.583		.900		2.785

		y_visit				.564		.2056		2.745		.006		.160		.968		1.758		1.174		2.634

		HCP=1				9.224		67.4648		.137		.891		-123.337		141.784		10133.524		2.725E-54		37682038769660000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=2				9.029		67.4639		.134		.894		-123.530		141.588		8341.554		2.247E-54		30964250432766200000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=3				8.936		67.4648		.132		.895		-123.625		141.497		7601.665		2.044E-54		28268927467518900000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=4				10.529		67.4740		.156		.876		-122.050		143.107		37369.005		9.868E-54		141509826116490000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=5				9.716		67.4680		.144		.886		-122.851		142.283		16577.933		4.430E-54		62038010195452100000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=6				18.733		179.9457		.104		.917		-334.840		372.306		136630448.492		3.808E-146		490218721030269000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=7				10.830		67.4589		.161		.873		-121.719		143.379		50519.086		1.374E-53		185695339954466000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				8.951		67.4666		.133		.895		-123.613		141.516		7718.690		2.068E-54		28807308863278000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=2				8.484		67.4485		.126		.900		-124.045		141.012		4834.807		1.342E-54		17413174255087600000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=3				0b

		[HCP=1]*[length=1]				-11.460		67.4707		-.170		.865		-144.032		121.113		1.055E-05		2.803E-63		39680273507399600000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=2]				-9.043		67.4536		-.134		.893		-141.582		123.495		.000		3.249E-62		429943941435691000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=2]*[length=1]				-10.204		67.4678		-.151		.880		-142.771		122.362		3.701E-05		9.893E-63		138442278337579000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=2]				-8.793		67.4497		-.130		.896		-141.324		123.738		.000		4.205E-62		548086626046340000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=3]*[length=1]				-9.964		67.4691		-.148		.883		-142.533		122.605		4.705E-05		1.255E-62		176458935772796000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=2]				-8.017		67.4516		-.119		.905		-140.552		124.517		.000		9.098E-62		1194589266554430000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=4]*[length=1]				-12.037		67.4786		-.178		.859		-144.625		120.551		5.923E-06		1.550E-63		22630041352024200000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=2]				-10.867		67.4603		-.161		.872		-143.419		121.685		1.908E-05		5.177E-63		70348210097660200000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=5]*[length=1]				-10.386		67.4727		-.154		.878		-142.962		122.190		3.086E-05		8.170E-63		116565940264920000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=2]				-7.909		67.4578		-.117		.907		-140.456		124.638		.000		1.002E-61		1347917596467330000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=6]*[length=1]				-20.251		179.9489		-.113		.910		-373.830		333.329		1.604E-09		4.443E-163		5791935422140300000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=2]				-17.882		179.9427		-.099		.921		-371.449		335.685		1.714E-08		4.806E-162		61131299877739000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=1]				-11.875		67.4654		-.176		.860		-144.437		120.687		6.963E-06		1.870E-63		25925775453566100000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=7]*[length=2]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=1]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=2]				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		43

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.261		.156		1.667		.096		.080		.844

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* DIAGNOSTICS */

		/* Collinearity */

		REGRESSION

		  /MISSING LISTWISE

		  /STATISTICS COLLIN TOL

		  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)

		  /NOORIGIN

		  /DEPENDENT rev_quality

		  /METHOD=ENTER y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit doctor nurse hca domestic

		    student pharmacist allied brief short.

		Regression

		Warnings

		For models with dependent variable Quality(reverse scored), the following variables are constants or have missing correlations: pharmacist. They will be deleted from the analysis.

		Variables Entered/Removeda

		Model		Variables Entered		Variables Removed		Method

		1		short, Clutter, hca, Visit, Smell, Temperature, doctor, Reach, student, allied, domestic, Items, Clean, brief, nurseb				Enter

		a. Dependent Variable: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. All requested variables entered.

		Coefficientsa

		Model				Collinearity Statistics

						Tolerance		VIF

		1		Smell		.884		1.131

				Temperature		.922		1.085

				Clean		.743		1.347

				Clutter		.945		1.058

				Reach		.817		1.224

				Items		.774		1.292

				Visit		.860		1.163

				doctor		.389		2.572

				nurse		.174		5.733

				hca		.243		4.114

				domestic		.273		3.668

				student		.380		2.630

				allied		.455		2.198

				brief		.521		1.920

				short		.529		1.891

		a. Dependent Variable: Quality(reverse scored)

		Collinearity Diagnosticsa

		Model				Eigenvalue		Condition Index		Variance Proportions

										(Constant)		Smell		Temperature		Clean		Clutter		Reach		Items		Visit		doctor		nurse		hca		domestic		student		allied		brief		short

		1		1		8.110		1.000		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00

				2		1.105		2.709		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.02		.02		.00		.06		.01		.05		.10

				3		1.059		2.767		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.00		.01		.06		.01		.00		.02		.00		.24		.00		.00

				4		1.017		2.823		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.17		.00		.00		.05		.00		.10		.00		.00

				5		1.006		2.839		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.02		.01		.04		.03		.16		.00		.00		.00

				6		1.004		2.841		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.06		.01		.06		.09		.01		.02		.00		.00

				7		.906		2.992		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.02		.02		.00		.07		.00		.06		.12

				8		.556		3.818		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.00		.01		.79		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.03		.00		.00

				9		.292		5.272		.00		.01		.05		.06		.03		.44		.00		.00		.05		.00		.00		.00		.01		.03		.09		.09

				10		.272		5.463		.00		.00		.02		.00		.82		.12		.02		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00

				11		.181		6.698		.00		.00		.38		.06		.00		.10		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.00		.00		.47		.34

				12		.161		7.099		.00		.00		.21		.43		.06		.32		.13		.01		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.01		.00		.00

				13		.144		7.512		.00		.12		.15		.29		.00		.00		.18		.09		.00		.00		.01		.02		.01		.02		.15		.23

				14		.105		8.779		.02		.05		.17		.06		.05		.00		.50		.08		.07		.12		.10		.07		.09		.03		.05		.05

				15		.065		11.143		.01		.68		.02		.04		.00		.00		.14		.00		.14		.21		.20		.22		.20		.11		.02		.01

				16		.016		22.259		.97		.14		.00		.06		.03		.00		.01		.01		.42		.60		.53		.48		.37		.41		.09		.05

		a. Dependent Variable: Quality(reverse scored)





Table 1



										Quality of interaction										Total



				Ward						Negative		Neutral		Positive



				4S		(n=78)		No.		8		29		41						78

								%		10%		37%		53%						100.0%



				10 North		(n=3)		No.		0		0		3						3

								%		0%		0%		100%						100.0%



				CB		(n=71)		No.		16		35		20						71

								%		23%		49%		28%						100.0%



				CDU		(n=16)		No.		0		6		10						16

								%		0%		38%		63%						100.0%



				LS		(n=103)		No.		19		39		45						103

								%		18%		38%		44%						100.0%



				6 North		(n=39)		No.		5		11		23						39

								%		13%		28%		59%						100.0%



				7North		(n=43)		No.		10		17		16						43

								%		23%		40%		37%						100.0%



				VE		(n=25)		No.		3		10		12						25

								%		12%		40%		48%						100.0%



				Thistle		(n=23)		No.		4		15		4						23

								%		17%		65%		17%						100.0%



				Fraser Gamble		(n=22)		No.		6		11		5						22

								%		27%		50%		23%						100.0%



				Samuel		(n=16)		No.		3		7		6						16

								%		19%		44%		38%						100.0%



				Zachary		(n=33)		No.		10		12		11						33

								%		30%		36%		33%						100.0%



				Albert		(n=36)		No.		9		8		19						36

								%		25%		22%		53%						100.0%



				Kerr		(n=38)		No.		13		15		10						38

								%		34%		39%		26%						100.0%



				C8		(n=11)		No.		4		4		3						11

								%		36%		36%		27%						100.0%



				A7		(n=24)		No.		4		9		11						24

								%		17%		38%		46%						100.0%



				All		(n=581)		No.		114		228		239						581

								%		20%		39%		41%						100.0%







Table 1 for paper



								Quality of interaction



				Ward (n)				Negative						Neutral						Positive

								No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)



				1		(78)		8		0.1026		(10)		29		0.3718		(37)		41		0.5256		(53)



				2		(3)		0		0.0000		(0)		0		0.0000		(0)		3		1.0000		(100)



				3		(71)		16		0.2254		(23)		35		0.4930		(49)		20		0.2817		(28)



				4		(16)		0		0.0000		(0)		6		0.3750		(38)		10		0.6250		(63)



				5		(103)		19		0.1845		(18)		39		0.3786		(38)		45		0.4369		(44)



				6		(39)		5		0.1282		(13)		11		0.2821		(28)		23		0.5897		(59)



				7		(43)		10		0.2326		(23)		17		0.3953		(40)		16		0.3721		(37)



				8		(25)		3		0.1200		(12)		10		0.4000		(40)		12		0.4800		(48)



				9		(23)		4		0.1739		(17)		15		0.6522		(65)		4		0.1739		(17)



				10		(22)		6		0.2727		(27)		11		0.5000		(50)		5		0.2273		(23)



				11		(16)		3		0.1875		(19)		7		0.4375		(44)		6		0.3750		(38)



				12		(33)		10		0.3030		(30)		12		0.3636		(36)		11		0.3333		(33)



				13		(36)		9		0.2500		(25)		8		0.2222		(22)		19		0.5278		(53)



				14		(38)		13		0.3421		(34)		15		0.3947		(39)		10		0.2632		(26)



				15		(11)		4		0.3636		(36)		4		0.3636		(36)		3		0.2727		(27)



				16		(24)		4		0.1667		(17)		9		0.3750		(38)		11		0.4583		(46)



				All		(581)		114		0.1962		(20)		228		0.3924		(39)		239		0.4114		(41)







Table 2



										Quality of interaction												Total

										Negative		Neutral		Positive



				Healthcare professional



				Doctor		(n=52)		No.		9		19		24								52

								%		17%		37%		46%								100.0%



				Nurse		(n=223)		No.		41		92		90								223

								%		18%		41%		40%								100.0%



				HCA		(n=111)		No.		28		33		50								111

								%		25%		30%		45%								100.0%



				HOST/ Domestic		(n=91)		No.		24		47		20								91

								%		26%		52%		22%								100.0%



				Student nurse		(n=48)		No.		7		18		23								48

								%		15%		38%		48%								100.0%



				Pharmacist		(n=14)		No.		3		7		4								14

								%		21%		50%		29%								100.0%



				Allied Health		(n=33)		No.		2		6		25								33

								%		6%		18%		76%								100.0%



				Other		(n=15)		No.		0		6		3								9

								%		0%		67%		33%								100.0%

				Length of interaction



				Brief interaction		(n=272)		No.		68		137		67								272

								%		25%		50%		25%								100.0%

				Short conversation		(n=176)		No.		26		55		95								176

								%		15%		31%		54%								100.0%

				Long conversation		(n=113)		No.		13		29		71								113

								%		12%		26%		63%								100%















Table 2 for paper



								Quality of interaction

								Negative						Neutral						Positive



				Healthcare professional(n)				No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)



				Doctor		(52)		9		17%		(17)		19		37%		(37)		24		46%		(46)

				Nurse		(223)		41		18%		(18)		92		41%		(41)		90		40%		(40)

				HCA		(111)		28		25%		(25)		33		30%		(30)		50		45%		(45)

				HOST/ Domestic		(91)		24		26%		(26)		47		52%		(52)		20		22%		(22)

				Student nurse		(48)		7		15%		(15)		18		38%		(38)		23		48%		(48)

				Pharmacist		(14)		3		21%		(21)		7		50%		(50)		4		29%		(29)

				Allied Health		(33)		2		6%		(6)		6		18%		(18)		25		76%		(76)

				Other		(15)		0		0%		(0)		6		67%		(67)		3		33%		(33)



				Length of interaction(n)				No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)



				Brief interaction		(272)		68		25%		(25)		137		50%		(50)		67		25%		(25)

				Short conversation		(176)		26		15%		(15)		55		31%		(31)		95		54%		(54)

				Long conversation		(113)		13		12%		(12)		29		26%		(26)		71		63%		(63)

















Table 3



										HCP								Length of conversation								HCP + Length of conversation



				Model Term				Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.



								HCP

				HCP=1				Doctor		0.89		0.22		3.57		.87										0.49		0.12		2.09		.34

				HCP=2				Nurse		0.85		0.23		3.12		.80										0.50		0.13		1.92		.31

				HCP=3				HCA		0.83		0.22		3.11		.78										0.58		0.15		2.27		.43

				HCP=4				HOST/ Domestic		0.46		0.12		1.76		.26										0.35		0.09		1.38		.13

				HCP=5				Student nurse		1.40		0.35		5.65		.64										1.10		0.26		4.63		.90

				HCP=6				Pharmacist		0.60		0.12		2.99		.53										0.42		0.08		2.21		.31

				HCP=7				Allied Health		4.16		0.91		19.00		.066										1.74		0.36		8.49		.49

				HCP=8				Other		1.00																1.00



								Length of conversation

				length=1				Brief										0.22		0.14		0.35		<.001		0.24		0.15		0.39		<.001

				length=2				Short										0.67		0.42		1.08		.098		0.79		0.48		1.30		.35

				length=3				Long										1.00								1.00





















Previous Table 3





										HCP + Length of conversation



				Model Term				Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.



								HCP		F(7,550)=2.76, p=.008

				HCP=1				Doctor		0.49		0.12		2.09		.34

				HCP=2				Nurse		0.50		0.13		1.92		.31

				HCP=3				HCA		0.58		0.15		2.27		.43

				HCP=4				HOST/ Domestic		0.35		0.09		1.38		.13

				HCP=5				Student nurse		1.10		0.26		4.63		.90

				HCP=6				Pharmacist		0.42		0.08		2.21		.31

				HCP=7				Allied Health		1.74		0.36		8.49		.49

				HCP=8				Other		1.00



								Length of conversation		F(2,550)=26.58, p<.001

				length=1				Brief		0.24		0.15		0.39		<.001

				length=2				Short		0.79		0.48		1.30		.35

				length=3				Long		1.00























temp





										HCP + Length of conversation



				Model Term				Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		OR (95% CI)		p



								HCP		F(7,550)=2.76, p=.008						F(7,550)=2.76, p=.008

				HCP=1				Doctor		0.98		0.53		1.83		0.98 (0.53-1.83)		.96

				HCP=2				Other		2.00		0.52		7.69		2.00 (0.52-7.69)		.31

				HCP=3				HCA		1.16		0.73		1.82		1.16 (0.73-1.82)		.53

				HCP=4				HOST/ Domestic		0.70		0.43		1.12		0.70 (0.43-1.12)		.14

				HCP=5				Student nurse		2.20		1.16		4.17		2.20 (1.16-4.17)		.016

				HCP=6				Pharmacist		0.84		0.30		2.40		0.84 (0.30-2.40)		.75

				HCP=7				Allied Health		3.49		1.43		8.50		3.49 (1.43-8.50)		.006

				HCP=8				Nurse		1.00						1.00(-)



								Length of conversation		F(2,550)=26.58, p<.001						F(2,550)=26.58, p<.001

				length=1				Brief		0.24		0.15		0.39		0.24 (0.15-0.39)		<.001

				length=2				Short		0.79		0.48		1.30		0.79 (0.48-1.30)		.35

				length=3				Long		1.00						1.00 (-)























New Table 3





								HCP + Length of conversation



						Model term		Odds Ratio (95% Confidence Intervals)		p



						Health Care Practitioner		F(7,550)=2.75, p=.008



						Doctor		0.98 (0.53-1.83)		.96

						Health Care Assistant		1.16 (0.73-1.82)		.53

						HOST/ Domestic		0.70 (0.43-1.12)		.14

						Student nurse		2.20 (1.16-4.17)		.016

						Pharmacist		0.84 (0.30-2.40)		.75

						Allied Health Professionals		3.49 (1.43-8.50)		.006

						Other		2.00 (0.52-7.69)		.31

						Nurse		  1.00 (-)            



						Length of conversation		F(2,550)=26.58, p<.001



						Brief		0.24 (0.15-0.39)		<.001

						Short		0.79 (0.48-1.30)		0.354

						Long		  1.00 (-)            









Table 4



				Ward environment		No.		%



				Does the ward smell fresh?		500		86				581

				Is the ward temperature comfortable?		472		81				581

				Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		446		78				570

				Is the bay clutter free?		402		71				568

				In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		394		68				580

				In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		466		81				574

				Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		215		40				534







Table 5



										Quality of interaction



				Ward environment						Negative		Neutral		Positive

				Does the ward smell fresh?

						Yes		No.		93		193		214				506		86				21		35		25

								%		19%		39%		43%										25.90%		43.20%		30.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		21		35		25				81		14				93		193		214

								%		26%		43%		31%										18.60%		38.60%		42.80%

				Is the ward temperature comfortable?

						Yes		No.		93		180		199				475		81				21		48		40

								%		20%		38%		42%										19.30%		44.00%		36.70%

						No/ sometimes		No.		21		48		40				112		19				93		180		199

								%		19%		44%		37%										19.70%		38.10%		42.20%

				Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?

						Yes		No.		81		174		191				451		78				32		50		42

								%		18%		39%		43%				                           						25.80%		40.30%		33.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		32		50		42				125		22				81		174		191

								%		26%		40%		34%				                    						18.20%		39.00%		42.80%

				Is the bay clutter free?

						Yes		No.		67		147		188				408		71				47		71		48

								%		17%		37%		47%				             						28.30%		42.80%		28.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		47		71		48				166		29				67		147		188

								%		28%		43%		29%				                     						16.70%		36.60%		46.80%

				In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?

						Yes		No.		64		151		179				398		68				49		77		60

								%		16%		38%		45%				                						26.30%		41.40%		32.30%

						No/ sometimes		No.		49		77		60				188		32				64		151		179

								%		26%		41%		32%				               						16.20%		38.30%		45.40%

				In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?

						Yes		No.		87		172		207				472		81				26		53		29

								%		19%		37%		44%				               						24.10%		49.10%		26.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		26		53		29				108		19				87		172		207

								%		24%		49%		27%				              						18.70%		36.90%		44.40%

				Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?

						Yes		No.		32		89		94				215		40				74		121		124

								%		15%		41%		44%				       						23.20%		37.90%		38.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		74		121		124				325		60				32		89		94

								%		23%		38%		39%				                  						14.90%		41.40%		43.70%





Table 5 for paper







								Yes total				Yes																		No/Sometimes

												Quality of interaction																		Quality of interaction

						Ward environment						Negative						Neutral						Positive						Negative						Neutral						Positive

								No. 		(% of all)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)



						Does the ward smell fresh?		500		(86)		93		19%		(19)		193		39%		(39)		214		43%		(43)		21		26%		(26)		35		43%		(43)		25		31%		(31)

						Is the ward temperature comfortable?		472		(81)		93		20%		(20)		180		38%		(38)		199		42%		(42)		21		19%		(19)		48		44%		(44)		40		37%		(37)

						Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		446		(78)		81		18%		(18)		174		39%		(39)		191		43%		(43)		32		26%		(26)		50		40%		(40)		42		34%		(34)

						Is the bay clutter free?		402		(71)		67		17%		(17)		147		37%		(37)		188		47%		(47)		47		28%		(28)		71		43%		(43)		48		29%		(29)

						In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		394		(68)		64		16%		(16)		151		38%		(38)		179		45%		(45)		49		26%		(26)		77		41%		(41)		60		32%		(32)

						In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		466		(81)		87		19%		(19)		172		37%		(37)		207		44%		(44)		26		24%		(24)		53		49%		(49)		29		27%		(27)

						Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		215		(40)		32		15%		(15)		89		41%		(41)		94		44%		(44)		74		23%		(23)		121		38%		(38)		124		39%		(39)





















Table 6





						Unadjusted								Adjusted

				Question		OR		L95%		U95%		p		OR		L95%		U95%		p



				Does the ward smell fresh?		1.78		1.13		2.82		.014		2.21		1.18		4.14		.013

				Is the ward temperature comfortable?		1.22		0.80		1.85		.36		0.91		0.57		1.46		.71

				Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		1.62		1.10		2.40		.015		1.15		0.73		1.82		.55

				Is the bay clutter free?		2.02		1.40		2.90		<.001		1.94		1.31		2.88		.001

				In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		2.08		1.45		2.99		<.001		1.83		1.19		2.81		.006

				In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		2.01		1.31		3.09		.001		1.53		0.91		2.58		.110

				Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		1.47		1.04		2.09		.030		1.53		1.05		2.23		.027









New table 4 prev 6





								Unadjusted				Adjusted

						Question		OR (95% CI)		p		OR (95% CI)		p



						Does the ward smell fresh?		1.78 (1.13-2.82)		0.014		2.21 (1.18-4.14)		0.013

						Is the ward temperature comfortable?		1.22 (0.80-1.85)		0.36		0.91 (0.57-1.46)		0.71

						Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		1.62 (1.10-2.40)		0.015		1.15 (0.73-1.82)		0.55

						Is the bay clutter free?		2.02 (1.40-2.90)		<.001		1.94 (1.31-2.88)		<.001

						In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		2.08 (1.45-2.99)		<.001		1.83 (1.19-2.81)		0.006

						In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		2.01 (1.31-3.09)		0.001		1.53 (0.91-2.58)		0.11

						Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		1.47 (1.04-2.09)		0.030		1.53 (1.05-2.23)		0.027









Appendix 1



								HCP + Length of conversation								HCP + Length of conversation + Ward environment



						Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		p		OR		L95%		U95%		p



						HCP

						Doctor		0.49		0.12		2.09		.34		0.50		0.10		2.51		0.40

						Nurse		0.50		0.13		1.92		.31		0.73		0.16		3.23		0.68

						HCA		0.58		0.15		2.27		.43		0.97		0.21		4.42		0.97

						HOST/ Domestic		0.35		0.09		1.38		.13		0.54		0.12		2.42		0.42

						Student nurse		1.10		0.26		4.63		.90		1.58		0.33		7.65		0.57

						Pharmacist		0.42		0.08		2.21		.31		0.87		0.14		5.42		0.88

						Allied Health		1.74		0.36		8.49		.49		2.70		0.49		14.99		0.26

						Other		1.00								1.00



						Length of conversation

						Brief		0.24		0.15		0.39		<.001		0.21		0.13		0.35		<.001

						Short		0.79		0.48		1.30		.35		0.68		0.40		1.18		0.17

						Long		1.00								1.00



						Ward environment



						Does the ward smell fresh?										1.82		0.94		3.53		.074

						Is the ward temperature comfortable?										0.98		0.59		1.63		.94

						Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?										1.45		0.88		2.37		.14

						Is the bay clutter free?										1.81		1.20		2.75		.005

						In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?										1.58		1.00		2.49		.049

						In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?										1.57		0.90		2.73		.11

						Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?										1.75		1.17		2.61		.007
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Question OR (95% CI) p OR (95% CI) p

Does the ward smell fresh? 1.78 (1.13-2.82) 0.014 2.21 (1.18-4.14) 0.013

Is the ward temperature comfortable? 1.22 (0.80-1.85) 0.36 0.91 (0.57-1.46) 0.71

Do the patients in your bay appear clean, 

well groomed and comfortable?

1.62 (1.10-2.40) 0.015 1.15 (0.73-1.82) 0.55

Is the bay clutter free? 2.02 (1.40-2.90) <.001 1.94 (1.31-2.88) <.001

In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, 

mobility aids (if required) for patients within 

easy reach?

2.08 (1.45-2.99) <.001 1.83 (1.19-2.81) 0.006

In your bay, are any personal items within 

easy reach of patients?

2.01 (1.31-3.09) 0.001 1.53 (0.91-2.58) 0.11

Did the nurse in charge visit you in your 

bay?

1.47 (1.04-2.09) 0.030 1.53 (1.05-2.23) 0.027

Unadjusted Adjusted


Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet4.xlsx
spss

		USE ALL.

		COMPUTE filter_$=(rev_quality ~= 999).

		VARIABLE LABELS filter_$ 'rev_quality ~= 999 (FILTER)'.

		VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

		FORMATS filter_$ (f1.0).

		FILTER BY filter_$.

		EXECUTE.

		/* RQ1 Is there a difference in quality of interaction between wards */

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=ward BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		Crosstabs

		[DataSet1] H:\FNSNM\Projects\Improving dignity of older people in hospital\SPSS\Savefiles\Obs1to17 160419.sav

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		ward name * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		ward name * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		ward name		4S		Count		8		29		42		79

						% within ward name		10.1%		36.7%		53.2%		100.0%

				10 North		Count		0		0		3		3

						% within ward name		0.0%		0.0%		100.0%		100.0%

				CB		Count		16		35		20		71

						% within ward name		22.5%		49.3%		28.2%		100.0%

				CDU		Count		0		6		10		16

						% within ward name		0.0%		37.5%		62.5%		100.0%

				LS		Count		19		39		48		106

						% within ward name		17.9%		36.8%		45.3%		100.0%

				6 North		Count		5		11		25		41

						% within ward name		12.2%		26.8%		61.0%		100.0%

				7North		Count		10		17		16		43

						% within ward name		23.3%		39.5%		37.2%		100.0%

				VE		Count		3		10		12		25

						% within ward name		12.0%		40.0%		48.0%		100.0%

				Thistle		Count		4		15		4		23

						% within ward name		17.4%		65.2%		17.4%		100.0%

				Fraser Gamble		Count		6		11		5		22

						% within ward name		27.3%		50.0%		22.7%		100.0%

				Samuel		Count		3		7		6		16

						% within ward name		18.8%		43.8%		37.5%		100.0%

				Zachary		Count		10		12		11		33

						% within ward name		30.3%		36.4%		33.3%		100.0%

				Albert		Count		9		8		19		36

						% within ward name		25.0%		22.2%		52.8%		100.0%

				Kerr		Count		13		15		10		38

						% within ward name		34.2%		39.5%		26.3%		100.0%

				C8		Count		4		4		3		11

						% within ward name		36.4%		36.4%		27.3%		100.0%

				A7		Count		4		9		11		24

						% within ward name		16.7%		37.5%		45.8%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within ward name		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		*Generalized Linear Mixed Models.

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4106.804

				Bayesian		4111.169

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4104.797) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 48.7%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		66		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.9%		42.1%

		Neutral		Count		0		116		112

				% within Observed		0.0%		50.9%		49.1%

		Positive		Count		0		75		170

				% within Observed		0.0%		30.6%		69.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Modelb				0

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. The fixed effects include intercept only.

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.442		.1551		-9.301		0.000		-1.747		-1.138		.236		.174		.321

				2		.364		.1421		2.559		.011		.085		.643		1.439		1.088		1.902

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		2

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.175		.114		1.542		.123		.049		.624

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ2 Is there a difference between healthcare professionals (HCP) in quality of interaction scores */

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=HCP BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Healthcare professional * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		Healthcare professional * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Healthcare professional		Doctor		Count		9		19		24		52

						% within Healthcare professional		17.3%		36.5%		46.2%		100.0%

				Nurse		Count		41		92		90		223

						% within Healthcare professional		18.4%		41.3%		40.4%		100.0%

				HCA		Count		28		33		50		111

						% within Healthcare professional		25.2%		29.7%		45.0%		100.0%

				HOST/Domestic		Count		24		47		20		91

						% within Healthcare professional		26.4%		51.6%		22.0%		100.0%

				Student nurse		Count		7		18		23		48

						% within Healthcare professional		14.6%		37.5%		47.9%		100.0%

				Pharmacist		Count		3		7		4		14

						% within Healthcare professional		21.4%		50.0%		28.6%		100.0%

				Allied Health		Count		2		6		25		33

						% within Healthcare professional		6.1%		18.2%		75.8%		100.0%

				Other		Count		0		6		9		15

						% within Healthcare professional		0.0%		40.0%		60.0%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within Healthcare professional		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=HCP USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4212.025

				Bayesian		4216.377

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4210.018) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 50.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		72		42

				% within Observed		0.0%		63.2%		36.8%

		Neutral		Count		0		119		109

				% within Observed		0.0%		52.2%		47.8%

		Positive		Count		0		68		177

				% within Observed		0.0%		27.8%		72.2%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		4.353		7		578		.000

		HCP		4.353		7		578		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-2.348		.5618		-4.180		.000		-3.452		-1.245		.096		.032		.288

				2		-.463		.5540		-.836		.404		-1.551		.625		.629		.212		1.868

		HCP=1				-.843		.6076		-1.388		.166		-2.037		.350		.430		.130		1.419

		HCP=2				-.889		.5575		-1.594		.111		-1.984		.206		.411		.138		1.229

		HCP=3				-.916		.5718		-1.602		.110		-2.039		.207		.400		.130		1.230

		HCP=4				-1.493		.5776		-2.584		.010		-2.627		-.358		.225		.072		.699

		HCP=5				-.380		.6151		-.618		.537		-1.589		.828		.684		.204		2.288

		HCP=6				-1.229		.7402		-1.661		.097		-2.683		.224		.292		.068		1.252

		HCP=7				.696		.6820		1.021		.308		-.643		2.036		2.006		.526		7.658

		HCP=8				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		10

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.194		.118		1.636		.102		.058		.642

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ3 Does the length of interaction affect the quality of interaction */

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=length BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Length of interaction * Quality(reverse scored)		564		96.1%		23		3.9%		587		100.0%

		Length of interaction * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Length of interaction		Brief interaction		Count		68		137		70		275

						% within Length of interaction		24.7%		49.8%		25.5%		100.0%

				Short conversation		Count		26		55		95		176

						% within Length of interaction		14.8%		31.3%		54.0%		100.0%

				Long conversation		Count		13		29		71		113

						% within Length of interaction		11.5%		25.7%		62.8%		100.0%

		Total				Count		107		221		236		564

						% within Length of interaction		19.0%		39.2%		41.8%		100.0%

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		564		96.1%

		Excluded		23		3.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4130.273

				Bayesian		4134.593

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4128.266) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 54.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		69		38

				% within Observed		0.0%		64.5%		35.5%

		Neutral		Count		0		147		74

				% within Observed		0.0%		66.5%		33.5%

		Positive		Count		0		76		160

				% within Observed		0.0%		32.2%		67.8%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		27.758		2		560		.000

		length		27.758		2		560		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-2.389		.2452		-9.744		0.000		-2.870		-1.907		.092		.057		.148

				2		-.411		.2226		-1.847		.065		-.849		.026		.663		.428		1.026

		length=1				-1.491		.2294		-6.498		.000		-1.941		-1.040		.225		.144		.353

		length=2				-.402		.2414		-1.666		.096		-.876		.072		.669		.416		1.075

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		5

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.179		.109		1.646		.100		.054		.588

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ4 whay are the simultaneuous effects of conversation length, HCP and quality of interaction */

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=HCP length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		564		96.1%

		Excluded		23		3.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4190.305

				Bayesian		4194.613

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4188.297) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 52.3%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		4		70		33

				% within Observed		3.7%		65.4%		30.8%

		Neutral		Count		13		132		76

				% within Observed		5.9%		59.7%		34.4%

		Positive		Count		1		76		159

				% within Observed		.4%		32.2%		67.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		8.098		9		553		.000

		HCP		3.084		7		553		.003

		length		26.420		2		553		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-3.363		.6613		-5.085		.000		-4.662		-2.064		.035		.009		.127

				2		-1.323		.6467		-2.045		.041		-2.593		-.052		.266		.075		.949

		HCP=1				-1.156		.6713		-1.723		.086		-2.475		.162		.315		.084		1.176

		HCP=2				-1.131		.6141		-1.842		.066		-2.337		.075		.323		.097		1.078

		HCP=3				-.986		.6290		-1.568		.118		-2.222		.249		.373		.108		1.283

		HCP=4				-1.492		.6326		-2.358		.019		-2.734		-.249		.225		.065		.780

		HCP=5				-.336		.6671		-.504		.614		-1.647		.974		.714		.193		2.649

		HCP=6				-1.298		.7870		-1.649		.100		-2.844		.248		.273		.058		1.282

		HCP=7				.120		.7458		.161		.872		-1.345		1.585		1.127		.261		4.878

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				-1.421		.2409		-5.898		.000		-1.894		-.948		.241		.150		.388

		length=2				-.243		.2524		-.964		.336		-.739		.253		.784		.478		1.287

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		13

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.218		.125		1.740		.082		.071		.673

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ5 does HCP moderate the effect of length of conversation? */

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=HCP length HCP*length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		564		96.1%

		Excluded		23		3.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4284.703

				Bayesian		4288.987

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4282.696) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 53.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		5		76		26

				% within Observed		4.7%		71.0%		24.3%

		Neutral		Count		10		145		66

				% within Observed		4.5%		65.6%		29.9%

		Positive		Count		1		84		151

				% within Observed		.4%		35.6%		64.0%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		3.182		22		540		.000

		HCP		1.139		7		540		.337

		length		.051		2		540		.950

		HCP * length		.618		13		540		.840

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		5.989		67.2937		.089		.929		-126.200		138.179		399.085		1.556E-55		1023822410973930000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

				2		8.042		67.2936		.120		.905		-124.148		140.231		3107.594		1.211E-54		7971271333455470000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=1				8.261		67.2950		.123		.902		-123.931		140.453		3869.233		1.504E-54		9951498286708260000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=2				8.189		67.2942		.122		.903		-124.002		140.379		3599.824		1.402E-54		9244114021385040000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=3				7.914		67.2950		.118		.906		-124.278		140.106		2735.530		1.064E-54		7035732814348340000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=4				8.404		67.2999		.125		.901		-123.797		140.606		4466.800		1.720E-54		11600225751039800000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=5				9.037		67.2983		.134		.893		-123.162		141.235		8405.009		3.247E-54		21757494036006500000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=6				18.004		180.4613		.100		.921		-336.488		372.497		65945031.172		7.331E-147		593181438256313000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=7				10.022		67.2892		.149		.882		-122.158		142.203		22526.061		8.858E-54		57284933299102600000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				8.127		67.2965		.121		.904		-124.068		140.322		3385.562		1.312E-54		8733823179807220000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=2				8.192		67.2784		.122		.903		-123.968		140.351		3611.128		1.451E-54		8989587544382480000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=3				0b

		[HCP=1]*[length=1]				-9.746		67.2996		-.145		.885		-141.947		122.455		5.851E-05		2.255E-62		151851334905642000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=2]				-8.271		67.2828		-.123		.902		-140.440		123.897		.000		1.018E-61		642241062129175000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=2]*[length=1]				-9.454		67.2975		-.140		.888		-141.651		122.743		7.837E-05		3.032E-62		202562968903281000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=2]				-8.466		67.2795		-.126		.900		-140.628		123.695		.000		8.436E-62		525033197226368000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=3]*[length=1]				-9.025		67.2986		-.134		.893		-141.224		123.175		.000		4.649E-62		311901597844148000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=2]				-7.825		67.2807		-.116		.907		-139.989		124.339		.000		1.598E-61		999770134153370000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=4]*[length=1]				-9.951		67.3036		-.148		.883		-142.160		122.257		4.766E-05		1.822E-62		124661153289708000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=2]				-9.317		67.2856		-.138		.890		-141.490		122.857		8.991E-05		3.561E-62		227035462006911000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=5]*[length=1]				-9.778		67.3022		-.145		.885		-141.984		122.428		5.670E-05		2.174E-62		147913967044446000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=2]				-7.682		67.2874		-.114		.909		-139.859		124.495		.000		1.819E-61		1168027237509810000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=6]*[length=1]				-19.767		180.4640		-.110		.913		-374.264		334.731		2.602E-09		2.878E-163		23531917300439100000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=2]				-18.267		180.4574		-.101		.919		-372.752		336.217		1.166E-08		1.306E-162		104068450779564000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=1]				-11.238		67.2954		-.167		.867		-143.431		120.955		1.316E-05		5.114E-63		33888355976372500000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=7]*[length=2]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=1]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=2]				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		36

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.208		.122		1.712		.087		.066		.655

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ6 Is there an association between ward environment factors, individually and simultaneously and quality of interaction? */

		DEFINE ENV(ivar=!tokens(1)).

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=!ivar BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=!ivar USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		!ENDDEFINE.

		ENV ivar=y_smell.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Smell * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		Smell * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Smell		0		Count		21		35		25		81

						% within Smell		25.9%		43.2%		30.9%		100.0%

				1		Count		93		193		220		506

						% within Smell		18.4%		38.1%		43.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within Smell		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4128.409

				Bayesian		4132.772

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4126.402) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 49.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		66		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.9%		42.1%

		Neutral		Count		0		120		108

				% within Observed		0.0%		52.6%		47.4%

		Positive		Count		0		75		170

				% within Observed		0.0%		30.6%		69.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.514		1		584		.011

		y_smell		6.514		1		584		.011

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.929		.2561		-3.628		.000		-1.432		-.426		.395		.239		.653

				2		.895		.2554		3.503		.000		.393		1.396		2.447		1.482		4.040

		y_smell				.598		.2344		2.552		.011		.138		1.059		1.819		1.148		2.883

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.196		.123		1.595		.111		.057		.670

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_temp.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Temperature * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		Temperature * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Temperature		0		Count		21		48		43		112

						% within Temperature		18.8%		42.9%		38.4%		100.0%

				1		Count		93		180		202		475

						% within Temperature		19.6%		37.9%		42.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within Temperature		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4111.601

				Bayesian		4115.964

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4109.594) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 49.1%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		66		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.9%		42.1%

		Neutral		Count		0		114		114

				% within Observed		0.0%		50.0%		50.0%

		Positive		Count		0		71		174

				% within Observed		0.0%		29.0%		71.0%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		.478		1		584		.490

		y_temp		.478		1		584		.490

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.329		.2290		-5.803		.000		-1.779		-.879		.265		.169		.415

				2		.479		.2217		2.161		.031		.044		.915		1.615		1.045		2.496

		y_temp				.147		.2130		.691		.490		-.271		.566		1.159		.763		1.760

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.185		.119		1.552		.121		.052		.653

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_clean.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Clean * Quality(reverse scored)		576		98.1%		11		1.9%		587		100.0%

		Clean * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Clean		0		Count		32		50		43		125

						% within Clean		25.6%		40.0%		34.4%		100.0%

				1		Count		81		174		196		451

						% within Clean		18.0%		38.6%		43.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		113		224		239		576

						% within Clean		19.6%		38.9%		41.5%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		576		98.1%

		Excluded		11		1.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4041.616

				Bayesian		4045.960

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4039.609) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 48.8%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		65		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.5%		42.5%

		Neutral		Count		0		115		109

				% within Observed		0.0%		51.3%		48.7%

		Positive		Count		0		73		166

				% within Observed		0.0%		30.5%		69.5%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.125		1		573		.014

		y_clean		6.125		1		573		.014

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.065		.2159		-4.933		.000		-1.489		-.641		.345		.226		.527

				2		.752		.2129		3.534		.000		.334		1.170		2.122		1.397		3.223

		y_clean				.491		.1985		2.475		.014		.101		.881		1.634		1.107		2.414

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.183		.117		1.571		.116		.053		.639

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_clutter.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Clutter * Quality(reverse scored)		574		97.8%		13		2.2%		587		100.0%

		Clutter * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Clutter		0		Count		47		71		48		166

						% within Clutter		28.3%		42.8%		28.9%		100.0%

				1		Count		67		147		194		408

						% within Clutter		16.4%		36.0%		47.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		218		242		574

						% within Clutter		19.9%		38.0%		42.2%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		574		97.8%

		Excluded		13		2.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4038.819

				Bayesian		4043.160

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4036.812) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 48.3%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		64		50

				% within Observed		0.0%		56.1%		43.9%

		Neutral		Count		0		101		117

				% within Observed		0.0%		46.3%		53.7%

		Positive		Count		0		66		176

				% within Observed		0.0%		27.3%		72.7%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		15.206		1		571		.000

		y_clutter		15.206		1		571		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.909		.1922		-4.732		.000		-1.287		-.532		.403		.276		.587

				2		.887		.1920		4.622		.000		.510		1.264		2.428		1.666		3.540

		y_clutter				.722		.1851		3.900		.000		.358		1.086		2.059		1.431		2.961

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.138		.099		1.391		.164		.034		.564

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_reach.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Reach * Quality(reverse scored)		586		99.8%		1		.2%		587		100.0%

		Reach * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Reach		0		Count		49		77		62		188

						% within Reach		26.1%		41.0%		33.0%		100.0%

				1		Count		64		151		183		398

						% within Reach		16.1%		37.9%		46.0%		100.0%

		Total				Count		113		228		245		586

						% within Reach		19.3%		38.9%		41.8%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		586		99.8%

		Excluded		1		.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4146.287

				Bayesian		4150.648

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4144.280) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 49.0%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		76		37

				% within Observed		0.0%		67.3%		32.7%

		Neutral		Count		0		134		94

				% within Observed		0.0%		58.8%		41.2%

		Positive		Count		0		92		153

				% within Observed		0.0%		37.6%		62.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		16.323		1		583		.000

		y_reach		16.323		1		583		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.014		.1962		-5.165		.000		-1.399		-.628		.363		.247		.534

				2		.841		.1939		4.335		.000		.460		1.222		2.318		1.584		3.393

		y_reach				.741		.1835		4.040		.000		.381		1.102		2.099		1.464		3.009

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.219		.131		1.672		.095		.068		.706

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_items.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Items * Quality(reverse scored)		580		98.8%		7		1.2%		587		100.0%

		Items * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Items		0		Count		26		53		29		108

						% within Items		24.1%		49.1%		26.9%		100.0%

				1		Count		87		172		213		472

						% within Items		18.4%		36.4%		45.1%		100.0%

		Total				Count		113		225		242		580

						% within Items		19.5%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		580		98.8%

		Excluded		7		1.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4099.291

				Bayesian		4103.642

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4097.284) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 52.1%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		6		61		46

				% within Observed		5.3%		54.0%		40.7%

		Neutral		Count		0		134		91

				% within Observed		0.0%		59.6%		40.4%

		Positive		Count		0		80		162

				% within Observed		0.0%		33.1%		66.9%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		11.466		1		577		.001

		y_items		11.466		1		577		.001

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.845		.2348		-3.601		.000		-1.307		-.384		.429		.271		.681

				2		.984		.2354		4.181		.000		.522		1.447		2.676		1.685		4.249

		y_items				.739		.2181		3.386		.001		.310		1.167		2.093		1.364		3.212

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.178		.115		1.543		.123		.050		.634

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_visit.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Visit * Quality(reverse scored)		540		92.0%		47		8.0%		587		100.0%

		Visit * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Visit		0		Count		74		121		130		325

						% within Visit		22.8%		37.2%		40.0%		100.0%

				1		Count		32		89		94		215

						% within Visit		14.9%		41.4%		43.7%		100.0%

		Total				Count		106		210		224		540

						% within Visit		19.6%		38.9%		41.5%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		540		92.0%

		Excluded		47		8.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3772.761

				Bayesian		3777.040

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3770.754) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 46.9%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		67		39

				% within Observed		0.0%		63.2%		36.8%

		Neutral		Count		0		113		97

				% within Observed		0.0%		53.8%		46.2%

		Positive		Count		0		84		140

				% within Observed		0.0%		37.5%		62.5%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		3.606		1		537		.058

		y_visit		3.606		1		537		.058

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.306		.1703		-7.665		.000		-1.640		-.971		.271		.194		.379

				2		.500		.1602		3.121		.002		.185		.815		1.649		1.204		2.259

		y_visit				.335		.1766		1.899		.058		-.012		.682		1.398		.988		1.979

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.178		.121		1.471		.141		.047		.674

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS= y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		521		88.8%

		Excluded		66		11.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3764.362

				Bayesian		3768.593

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3762.354) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 52.6%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		15		54		35

				% within Observed		14.4%		51.9%		33.7%

		Neutral		Count		5		111		83

				% within Observed		2.5%		55.8%		41.7%

		Positive		Count		0		70		148

				% within Observed		0.0%		32.1%		67.9%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.674		7		512		.000

		y_smell		6.459		1		512		.011

		y_temp		.291		1		512		.590

		y_clean		.479		1		512		.489

		y_clutter		11.447		1		512		.001

		y_reach		7.350		1		512		.007

		y_items		2.964		1		512		.086

		y_visit		4.077		1		512		.044

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		.673		.4252		1.583		.114		-.162		1.509		1.960		.850		4.520

				2		2.578		.4392		5.871		.000		1.716		3.441		13.177		5.560		31.226

		y_smell				.811		.3191		2.541		.011		.184		1.438		2.250		1.202		4.212

		y_temp				-.127		.2355		-.539		.590		-.590		.336		.881		.555		1.399

		y_clean				.161		.2324		.692		.489		-.296		.617		1.175		.744		1.854

		y_clutter				.682		.2016		3.383		.001		.286		1.078		1.978		1.331		2.940

		y_reach				.596		.2200		2.711		.007		.164		1.029		1.816		1.178		2.797

		y_items				.457		.2655		1.722		.086		-.065		.979		1.579		.938		2.661

		y_visit				.387		.1917		2.019		.044		.010		.764		1.473		1.011		2.146

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		9

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.237		.144		1.646		.100		.072		.781

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/*RQ7 */

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit HCP USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		521		88.8%

		Excluded		66		11.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3865.331

				Bayesian		3869.548

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3863.323) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 54.1%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		15		62		27

				% within Observed		14.4%		59.6%		26.0%

		Neutral		Count		12		111		76

				% within Observed		6.0%		55.8%		38.2%

		Positive		Count		1		61		156

				% within Observed		.5%		28.0%		71.6%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		4.697		14		505		.000

		y_smell		5.947		1		505		.015

		y_temp		.072		1		505		.789

		y_clean		1.503		1		505		.221

		y_clutter		10.071		1		505		.002

		y_reach		4.580		1		505		.033

		y_items		1.451		1		505		.229

		y_visit		6.398		1		505		.012

		HCP		3.106		7		505		.003

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.027		.7399		-.036		.971		-1.480		1.427		.974		.228		4.166

				2		1.948		.7462		2.610		.009		.482		3.414		7.013		1.619		30.383

		y_smell				.795		.3258		2.439		.015		.154		1.435		2.214		1.167		4.199

		y_temp				-.066		.2464		-.268		.789		-.550		.418		.936		.577		1.519

		y_clean				.300		.2447		1.226		.221		-.181		.781		1.350		.835		2.183

		y_clutter				.653		.2056		3.173		.002		.249		1.057		1.921		1.282		2.877

		y_reach				.487		.2274		2.140		.033		.040		.934		1.627		1.041		2.544

		y_items				.331		.2750		1.204		.229		-.209		.872		1.393		.811		2.391

		y_visit				.500		.1975		2.530		.012		.112		.887		1.648		1.118		2.429

		HCP=1				-.890		.6646		-1.340		.181		-2.196		.415		.411		.111		1.515

		HCP=2				-.675		.6064		-1.114		.266		-1.867		.516		.509		.155		1.675

		HCP=3				-.628		.6235		-1.006		.315		-1.852		.597		.534		.157		1.818

		HCP=4				-1.180		.6223		-1.896		.059		-2.402		.043		.307		.090		1.044

		HCP=5				-.155		.6651		-.233		.816		-1.462		1.152		.856		.232		3.163

		HCP=6				-.648		.8068		-.803		.422		-2.233		.937		.523		.107		2.553

		HCP=7				.807		.7291		1.107		.269		-.626		2.239		2.241		.535		9.388

		HCP=8				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		17

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.275		.162		1.696		.090		.087		.874

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		514		87.6%

		Excluded		73		12.4%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3883.067

				Bayesian		3887.280

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3881.059) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 58.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		18		59		23

				% within Observed		18.0%		59.0%		23.0%

		Neutral		Count		9		130		60

				% within Observed		4.5%		65.3%		30.2%

		Positive		Count		1		62		152

				% within Observed		.5%		28.8%		70.7%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		9.900		9		503		.000

		y_smell		3.838		1		503		.051

		y_temp		.011		1		503		.917

		y_clean		1.209		1		503		.272

		y_clutter		9.140		1		503		.003

		y_reach		5.405		1		503		.020

		y_items		3.766		1		503		.053

		y_visit		5.037		1		503		.025

		length		24.811		2		503		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.379		.4754		-.797		.426		-1.313		.555		.685		.269		1.742

				2		1.716		.4811		3.567		.000		.771		2.662		5.563		2.162		14.318

		y_smell				.644		.3286		1.959		.051		-.002		1.289		1.903		.998		3.630

		y_temp				-.026		.2488		-.104		.917		-.515		.463		.974		.598		1.589

		y_clean				.261		.2374		1.099		.272		-.205		.728		1.298		.814		2.070

		y_clutter				.625		.2067		3.023		.003		.219		1.031		1.868		1.245		2.804

		y_reach				.522		.2245		2.325		.020		.081		.963		1.685		1.084		2.620

		y_items				.531		.2736		1.941		.053		-.007		1.069		1.701		.993		2.911

		y_visit				.446		.1989		2.244		.025		.056		.837		1.563		1.057		2.310

		length=1				-1.561		.2497		-6.252		.000		-2.051		-1.070		.210		.129		.343

		length=2				-.492		.2625		-1.876		.061		-1.008		.023		.611		.365		1.024

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		12

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.234		.143		1.630		.103		.070		.778

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit HCP length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		514		87.6%

		Excluded		73		12.4%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3949.668

				Bayesian		3953.867

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3947.660) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 57.8%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		20		61		19

				% within Observed		20.0%		61.0%		19.0%

		Neutral		Count		19		121		59

				% within Observed		9.5%		60.8%		29.6%

		Positive		Count		4		55		156

				% within Observed		1.9%		25.6%		72.6%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.462		16		496		.000

		y_smell		2.969		1		496		.086

		y_temp		.012		1		496		.911

		y_clean		1.976		1		496		.160

		y_clutter		7.852		1		496		.005

		y_reach		3.725		1		496		.054

		y_items		2.595		1		496		.108

		y_visit		7.464		1		496		.007

		HCP		2.952		7		496		.005

		length		24.645		2		496		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.289		.8358		-1.542		.124		-2.931		.354		.276		.053		1.424

				2		.877		.8337		1.052		.294		-.761		2.515		2.403		.467		12.362

		y_smell				.579		.3359		1.723		.086		-.081		1.239		1.784		.922		3.451

		y_temp				.029		.2585		.111		.911		-.479		.537		1.029		.619		1.710

		y_clean				.350		.2490		1.406		.160		-.139		.839		1.419		.870		2.315

		y_clutter				.592		.2113		2.802		.005		.177		1.007		1.808		1.194		2.737

		y_reach				.448		.2319		1.930		.054		-.008		.903		1.565		.992		2.468

		y_items				.456		.2832		1.611		.108		-.100		1.013		1.578		.905		2.753

		y_visit				.558		.2043		2.732		.007		.157		.960		1.748		1.170		2.611

		HCP=1				-1.357		.7363		-1.843		.066		-2.804		.090		.257		.061		1.094

		HCP=2				-.983		.6671		-1.474		.141		-2.294		.327		.374		.101		1.387

		HCP=3				-.699		.6850		-1.020		.308		-2.045		.647		.497		.129		1.910

		HCP=4				-1.274		.6801		-1.874		.062		-2.611		.062		.280		.073		1.064

		HCP=5				-.195		.7193		-.272		.786		-1.609		1.218		.823		.200		3.380

		HCP=6				-.791		.8638		-.916		.360		-2.488		.906		.453		.083		2.475

		HCP=7				.328		.7964		.412		.681		-1.237		1.893		1.388		.290		6.636

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				-1.565		.2648		-5.909		.000		-2.085		-1.044		.209		.124		.352

		length=2				-.393		.2766		-1.422		.156		-.937		.150		.675		.392		1.162

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		20

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.276		.162		1.703		.089		.087		.871

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit HCP length HCP*length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		514		87.6%

		Excluded		73		12.4%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4011.987

				Bayesian		4016.158

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4009.978) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 58.6%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		22		60		18

				% within Observed		22.0%		60.0%		18.0%

		Neutral		Count		12		131		56

				% within Observed		6.0%		65.8%		28.1%

		Positive		Count		1		66		148

				% within Observed		.5%		30.7%		68.8%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		3.601		29		483		.000

		y_smell		2.761		1		483		.097

		y_temp		.072		1		483		.788

		y_clean		1.914		1		483		.167

		y_clutter		7.196		1		483		.008

		y_reach		3.863		1		483		.050

		y_items		2.559		1		483		.110

		y_visit		7.532		1		483		.006

		HCP		.999		7		483		.431

		length		.053		2		483		.948

		HCP * length		.901		13		483		.552

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		8.904		67.4651		.132		.895		-123.657		141.465		7361.149		1.978E-54		27390719213715300000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

				2		11.100		67.4652		.165		.869		-121.461		143.662		66190.179		1.778E-53		246350040854498000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		y_smell				.562		.3381		1.662		.097		-.103		1.226		1.754		.903		3.408

		y_temp				.071		.2639		.269		.788		-.448		.589		1.073		.639		1.803

		y_clean				.349		.2525		1.383		.167		-.147		.845		1.418		.863		2.329

		y_clutter				.575		.2142		2.682		.008		.154		.996		1.777		1.166		2.707

		y_reach				.460		.2343		1.965		.050		.000		.921		1.585		1.000		2.511

		y_items				.460		.2873		1.600		.110		-.105		1.024		1.583		.900		2.785

		y_visit				.564		.2056		2.745		.006		.160		.968		1.758		1.174		2.634

		HCP=1				9.224		67.4648		.137		.891		-123.337		141.784		10133.524		2.725E-54		37682038769660000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=2				9.029		67.4639		.134		.894		-123.530		141.588		8341.554		2.247E-54		30964250432766200000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=3				8.936		67.4648		.132		.895		-123.625		141.497		7601.665		2.044E-54		28268927467518900000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=4				10.529		67.4740		.156		.876		-122.050		143.107		37369.005		9.868E-54		141509826116490000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=5				9.716		67.4680		.144		.886		-122.851		142.283		16577.933		4.430E-54		62038010195452100000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=6				18.733		179.9457		.104		.917		-334.840		372.306		136630448.492		3.808E-146		490218721030269000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=7				10.830		67.4589		.161		.873		-121.719		143.379		50519.086		1.374E-53		185695339954466000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				8.951		67.4666		.133		.895		-123.613		141.516		7718.690		2.068E-54		28807308863278000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=2				8.484		67.4485		.126		.900		-124.045		141.012		4834.807		1.342E-54		17413174255087600000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=3				0b

		[HCP=1]*[length=1]				-11.460		67.4707		-.170		.865		-144.032		121.113		1.055E-05		2.803E-63		39680273507399600000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=2]				-9.043		67.4536		-.134		.893		-141.582		123.495		.000		3.249E-62		429943941435691000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=2]*[length=1]				-10.204		67.4678		-.151		.880		-142.771		122.362		3.701E-05		9.893E-63		138442278337579000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=2]				-8.793		67.4497		-.130		.896		-141.324		123.738		.000		4.205E-62		548086626046340000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=3]*[length=1]				-9.964		67.4691		-.148		.883		-142.533		122.605		4.705E-05		1.255E-62		176458935772796000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=2]				-8.017		67.4516		-.119		.905		-140.552		124.517		.000		9.098E-62		1194589266554430000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=4]*[length=1]				-12.037		67.4786		-.178		.859		-144.625		120.551		5.923E-06		1.550E-63		22630041352024200000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=2]				-10.867		67.4603		-.161		.872		-143.419		121.685		1.908E-05		5.177E-63		70348210097660200000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=5]*[length=1]				-10.386		67.4727		-.154		.878		-142.962		122.190		3.086E-05		8.170E-63		116565940264920000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=2]				-7.909		67.4578		-.117		.907		-140.456		124.638		.000		1.002E-61		1347917596467330000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=6]*[length=1]				-20.251		179.9489		-.113		.910		-373.830		333.329		1.604E-09		4.443E-163		5791935422140300000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=2]				-17.882		179.9427		-.099		.921		-371.449		335.685		1.714E-08		4.806E-162		61131299877739000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=1]				-11.875		67.4654		-.176		.860		-144.437		120.687		6.963E-06		1.870E-63		25925775453566100000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=7]*[length=2]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=1]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=2]				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		43

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.261		.156		1.667		.096		.080		.844

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* DIAGNOSTICS */

		/* Collinearity */

		REGRESSION

		  /MISSING LISTWISE

		  /STATISTICS COLLIN TOL

		  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)

		  /NOORIGIN

		  /DEPENDENT rev_quality

		  /METHOD=ENTER y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit doctor nurse hca domestic

		    student pharmacist allied brief short.

		Regression

		Warnings

		For models with dependent variable Quality(reverse scored), the following variables are constants or have missing correlations: pharmacist. They will be deleted from the analysis.

		Variables Entered/Removeda

		Model		Variables Entered		Variables Removed		Method

		1		short, Clutter, hca, Visit, Smell, Temperature, doctor, Reach, student, allied, domestic, Items, Clean, brief, nurseb				Enter

		a. Dependent Variable: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. All requested variables entered.

		Coefficientsa

		Model				Collinearity Statistics

						Tolerance		VIF

		1		Smell		.884		1.131

				Temperature		.922		1.085

				Clean		.743		1.347

				Clutter		.945		1.058

				Reach		.817		1.224

				Items		.774		1.292

				Visit		.860		1.163

				doctor		.389		2.572

				nurse		.174		5.733

				hca		.243		4.114

				domestic		.273		3.668

				student		.380		2.630

				allied		.455		2.198

				brief		.521		1.920

				short		.529		1.891

		a. Dependent Variable: Quality(reverse scored)

		Collinearity Diagnosticsa

		Model				Eigenvalue		Condition Index		Variance Proportions

										(Constant)		Smell		Temperature		Clean		Clutter		Reach		Items		Visit		doctor		nurse		hca		domestic		student		allied		brief		short

		1		1		8.110		1.000		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00

				2		1.105		2.709		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.02		.02		.00		.06		.01		.05		.10

				3		1.059		2.767		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.00		.01		.06		.01		.00		.02		.00		.24		.00		.00

				4		1.017		2.823		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.17		.00		.00		.05		.00		.10		.00		.00

				5		1.006		2.839		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.02		.01		.04		.03		.16		.00		.00		.00

				6		1.004		2.841		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.06		.01		.06		.09		.01		.02		.00		.00

				7		.906		2.992		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.02		.02		.00		.07		.00		.06		.12

				8		.556		3.818		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.00		.01		.79		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.03		.00		.00

				9		.292		5.272		.00		.01		.05		.06		.03		.44		.00		.00		.05		.00		.00		.00		.01		.03		.09		.09

				10		.272		5.463		.00		.00		.02		.00		.82		.12		.02		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00

				11		.181		6.698		.00		.00		.38		.06		.00		.10		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.00		.00		.47		.34

				12		.161		7.099		.00		.00		.21		.43		.06		.32		.13		.01		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.01		.00		.00

				13		.144		7.512		.00		.12		.15		.29		.00		.00		.18		.09		.00		.00		.01		.02		.01		.02		.15		.23

				14		.105		8.779		.02		.05		.17		.06		.05		.00		.50		.08		.07		.12		.10		.07		.09		.03		.05		.05

				15		.065		11.143		.01		.68		.02		.04		.00		.00		.14		.00		.14		.21		.20		.22		.20		.11		.02		.01

				16		.016		22.259		.97		.14		.00		.06		.03		.00		.01		.01		.42		.60		.53		.48		.37		.41		.09		.05

		a. Dependent Variable: Quality(reverse scored)





Table 1



										Quality of interaction										Total



				Ward						Negative		Neutral		Positive



				4S		(n=78)		No.		8		29		41						78

								%		10%		37%		53%						100.0%



				10 North		(n=3)		No.		0		0		3						3

								%		0%		0%		100%						100.0%



				CB		(n=71)		No.		16		35		20						71

								%		23%		49%		28%						100.0%



				CDU		(n=16)		No.		0		6		10						16

								%		0%		38%		63%						100.0%



				LS		(n=103)		No.		19		39		45						103

								%		18%		38%		44%						100.0%



				6 North		(n=39)		No.		5		11		23						39

								%		13%		28%		59%						100.0%



				7North		(n=43)		No.		10		17		16						43

								%		23%		40%		37%						100.0%



				VE		(n=25)		No.		3		10		12						25

								%		12%		40%		48%						100.0%



				Thistle		(n=23)		No.		4		15		4						23

								%		17%		65%		17%						100.0%



				Fraser Gamble		(n=22)		No.		6		11		5						22

								%		27%		50%		23%						100.0%



				Samuel		(n=16)		No.		3		7		6						16

								%		19%		44%		38%						100.0%



				Zachary		(n=33)		No.		10		12		11						33

								%		30%		36%		33%						100.0%



				Albert		(n=36)		No.		9		8		19						36

								%		25%		22%		53%						100.0%



				Kerr		(n=38)		No.		13		15		10						38

								%		34%		39%		26%						100.0%



				C8		(n=11)		No.		4		4		3						11

								%		36%		36%		27%						100.0%



				A7		(n=24)		No.		4		9		11						24

								%		17%		38%		46%						100.0%



				All		(n=581)		No.		114		228		239						581

								%		20%		39%		41%						100.0%







Table 1 for paper



								Quality of interaction



				Ward (n)				Negative						Neutral						Positive

								No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)



				1		(78)		8		0.1026		(10)		29		0.3718		(37)		41		0.5256		(53)



				2		(3)		0		0.0000		(0)		0		0.0000		(0)		3		1.0000		(100)



				3		(71)		16		0.2254		(23)		35		0.4930		(49)		20		0.2817		(28)



				4		(16)		0		0.0000		(0)		6		0.3750		(38)		10		0.6250		(63)



				5		(103)		19		0.1845		(18)		39		0.3786		(38)		45		0.4369		(44)



				6		(39)		5		0.1282		(13)		11		0.2821		(28)		23		0.5897		(59)



				7		(43)		10		0.2326		(23)		17		0.3953		(40)		16		0.3721		(37)



				8		(25)		3		0.1200		(12)		10		0.4000		(40)		12		0.4800		(48)



				9		(23)		4		0.1739		(17)		15		0.6522		(65)		4		0.1739		(17)



				10		(22)		6		0.2727		(27)		11		0.5000		(50)		5		0.2273		(23)



				11		(16)		3		0.1875		(19)		7		0.4375		(44)		6		0.3750		(38)



				12		(33)		10		0.3030		(30)		12		0.3636		(36)		11		0.3333		(33)



				13		(36)		9		0.2500		(25)		8		0.2222		(22)		19		0.5278		(53)



				14		(38)		13		0.3421		(34)		15		0.3947		(39)		10		0.2632		(26)



				15		(11)		4		0.3636		(36)		4		0.3636		(36)		3		0.2727		(27)



				16		(24)		4		0.1667		(17)		9		0.3750		(38)		11		0.4583		(46)



				All		(581)		114		0.1962		(20)		228		0.3924		(39)		239		0.4114		(41)







Table 2



										Quality of interaction												Total

										Negative		Neutral		Positive



				Healthcare professional



				Doctor		(n=52)		No.		9		19		24								52

								%		17%		37%		46%								100.0%



				Nurse		(n=223)		No.		41		92		90								223

								%		18%		41%		40%								100.0%



				HCA		(n=111)		No.		28		33		50								111

								%		25%		30%		45%								100.0%



				HOST/ Domestic		(n=91)		No.		24		47		20								91

								%		26%		52%		22%								100.0%



				Student nurse		(n=48)		No.		7		18		23								48

								%		15%		38%		48%								100.0%



				Pharmacist		(n=14)		No.		3		7		4								14

								%		21%		50%		29%								100.0%



				Allied Health		(n=33)		No.		2		6		25								33

								%		6%		18%		76%								100.0%



				Other		(n=15)		No.		0		6		3								9

								%		0%		67%		33%								100.0%

				Length of interaction



				Brief interaction		(n=272)		No.		68		137		67								272

								%		25%		50%		25%								100.0%

				Short conversation		(n=176)		No.		26		55		95								176

								%		15%		31%		54%								100.0%

				Long conversation		(n=113)		No.		13		29		71								113

								%		12%		26%		63%								100%















Table 2 for paper



								Quality of interaction

								Negative						Neutral						Positive



				Healthcare professional(n)				No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)



				Doctor		(52)		9		17%		(17)		19		37%		(37)		24		46%		(46)

				Nurse		(223)		41		18%		(18)		92		41%		(41)		90		40%		(40)

				HCA		(111)		28		25%		(25)		33		30%		(30)		50		45%		(45)

				HOST/ Domestic		(91)		24		26%		(26)		47		52%		(52)		20		22%		(22)

				Student nurse		(48)		7		15%		(15)		18		38%		(38)		23		48%		(48)

				Pharmacist		(14)		3		21%		(21)		7		50%		(50)		4		29%		(29)

				Allied Health		(33)		2		6%		(6)		6		18%		(18)		25		76%		(76)

				Other		(15)		0		0%		(0)		6		67%		(67)		3		33%		(33)



				Length of interaction(n)				No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)



				Brief interaction		(272)		68		25%		(25)		137		50%		(50)		67		25%		(25)

				Short conversation		(176)		26		15%		(15)		55		31%		(31)		95		54%		(54)

				Long conversation		(113)		13		12%		(12)		29		26%		(26)		71		63%		(63)

















Table 3



										HCP								Length of conversation								HCP + Length of conversation



				Model Term				Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.



								HCP

				HCP=1				Doctor		0.89		0.22		3.57		.87										0.49		0.12		2.09		.34

				HCP=2				Nurse		0.85		0.23		3.12		.80										0.50		0.13		1.92		.31

				HCP=3				HCA		0.83		0.22		3.11		.78										0.58		0.15		2.27		.43

				HCP=4				HOST/ Domestic		0.46		0.12		1.76		.26										0.35		0.09		1.38		.13

				HCP=5				Student nurse		1.40		0.35		5.65		.64										1.10		0.26		4.63		.90

				HCP=6				Pharmacist		0.60		0.12		2.99		.53										0.42		0.08		2.21		.31

				HCP=7				Allied Health		4.16		0.91		19.00		.066										1.74		0.36		8.49		.49

				HCP=8				Other		1.00																1.00



								Length of conversation

				length=1				Brief										0.22		0.14		0.35		<.001		0.24		0.15		0.39		<.001

				length=2				Short										0.67		0.42		1.08		.098		0.79		0.48		1.30		.35

				length=3				Long										1.00								1.00





















New Table 3





										HCP + Length of conversation



				Model Term				Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.



								HCP		F(7,550)=2.76, p=.008

				HCP=1				Doctor		0.49		0.12		2.09		.34

				HCP=2				Nurse		0.50		0.13		1.92		.31

				HCP=3				HCA		0.58		0.15		2.27		.43

				HCP=4				HOST/ Domestic		0.35		0.09		1.38		.13

				HCP=5				Student nurse		1.10		0.26		4.63		.90

				HCP=6				Pharmacist		0.42		0.08		2.21		.31

				HCP=7				Allied Health		1.74		0.36		8.49		.49

				HCP=8				Other		1.00



								Length of conversation		F(2,550)=26.58, p<.001

				length=1				Brief		0.24		0.15		0.39		<.001

				length=2				Short		0.79		0.48		1.30		.35

				length=3				Long		1.00























Table 4



				Ward environment		No.		%



				Does the ward smell fresh?		500		86				581

				Is the ward temperature comfortable?		472		81				581

				Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		446		78				570

				Is the bay clutter free?		402		71				568

				In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		394		68				580

				In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		466		81				574

				Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		215		40				534







Table 5



										Quality of interaction



				Ward environment						Negative		Neutral		Positive

				Does the ward smell fresh?

						Yes		No.		93		193		214				506		86				21		35		25

								%		19%		39%		43%										25.90%		43.20%		30.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		21		35		25				81		14				93		193		214

								%		26%		43%		31%										18.60%		38.60%		42.80%

				Is the ward temperature comfortable?

						Yes		No.		93		180		199				475		81				21		48		40

								%		20%		38%		42%										19.30%		44.00%		36.70%

						No/ sometimes		No.		21		48		40				112		19				93		180		199

								%		19%		44%		37%										19.70%		38.10%		42.20%

				Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?

						Yes		No.		81		174		191				451		78				32		50		42

								%		18%		39%		43%				                           						25.80%		40.30%		33.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		32		50		42				125		22				81		174		191

								%		26%		40%		34%				                    						18.20%		39.00%		42.80%

				Is the bay clutter free?

						Yes		No.		67		147		188				408		71				47		71		48

								%		17%		37%		47%				             						28.30%		42.80%		28.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		47		71		48				166		29				67		147		188

								%		28%		43%		29%				                     						16.70%		36.60%		46.80%

				In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?

						Yes		No.		64		151		179				398		68				49		77		60

								%		16%		38%		45%				                						26.30%		41.40%		32.30%

						No/ sometimes		No.		49		77		60				188		32				64		151		179

								%		26%		41%		32%				               						16.20%		38.30%		45.40%

				In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?

						Yes		No.		87		172		207				472		81				26		53		29

								%		19%		37%		44%				               						24.10%		49.10%		26.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		26		53		29				108		19				87		172		207

								%		24%		49%		27%				              						18.70%		36.90%		44.40%

				Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?

						Yes		No.		32		89		94				215		40				74		121		124

								%		15%		41%		44%				       						23.20%		37.90%		38.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		74		121		124				325		60				32		89		94

								%		23%		38%		39%				                  						14.90%		41.40%		43.70%





Table 5 for paper







								Yes total				Yes																		No/Sometimes

												Quality of interaction																		Quality of interaction

						Ward environment						Negative						Neutral						Positive						Negative						Neutral						Positive

								No. 		(% of all)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)



						Does the ward smell fresh?		500		(86)		93		19%		(19)		193		39%		(39)		214		43%		(43)		21		26%		(26)		35		43%		(43)		25		31%		(31)

						Is the ward temperature comfortable?		472		(81)		93		20%		(20)		180		38%		(38)		199		42%		(42)		21		19%		(19)		48		44%		(44)		40		37%		(37)

						Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		446		(78)		81		18%		(18)		174		39%		(39)		191		43%		(43)		32		26%		(26)		50		40%		(40)		42		34%		(34)

						Is the bay clutter free?		402		(71)		67		17%		(17)		147		37%		(37)		188		47%		(47)		47		28%		(28)		71		43%		(43)		48		29%		(29)

						In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		394		(68)		64		16%		(16)		151		38%		(38)		179		45%		(45)		49		26%		(26)		77		41%		(41)		60		32%		(32)

						In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		466		(81)		87		19%		(19)		172		37%		(37)		207		44%		(44)		26		24%		(24)		53		49%		(49)		29		27%		(27)

						Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		215		(40)		32		15%		(15)		89		41%		(41)		94		44%		(44)		74		23%		(23)		121		38%		(38)		124		39%		(39)





















Table 6





						Unadjusted								Adjusted

				Question		OR		L95%		U95%		p		OR		L95%		U95%		p



				Does the ward smell fresh?		1.78		1.13		2.82		.014		2.21		1.18		4.14		.013

				Is the ward temperature comfortable?		1.22		0.80		1.85		.36		0.91		0.57		1.46		.71

				Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		1.62		1.10		2.40		.015		1.15		0.73		1.82		.55

				Is the bay clutter free?		2.02		1.40		2.90		<.001		1.94		1.31		2.88		.001

				In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		2.08		1.45		2.99		<.001		1.83		1.19		2.81		.006

				In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		2.01		1.31		3.09		.001		1.53		0.91		2.58		.110

				Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		1.47		1.04		2.09		.030		1.53		1.05		2.23		.027









New table 4 prev 6







								Unadjusted				Adjusted

						Question		OR (95% CI)		p		OR (95% CI)		p



						Does the ward smell fresh?		1.78 (1.13-2.82)		0.014		2.21 (1.18-4.14)		0.013

						Is the ward temperature comfortable?		1.22 (0.80-1.85)		0.36		0.91 (0.57-1.46)		0.71

						Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		1.62 (1.10-2.40)		0.015		1.15 (0.73-1.82)		0.55

						Is the bay clutter free?		2.02 (1.40-2.90)		<.001		1.94 (1.31-2.88)		<.001

						In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		2.08 (1.45-2.99)		<.001		1.83 (1.19-2.81)		0.006

						In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		2.01 (1.31-3.09)		0.001		1.53 (0.91-2.58)		0.11

						Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		1.47 (1.04-2.09)		0.030		1.53 (1.05-2.23)		0.027









Appendix 1



								HCP + Length of conversation								HCP + Length of conversation + Ward environment



						Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		p		OR		L95%		U95%		p



						HCP

						Doctor		0.49		0.12		2.09		.34		0.50		0.10		2.51		0.40

						Nurse		0.50		0.13		1.92		.31		0.73		0.16		3.23		0.68

						HCA		0.58		0.15		2.27		.43		0.97		0.21		4.42		0.97

						HOST/ Domestic		0.35		0.09		1.38		.13		0.54		0.12		2.42		0.42

						Student nurse		1.10		0.26		4.63		.90		1.58		0.33		7.65		0.57

						Pharmacist		0.42		0.08		2.21		.31		0.87		0.14		5.42		0.88

						Allied Health		1.74		0.36		8.49		.49		2.70		0.49		14.99		0.26

						Other		1.00								1.00



						Length of conversation

						Brief		0.24		0.15		0.39		<.001		0.21		0.13		0.35		<.001

						Short		0.79		0.48		1.30		.35		0.68		0.40		1.18		0.17

						Long		1.00								1.00



						Ward environment



						Does the ward smell fresh?										1.82		0.94		3.53		.074

						Is the ward temperature comfortable?										0.98		0.59		1.63		.94

						Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?										1.45		0.88		2.37		.14

						Is the bay clutter free?										1.81		1.20		2.75		.005

						In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?										1.58		1.00		2.49		.049

						In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?										1.57		0.90		2.73		.11

						Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?										1.75		1.17		2.61		.007
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Ward environment

No.  (% of all) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Does the ward smell fresh? 500 (86)

93 (19) 193 (39) 214 (43) 21 (26) 35 (43) 25 (31)

Is the ward temperature comfortable? 472 (81)

93 (20) 180 (38) 199 (42) 21 (19) 48 (44) 40 (37)

Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well 

groomed and comfortable?

446 (78)

81 (18) 174 (39) 191 (43) 32 (26) 50 (40) 42 (34)

Is the bay clutter free? 402 (71)

67 (17) 147 (37) 188 (47) 47 (28) 71 (43) 48 (29)

In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility 

aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?

394 (68)

64 (16) 151 (38) 179 (45) 49 (26) 77 (41) 60 (32)

In your bay, are any personal items within easy 

reach of patients?

466 (81)

87 (19) 172 (37) 207 (44) 26 (24) 53 (49) 29 (27)

Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay? 215 (40)

32 (15) 89 (41) 94 (44) 74 (23) 121 (38) 124 (39)

Positive

Yes total

Yes No/Sometimes

Quality of interaction Quality of interaction

Negative Neutral Positive Negative Neutral


Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet5.xlsx
spss

		USE ALL.

		COMPUTE filter_$=(rev_quality ~= 999).

		VARIABLE LABELS filter_$ 'rev_quality ~= 999 (FILTER)'.

		VALUE LABELS filter_$ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

		FORMATS filter_$ (f1.0).

		FILTER BY filter_$.

		EXECUTE.

		/* RQ1 Is there a difference in quality of interaction between wards */

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=ward BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		Crosstabs

		[DataSet1] H:\FNSNM\Projects\Improving dignity of older people in hospital\SPSS\Savefiles\Obs1to17 160419.sav

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		ward name * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		ward name * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		ward name		4S		Count		8		29		42		79

						% within ward name		10.1%		36.7%		53.2%		100.0%

				10 North		Count		0		0		3		3

						% within ward name		0.0%		0.0%		100.0%		100.0%

				CB		Count		16		35		20		71

						% within ward name		22.5%		49.3%		28.2%		100.0%

				CDU		Count		0		6		10		16

						% within ward name		0.0%		37.5%		62.5%		100.0%

				LS		Count		19		39		48		106

						% within ward name		17.9%		36.8%		45.3%		100.0%

				6 North		Count		5		11		25		41

						% within ward name		12.2%		26.8%		61.0%		100.0%

				7North		Count		10		17		16		43

						% within ward name		23.3%		39.5%		37.2%		100.0%

				VE		Count		3		10		12		25

						% within ward name		12.0%		40.0%		48.0%		100.0%

				Thistle		Count		4		15		4		23

						% within ward name		17.4%		65.2%		17.4%		100.0%

				Fraser Gamble		Count		6		11		5		22

						% within ward name		27.3%		50.0%		22.7%		100.0%

				Samuel		Count		3		7		6		16

						% within ward name		18.8%		43.8%		37.5%		100.0%

				Zachary		Count		10		12		11		33

						% within ward name		30.3%		36.4%		33.3%		100.0%

				Albert		Count		9		8		19		36

						% within ward name		25.0%		22.2%		52.8%		100.0%

				Kerr		Count		13		15		10		38

						% within ward name		34.2%		39.5%		26.3%		100.0%

				C8		Count		4		4		3		11

						% within ward name		36.4%		36.4%		27.3%		100.0%

				A7		Count		4		9		11		24

						% within ward name		16.7%		37.5%		45.8%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within ward name		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		*Generalized Linear Mixed Models.

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4106.804

				Bayesian		4111.169

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4104.797) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 48.7%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		66		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.9%		42.1%

		Neutral		Count		0		116		112

				% within Observed		0.0%		50.9%		49.1%

		Positive		Count		0		75		170

				% within Observed		0.0%		30.6%		69.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Modelb				0

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. The fixed effects include intercept only.

		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.442		.1551		-9.301		0.000		-1.747		-1.138		.236		.174		.321

				2		.364		.1421		2.559		.011		.085		.643		1.439		1.088		1.902

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.175

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		2

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.175		.114		1.542		.123		.049		.624

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ2 Is there a difference between healthcare professionals (HCP) in quality of interaction scores */

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=HCP BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Healthcare professional * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		Healthcare professional * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Healthcare professional		Doctor		Count		9		19		24		52

						% within Healthcare professional		17.3%		36.5%		46.2%		100.0%

				Nurse		Count		41		92		90		223

						% within Healthcare professional		18.4%		41.3%		40.4%		100.0%

				HCA		Count		28		33		50		111

						% within Healthcare professional		25.2%		29.7%		45.0%		100.0%

				HOST/Domestic		Count		24		47		20		91

						% within Healthcare professional		26.4%		51.6%		22.0%		100.0%

				Student nurse		Count		7		18		23		48

						% within Healthcare professional		14.6%		37.5%		47.9%		100.0%

				Pharmacist		Count		3		7		4		14

						% within Healthcare professional		21.4%		50.0%		28.6%		100.0%

				Allied Health		Count		2		6		25		33

						% within Healthcare professional		6.1%		18.2%		75.8%		100.0%

				Other		Count		0		6		9		15

						% within Healthcare professional		0.0%		40.0%		60.0%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within Healthcare professional		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=HCP USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4212.025

				Bayesian		4216.377

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4210.018) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 50.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		72		42

				% within Observed		0.0%		63.2%		36.8%

		Neutral		Count		0		119		109

				% within Observed		0.0%		52.2%		47.8%

		Positive		Count		0		68		177

				% within Observed		0.0%		27.8%		72.2%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		4.353		7		578		.000

		HCP		4.353		7		578		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-2.348		.5618		-4.180		.000		-3.452		-1.245		.096		.032		.288

				2		-.463		.5540		-.836		.404		-1.551		.625		.629		.212		1.868

		HCP=1				-.843		.6076		-1.388		.166		-2.037		.350		.430		.130		1.419

		HCP=2				-.889		.5575		-1.594		.111		-1.984		.206		.411		.138		1.229

		HCP=3				-.916		.5718		-1.602		.110		-2.039		.207		.400		.130		1.230

		HCP=4				-1.493		.5776		-2.584		.010		-2.627		-.358		.225		.072		.699

		HCP=5				-.380		.6151		-.618		.537		-1.589		.828		.684		.204		2.288

		HCP=6				-1.229		.7402		-1.661		.097		-2.683		.224		.292		.068		1.252

		HCP=7				.696		.6820		1.021		.308		-.643		2.036		2.006		.526		7.658

		HCP=8				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.194

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		10

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.194		.118		1.636		.102		.058		.642

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ3 Does the length of interaction affect the quality of interaction */

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=length BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Length of interaction * Quality(reverse scored)		564		96.1%		23		3.9%		587		100.0%

		Length of interaction * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Length of interaction		Brief interaction		Count		68		137		70		275

						% within Length of interaction		24.7%		49.8%		25.5%		100.0%

				Short conversation		Count		26		55		95		176

						% within Length of interaction		14.8%		31.3%		54.0%		100.0%

				Long conversation		Count		13		29		71		113

						% within Length of interaction		11.5%		25.7%		62.8%		100.0%

		Total				Count		107		221		236		564

						% within Length of interaction		19.0%		39.2%		41.8%		100.0%

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		564		96.1%

		Excluded		23		3.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4130.273

				Bayesian		4134.593

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4128.266) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 54.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		69		38

				% within Observed		0.0%		64.5%		35.5%

		Neutral		Count		0		147		74

				% within Observed		0.0%		66.5%		33.5%

		Positive		Count		0		76		160

				% within Observed		0.0%		32.2%		67.8%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		27.758		2		560		.000

		length		27.758		2		560		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-2.389		.2452		-9.744		0.000		-2.870		-1.907		.092		.057		.148

				2		-.411		.2226		-1.847		.065		-.849		.026		.663		.428		1.026

		length=1				-1.491		.2294		-6.498		.000		-1.941		-1.040		.225		.144		.353

		length=2				-.402		.2414		-1.666		.096		-.876		.072		.669		.416		1.075

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.179

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		5

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.179		.109		1.646		.100		.054		.588

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ4 whay are the simultaneuous effects of conversation length, HCP and quality of interaction */

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=HCP length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		564		96.1%

		Excluded		23		3.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4190.305

				Bayesian		4194.613

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4188.297) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 52.3%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		4		70		33

				% within Observed		3.7%		65.4%		30.8%

		Neutral		Count		13		132		76

				% within Observed		5.9%		59.7%		34.4%

		Positive		Count		1		76		159

				% within Observed		.4%		32.2%		67.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		8.098		9		553		.000

		HCP		3.084		7		553		.003

		length		26.420		2		553		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-3.363		.6613		-5.085		.000		-4.662		-2.064		.035		.009		.127

				2		-1.323		.6467		-2.045		.041		-2.593		-.052		.266		.075		.949

		HCP=1				-1.156		.6713		-1.723		.086		-2.475		.162		.315		.084		1.176

		HCP=2				-1.131		.6141		-1.842		.066		-2.337		.075		.323		.097		1.078

		HCP=3				-.986		.6290		-1.568		.118		-2.222		.249		.373		.108		1.283

		HCP=4				-1.492		.6326		-2.358		.019		-2.734		-.249		.225		.065		.780

		HCP=5				-.336		.6671		-.504		.614		-1.647		.974		.714		.193		2.649

		HCP=6				-1.298		.7870		-1.649		.100		-2.844		.248		.273		.058		1.282

		HCP=7				.120		.7458		.161		.872		-1.345		1.585		1.127		.261		4.878

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				-1.421		.2409		-5.898		.000		-1.894		-.948		.241		.150		.388

		length=2				-.243		.2524		-.964		.336		-.739		.253		.784		.478		1.287

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.218

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		13

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.218		.125		1.740		.082		.071		.673

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ5 does HCP moderate the effect of length of conversation? */

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=HCP length HCP*length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		564		96.1%

		Excluded		23		3.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4284.703

				Bayesian		4288.987

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4282.696) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 53.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		5		76		26

				% within Observed		4.7%		71.0%		24.3%

		Neutral		Count		10		145		66

				% within Observed		4.5%		65.6%		29.9%

		Positive		Count		1		84		151

				% within Observed		.4%		35.6%		64.0%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		3.182		22		540		.000

		HCP		1.139		7		540		.337

		length		.051		2		540		.950

		HCP * length		.618		13		540		.840

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		5.989		67.2937		.089		.929		-126.200		138.179		399.085		1.556E-55		1023822410973930000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

				2		8.042		67.2936		.120		.905		-124.148		140.231		3107.594		1.211E-54		7971271333455470000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=1				8.261		67.2950		.123		.902		-123.931		140.453		3869.233		1.504E-54		9951498286708260000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=2				8.189		67.2942		.122		.903		-124.002		140.379		3599.824		1.402E-54		9244114021385040000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=3				7.914		67.2950		.118		.906		-124.278		140.106		2735.530		1.064E-54		7035732814348340000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=4				8.404		67.2999		.125		.901		-123.797		140.606		4466.800		1.720E-54		11600225751039800000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=5				9.037		67.2983		.134		.893		-123.162		141.235		8405.009		3.247E-54		21757494036006500000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=6				18.004		180.4613		.100		.921		-336.488		372.497		65945031.172		7.331E-147		593181438256313000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=7				10.022		67.2892		.149		.882		-122.158		142.203		22526.061		8.858E-54		57284933299102600000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				8.127		67.2965		.121		.904		-124.068		140.322		3385.562		1.312E-54		8733823179807220000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=2				8.192		67.2784		.122		.903		-123.968		140.351		3611.128		1.451E-54		8989587544382480000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=3				0b

		[HCP=1]*[length=1]				-9.746		67.2996		-.145		.885		-141.947		122.455		5.851E-05		2.255E-62		151851334905642000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=2]				-8.271		67.2828		-.123		.902		-140.440		123.897		.000		1.018E-61		642241062129175000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=2]*[length=1]				-9.454		67.2975		-.140		.888		-141.651		122.743		7.837E-05		3.032E-62		202562968903281000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=2]				-8.466		67.2795		-.126		.900		-140.628		123.695		.000		8.436E-62		525033197226368000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=3]*[length=1]				-9.025		67.2986		-.134		.893		-141.224		123.175		.000		4.649E-62		311901597844148000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=2]				-7.825		67.2807		-.116		.907		-139.989		124.339		.000		1.598E-61		999770134153370000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=4]*[length=1]				-9.951		67.3036		-.148		.883		-142.160		122.257		4.766E-05		1.822E-62		124661153289708000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=2]				-9.317		67.2856		-.138		.890		-141.490		122.857		8.991E-05		3.561E-62		227035462006911000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=5]*[length=1]				-9.778		67.3022		-.145		.885		-141.984		122.428		5.670E-05		2.174E-62		147913967044446000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=2]				-7.682		67.2874		-.114		.909		-139.859		124.495		.000		1.819E-61		1168027237509810000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=6]*[length=1]				-19.767		180.4640		-.110		.913		-374.264		334.731		2.602E-09		2.878E-163		23531917300439100000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=2]				-18.267		180.4574		-.101		.919		-372.752		336.217		1.166E-08		1.306E-162		104068450779564000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=1]				-11.238		67.2954		-.167		.867		-143.431		120.955		1.316E-05		5.114E-63		33888355976372500000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=7]*[length=2]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=1]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=2]				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.208

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		36

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.208		.122		1.712		.087		.066		.655

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* RQ6 Is there an association between ward environment factors, individually and simultaneously and quality of interaction? */

		DEFINE ENV(ivar=!tokens(1)).

		CROSSTABS

		  /TABLES=!ivar BY rev_quality

		  /FORMAT=AVALUE TABLES

		  /CELLS=COUNT ROW

		  /COUNT ROUND CELL.

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=!ivar USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		!ENDDEFINE.

		ENV ivar=y_smell.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Smell * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		Smell * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Smell		0		Count		21		35		25		81

						% within Smell		25.9%		43.2%		30.9%		100.0%

				1		Count		93		193		220		506

						% within Smell		18.4%		38.1%		43.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within Smell		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4128.409

				Bayesian		4132.772

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4126.402) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 49.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		66		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.9%		42.1%

		Neutral		Count		0		120		108

				% within Observed		0.0%		52.6%		47.4%

		Positive		Count		0		75		170

				% within Observed		0.0%		30.6%		69.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.514		1		584		.011

		y_smell		6.514		1		584		.011

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.929		.2561		-3.628		.000		-1.432		-.426		.395		.239		.653

				2		.895		.2554		3.503		.000		.393		1.396		2.447		1.482		4.040

		y_smell				.598		.2344		2.552		.011		.138		1.059		1.819		1.148		2.883

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.196

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.196		.123		1.595		.111		.057		.670

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_temp.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Temperature * Quality(reverse scored)		587		100.0%		0		0.0%		587		100.0%

		Temperature * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Temperature		0		Count		21		48		43		112

						% within Temperature		18.8%		42.9%		38.4%		100.0%

				1		Count		93		180		202		475

						% within Temperature		19.6%		37.9%		42.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		228		245		587

						% within Temperature		19.4%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		587		100.0%

		Excluded		0		0.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4111.601

				Bayesian		4115.964

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4109.594) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 49.1%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		66		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.9%		42.1%

		Neutral		Count		0		114		114

				% within Observed		0.0%		50.0%		50.0%

		Positive		Count		0		71		174

				% within Observed		0.0%		29.0%		71.0%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		.478		1		584		.490

		y_temp		.478		1		584		.490

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.329		.2290		-5.803		.000		-1.779		-.879		.265		.169		.415

				2		.479		.2217		2.161		.031		.044		.915		1.615		1.045		2.496

		y_temp				.147		.2130		.691		.490		-.271		.566		1.159		.763		1.760

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.185

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.185		.119		1.552		.121		.052		.653

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_clean.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Clean * Quality(reverse scored)		576		98.1%		11		1.9%		587		100.0%

		Clean * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Clean		0		Count		32		50		43		125

						% within Clean		25.6%		40.0%		34.4%		100.0%

				1		Count		81		174		196		451

						% within Clean		18.0%		38.6%		43.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		113		224		239		576

						% within Clean		19.6%		38.9%		41.5%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		576		98.1%

		Excluded		11		1.9%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4041.616

				Bayesian		4045.960

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4039.609) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 48.8%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		65		48

				% within Observed		0.0%		57.5%		42.5%

		Neutral		Count		0		115		109

				% within Observed		0.0%		51.3%		48.7%

		Positive		Count		0		73		166

				% within Observed		0.0%		30.5%		69.5%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.125		1		573		.014

		y_clean		6.125		1		573		.014

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.065		.2159		-4.933		.000		-1.489		-.641		.345		.226		.527

				2		.752		.2129		3.534		.000		.334		1.170		2.122		1.397		3.223

		y_clean				.491		.1985		2.475		.014		.101		.881		1.634		1.107		2.414

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.183

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.183		.117		1.571		.116		.053		.639

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_clutter.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Clutter * Quality(reverse scored)		574		97.8%		13		2.2%		587		100.0%

		Clutter * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Clutter		0		Count		47		71		48		166

						% within Clutter		28.3%		42.8%		28.9%		100.0%

				1		Count		67		147		194		408

						% within Clutter		16.4%		36.0%		47.5%		100.0%

		Total				Count		114		218		242		574

						% within Clutter		19.9%		38.0%		42.2%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		574		97.8%

		Excluded		13		2.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4038.819

				Bayesian		4043.160

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4036.812) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 48.3%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		64		50

				% within Observed		0.0%		56.1%		43.9%

		Neutral		Count		0		101		117

				% within Observed		0.0%		46.3%		53.7%

		Positive		Count		0		66		176

				% within Observed		0.0%		27.3%		72.7%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		15.206		1		571		.000

		y_clutter		15.206		1		571		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.909		.1922		-4.732		.000		-1.287		-.532		.403		.276		.587

				2		.887		.1920		4.622		.000		.510		1.264		2.428		1.666		3.540

		y_clutter				.722		.1851		3.900		.000		.358		1.086		2.059		1.431		2.961

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.138

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.138		.099		1.391		.164		.034		.564

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_reach.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Reach * Quality(reverse scored)		586		99.8%		1		.2%		587		100.0%

		Reach * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Reach		0		Count		49		77		62		188

						% within Reach		26.1%		41.0%		33.0%		100.0%

				1		Count		64		151		183		398

						% within Reach		16.1%		37.9%		46.0%		100.0%

		Total				Count		113		228		245		586

						% within Reach		19.3%		38.9%		41.8%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		586		99.8%

		Excluded		1		.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4146.287

				Bayesian		4150.648

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4144.280) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 49.0%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		76		37

				% within Observed		0.0%		67.3%		32.7%

		Neutral		Count		0		134		94

				% within Observed		0.0%		58.8%		41.2%

		Positive		Count		0		92		153

				% within Observed		0.0%		37.6%		62.4%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		16.323		1		583		.000

		y_reach		16.323		1		583		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.014		.1962		-5.165		.000		-1.399		-.628		.363		.247		.534

				2		.841		.1939		4.335		.000		.460		1.222		2.318		1.584		3.393

		y_reach				.741		.1835		4.040		.000		.381		1.102		2.099		1.464		3.009

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.219

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.219		.131		1.672		.095		.068		.706

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_items.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Items * Quality(reverse scored)		580		98.8%		7		1.2%		587		100.0%

		Items * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Items		0		Count		26		53		29		108

						% within Items		24.1%		49.1%		26.9%		100.0%

				1		Count		87		172		213		472

						% within Items		18.4%		36.4%		45.1%		100.0%

		Total				Count		113		225		242		580

						% within Items		19.5%		38.8%		41.7%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		580		98.8%

		Excluded		7		1.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4099.291

				Bayesian		4103.642

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4097.284) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 52.1%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		6		61		46

				% within Observed		5.3%		54.0%		40.7%

		Neutral		Count		0		134		91

				% within Observed		0.0%		59.6%		40.4%

		Positive		Count		0		80		162

				% within Observed		0.0%		33.1%		66.9%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		11.466		1		577		.001

		y_items		11.466		1		577		.001

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.845		.2348		-3.601		.000		-1.307		-.384		.429		.271		.681

				2		.984		.2354		4.181		.000		.522		1.447		2.676		1.685		4.249

		y_items				.739		.2181		3.386		.001		.310		1.167		2.093		1.364		3.212

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=2		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=2		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		16a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.178		.115		1.543		.123		.050		.634

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		ENV ivar=y_visit.

		Crosstabs

		Case Processing Summary

				Cases

				Valid				Missing				Total

				N		Percent		N		Percent		N		Percent

		Visit * Quality(reverse scored)		540		92.0%		47		8.0%		587		100.0%

		Visit * Quality(reverse scored) Crosstabulation

								Quality(reverse scored)						Total

								Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Visit		0		Count		74		121		130		325

						% within Visit		22.8%		37.2%		40.0%		100.0%

				1		Count		32		89		94		215

						% within Visit		14.9%		41.4%		43.7%		100.0%

		Total				Count		106		210		224		540

						% within Visit		19.6%		38.9%		41.5%		100.0%

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		540		92.0%

		Excluded		47		8.0%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3772.761

				Bayesian		3777.040

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3770.754) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 46.9%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		0		67		39

				% within Observed		0.0%		63.2%		36.8%

		Neutral		Count		0		113		97

				% within Observed		0.0%		53.8%		46.2%

		Positive		Count		0		84		140

				% within Observed		0.0%		37.5%		62.5%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		3.606		1		537		.058

		y_visit		3.606		1		537		.058

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.306		.1703		-7.665		.000		-1.640		-.971		.271		.194		.379

				2		.500		.1602		3.121		.002		.185		.815		1.649		1.204		2.259

		y_visit				.335		.1766		1.899		.058		-.012		.682		1.398		.988		1.979

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.178

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		3

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.178		.121		1.471		.141		.047		.674

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS= y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		521		88.8%

		Excluded		66		11.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3764.362

				Bayesian		3768.593

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3762.354) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 52.6%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		15		54		35

				% within Observed		14.4%		51.9%		33.7%

		Neutral		Count		5		111		83

				% within Observed		2.5%		55.8%		41.7%

		Positive		Count		0		70		148

				% within Observed		0.0%		32.1%		67.9%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.674		7		512		.000

		y_smell		6.459		1		512		.011

		y_temp		.291		1		512		.590

		y_clean		.479		1		512		.489

		y_clutter		11.447		1		512		.001

		y_reach		7.350		1		512		.007

		y_items		2.964		1		512		.086

		y_visit		4.077		1		512		.044

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		.673		.4252		1.583		.114		-.162		1.509		1.960		.850		4.520

				2		2.578		.4392		5.871		.000		1.716		3.441		13.177		5.560		31.226

		y_smell				.811		.3191		2.541		.011		.184		1.438		2.250		1.202		4.212

		y_temp				-.127		.2355		-.539		.590		-.590		.336		.881		.555		1.399

		y_clean				.161		.2324		.692		.489		-.296		.617		1.175		.744		1.854

		y_clutter				.682		.2016		3.383		.001		.286		1.078		1.978		1.331		2.940

		y_reach				.596		.2200		2.711		.007		.164		1.029		1.816		1.178		2.797

		y_items				.457		.2655		1.722		.086		-.065		.979		1.579		.938		2.661

		y_visit				.387		.1917		2.019		.044		.010		.764		1.473		1.011		2.146

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.237

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		9

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.237		.144		1.646		.100		.072		.781

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/*RQ7 */

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit HCP USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		521		88.8%

		Excluded		66		11.2%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3865.331

				Bayesian		3869.548

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3863.323) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 54.1%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		15		62		27

				% within Observed		14.4%		59.6%		26.0%

		Neutral		Count		12		111		76

				% within Observed		6.0%		55.8%		38.2%

		Positive		Count		1		61		156

				% within Observed		.5%		28.0%		71.6%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		4.697		14		505		.000

		y_smell		5.947		1		505		.015

		y_temp		.072		1		505		.789

		y_clean		1.503		1		505		.221

		y_clutter		10.071		1		505		.002

		y_reach		4.580		1		505		.033

		y_items		1.451		1		505		.229

		y_visit		6.398		1		505		.012

		HCP		3.106		7		505		.003

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.027		.7399		-.036		.971		-1.480		1.427		.974		.228		4.166

				2		1.948		.7462		2.610		.009		.482		3.414		7.013		1.619		30.383

		y_smell				.795		.3258		2.439		.015		.154		1.435		2.214		1.167		4.199

		y_temp				-.066		.2464		-.268		.789		-.550		.418		.936		.577		1.519

		y_clean				.300		.2447		1.226		.221		-.181		.781		1.350		.835		2.183

		y_clutter				.653		.2056		3.173		.002		.249		1.057		1.921		1.282		2.877

		y_reach				.487		.2274		2.140		.033		.040		.934		1.627		1.041		2.544

		y_items				.331		.2750		1.204		.229		-.209		.872		1.393		.811		2.391

		y_visit				.500		.1975		2.530		.012		.112		.887		1.648		1.118		2.429

		HCP=1				-.890		.6646		-1.340		.181		-2.196		.415		.411		.111		1.515

		HCP=2				-.675		.6064		-1.114		.266		-1.867		.516		.509		.155		1.675

		HCP=3				-.628		.6235		-1.006		.315		-1.852		.597		.534		.157		1.818

		HCP=4				-1.180		.6223		-1.896		.059		-2.402		.043		.307		.090		1.044

		HCP=5				-.155		.6651		-.233		.816		-1.462		1.152		.856		.232		3.163

		HCP=6				-.648		.8068		-.803		.422		-2.233		.937		.523		.107		2.553

		HCP=7				.807		.7291		1.107		.269		-.626		2.239		2.241		.535		9.388

		HCP=8				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.275

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		17

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.275		.162		1.696		.090		.087		.874

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		514		87.6%

		Excluded		73		12.4%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3883.067

				Bayesian		3887.280

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3881.059) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 58.4%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		18		59		23

				% within Observed		18.0%		59.0%		23.0%

		Neutral		Count		9		130		60

				% within Observed		4.5%		65.3%		30.2%

		Positive		Count		1		62		152

				% within Observed		.5%		28.8%		70.7%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		9.900		9		503		.000

		y_smell		3.838		1		503		.051

		y_temp		.011		1		503		.917

		y_clean		1.209		1		503		.272

		y_clutter		9.140		1		503		.003

		y_reach		5.405		1		503		.020

		y_items		3.766		1		503		.053

		y_visit		5.037		1		503		.025

		length		24.811		2		503		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-.379		.4754		-.797		.426		-1.313		.555		.685		.269		1.742

				2		1.716		.4811		3.567		.000		.771		2.662		5.563		2.162		14.318

		y_smell				.644		.3286		1.959		.051		-.002		1.289		1.903		.998		3.630

		y_temp				-.026		.2488		-.104		.917		-.515		.463		.974		.598		1.589

		y_clean				.261		.2374		1.099		.272		-.205		.728		1.298		.814		2.070

		y_clutter				.625		.2067		3.023		.003		.219		1.031		1.868		1.245		2.804

		y_reach				.522		.2245		2.325		.020		.081		.963		1.685		1.084		2.620

		y_items				.531		.2736		1.941		.053		-.007		1.069		1.701		.993		2.911

		y_visit				.446		.1989		2.244		.025		.056		.837		1.563		1.057		2.310

		length=1				-1.561		.2497		-6.252		.000		-2.051		-1.070		.210		.129		.343

		length=2				-.492		.2625		-1.876		.061		-1.008		.023		.611		.365		1.024

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.234

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		12

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.234		.143		1.630		.103		.070		.778

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit HCP length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		514		87.6%

		Excluded		73		12.4%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		3949.668

				Bayesian		3953.867

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (3947.660) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 57.8%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		20		61		19

				% within Observed		20.0%		61.0%		19.0%

		Neutral		Count		19		121		59

				% within Observed		9.5%		60.8%		29.6%

		Positive		Count		4		55		156

				% within Observed		1.9%		25.6%		72.6%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		6.462		16		496		.000

		y_smell		2.969		1		496		.086

		y_temp		.012		1		496		.911

		y_clean		1.976		1		496		.160

		y_clutter		7.852		1		496		.005

		y_reach		3.725		1		496		.054

		y_items		2.595		1		496		.108

		y_visit		7.464		1		496		.007

		HCP		2.952		7		496		.005

		length		24.645		2		496		.000

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		-1.289		.8358		-1.542		.124		-2.931		.354		.276		.053		1.424

				2		.877		.8337		1.052		.294		-.761		2.515		2.403		.467		12.362

		y_smell				.579		.3359		1.723		.086		-.081		1.239		1.784		.922		3.451

		y_temp				.029		.2585		.111		.911		-.479		.537		1.029		.619		1.710

		y_clean				.350		.2490		1.406		.160		-.139		.839		1.419		.870		2.315

		y_clutter				.592		.2113		2.802		.005		.177		1.007		1.808		1.194		2.737

		y_reach				.448		.2319		1.930		.054		-.008		.903		1.565		.992		2.468

		y_items				.456		.2832		1.611		.108		-.100		1.013		1.578		.905		2.753

		y_visit				.558		.2043		2.732		.007		.157		.960		1.748		1.170		2.611

		HCP=1				-1.357		.7363		-1.843		.066		-2.804		.090		.257		.061		1.094

		HCP=2				-.983		.6671		-1.474		.141		-2.294		.327		.374		.101		1.387

		HCP=3				-.699		.6850		-1.020		.308		-2.045		.647		.497		.129		1.910

		HCP=4				-1.274		.6801		-1.874		.062		-2.611		.062		.280		.073		1.064

		HCP=5				-.195		.7193		-.272		.786		-1.609		1.218		.823		.200		3.380

		HCP=6				-.791		.8638		-.916		.360		-2.488		.906		.453		.083		2.475

		HCP=7				.328		.7964		.412		.681		-1.237		1.893		1.388		.290		6.636

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				-1.565		.2648		-5.909		.000		-2.085		-1.044		.209		.124		.352

		length=2				-.393		.2766		-1.422		.156		-.937		.150		.675		.392		1.162

		length=3				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.276

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		20

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.276		.162		1.703		.089		.087		.871

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		GENLINMIXED

		  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=ward

		  /FIELDS TARGET=rev_quality TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE

		  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=MULTINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT

		  /FIXED  EFFECTS=y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit HCP length HCP*length USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE

		  /RANDOM EFFECTS=ward USE_INTERCEPT=FALSE COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS

		  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=ASCENDING MAX_ITERATIONS=100

		    CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE) SCORING=0

		    SINGULAR=0.000000000001

		  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD.

		Generalized Linear Mixed Models

		Warnings

		glmm: One or more records are not used in the analysis because they have one or more fields with invalid or missing values.

		DATA_STRUCTURE:One or more subject fields were specified but not actually used in the analysis.

		Case Processing Summary

				N		Percent

		Included		514		87.6%

		Excluded		73		12.4%

		Total		587		100.0%

		Model Summary

		Target				Quality(reverse scored)

		Measurement Level				Ordinal

		Probability Distribution				Multinomial

		Link Function				Cumulative logit

		Information Criterion		Akaike Corrected		4011.987

				Bayesian		4016.158

		Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (4009.978) and are used to compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better.

		Classification
Overall Percent Correct = 58.6%a

		Observed				Predicted

						Negative		Neutral		Positive

		Negative		Count		22		60		18

				% within Observed		22.0%		60.0%		18.0%

		Neutral		Count		12		131		56

				% within Observed		6.0%		65.8%		28.1%

		Positive		Count		1		66		148

				% within Observed		.5%		30.7%		68.8%

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		Fixed Effectsa

		Source		F		df1		df2		Sig.

		Corrected Model		3.601		29		483		.000

		y_smell		2.761		1		483		.097

		y_temp		.072		1		483		.788

		y_clean		1.914		1		483		.167

		y_clutter		7.196		1		483		.008

		y_reach		3.863		1		483		.050

		y_items		2.559		1		483		.110

		y_visit		7.532		1		483		.006

		HCP		.999		7		483		.431

		length		.053		2		483		.948

		HCP * length		.901		13		483		.552

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)



		Fixed Coefficientsa

		Model Term				Coefficient		Std. Error		t		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval				Exp(Coefficient)		95% Confidence Interval for Exp(Coefficient)

														Lower		Upper				Lower		Upper

		Threshold for Quality(reverse scored)=		1		8.904		67.4651		.132		.895		-123.657		141.465		7361.149		1.978E-54		27390719213715300000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

				2		11.100		67.4652		.165		.869		-121.461		143.662		66190.179		1.778E-53		246350040854498000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		y_smell				.562		.3381		1.662		.097		-.103		1.226		1.754		.903		3.408

		y_temp				.071		.2639		.269		.788		-.448		.589		1.073		.639		1.803

		y_clean				.349		.2525		1.383		.167		-.147		.845		1.418		.863		2.329

		y_clutter				.575		.2142		2.682		.008		.154		.996		1.777		1.166		2.707

		y_reach				.460		.2343		1.965		.050		.000		.921		1.585		1.000		2.511

		y_items				.460		.2873		1.600		.110		-.105		1.024		1.583		.900		2.785

		y_visit				.564		.2056		2.745		.006		.160		.968		1.758		1.174		2.634

		HCP=1				9.224		67.4648		.137		.891		-123.337		141.784		10133.524		2.725E-54		37682038769660000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=2				9.029		67.4639		.134		.894		-123.530		141.588		8341.554		2.247E-54		30964250432766200000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=3				8.936		67.4648		.132		.895		-123.625		141.497		7601.665		2.044E-54		28268927467518900000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=4				10.529		67.4740		.156		.876		-122.050		143.107		37369.005		9.868E-54		141509826116490000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=5				9.716		67.4680		.144		.886		-122.851		142.283		16577.933		4.430E-54		62038010195452100000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=6				18.733		179.9457		.104		.917		-334.840		372.306		136630448.492		3.808E-146		490218721030269000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=7				10.830		67.4589		.161		.873		-121.719		143.379		50519.086		1.374E-53		185695339954466000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		HCP=8				0b

		length=1				8.951		67.4666		.133		.895		-123.613		141.516		7718.690		2.068E-54		28807308863278000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=2				8.484		67.4485		.126		.900		-124.045		141.012		4834.807		1.342E-54		17413174255087600000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		length=3				0b

		[HCP=1]*[length=1]				-11.460		67.4707		-.170		.865		-144.032		121.113		1.055E-05		2.803E-63		39680273507399600000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=2]				-9.043		67.4536		-.134		.893		-141.582		123.495		.000		3.249E-62		429943941435691000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=1]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=2]*[length=1]				-10.204		67.4678		-.151		.880		-142.771		122.362		3.701E-05		9.893E-63		138442278337579000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=2]				-8.793		67.4497		-.130		.896		-141.324		123.738		.000		4.205E-62		548086626046340000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=2]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=3]*[length=1]				-9.964		67.4691		-.148		.883		-142.533		122.605		4.705E-05		1.255E-62		176458935772796000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=2]				-8.017		67.4516		-.119		.905		-140.552		124.517		.000		9.098E-62		1194589266554430000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=3]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=4]*[length=1]				-12.037		67.4786		-.178		.859		-144.625		120.551		5.923E-06		1.550E-63		22630041352024200000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=2]				-10.867		67.4603		-.161		.872		-143.419		121.685		1.908E-05		5.177E-63		70348210097660200000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=4]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=5]*[length=1]				-10.386		67.4727		-.154		.878		-142.962		122.190		3.086E-05		8.170E-63		116565940264920000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=2]				-7.909		67.4578		-.117		.907		-140.456		124.638		.000		1.002E-61		1347917596467330000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=5]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=6]*[length=1]				-20.251		179.9489		-.113		.910		-373.830		333.329		1.604E-09		4.443E-163		5791935422140300000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=2]				-17.882		179.9427		-.099		.921		-371.449		335.685		1.714E-08		4.806E-162		61131299877739000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=6]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=1]				-11.875		67.4654		-.176		.860		-144.437		120.687		6.963E-06		1.870E-63		25925775453566100000000000000000000000000000000000000.000

		[HCP=7]*[length=2]				0b

		[HCP=7]*[length=3]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=1]				0b

		[HCP=8]*[length=2]				0b

		Probability distribution: Multinomial
Link function: Cumulative logit

		a. Target: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. This coefficient is set to zero because it is redundant.



		Random Effect Covariances

		Random Effect Block 1

		Random Effect Block		ward=1		ward=3		ward=4		ward=5		ward=6		ward=7		ward=8		ward=9		ward=10		ward=11		ward=12		ward=13		ward=14		ward=15		ward=16

		ward=1		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=3		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=4		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=5		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=6		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=7		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=8		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=9		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=10		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=11		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=12		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=13		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000		0.000

		ward=14		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000		0.000

		ward=15		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261		0.000

		ward=16		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		.261

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		Covariance Parameters

		Covariance Parameters Summary

		Covariance Parameters		Residual Effect		0

				Random Effects		1

		Design Matrix Columns		Fixed Effects		43

				Random Effects		15a

		Common Subjects				1

		Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects and are used to chunk the data for better performance.

		a. This is the number of columns per common subject.

		Residual Effect

		Residual Effect		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Variance		1.000

		Covariance Structure: Scaled Identity
Subject Specification: (None)

		Random Effect

		Random Effect Covariance		Estimate		Std. Error		Z		Sig.		95% Confidence Interval

												Lower		Upper

		Var(ward)		.261		.156		1.667		.096		.080		.844

		Covariance Structure: Variance components
Subject Specification: (None)

		/* DIAGNOSTICS */

		/* Collinearity */

		REGRESSION

		  /MISSING LISTWISE

		  /STATISTICS COLLIN TOL

		  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10)

		  /NOORIGIN

		  /DEPENDENT rev_quality

		  /METHOD=ENTER y_smell y_temp y_clean y_clutter y_reach y_items y_visit doctor nurse hca domestic

		    student pharmacist allied brief short.

		Regression

		Warnings

		For models with dependent variable Quality(reverse scored), the following variables are constants or have missing correlations: pharmacist. They will be deleted from the analysis.

		Variables Entered/Removeda

		Model		Variables Entered		Variables Removed		Method

		1		short, Clutter, hca, Visit, Smell, Temperature, doctor, Reach, student, allied, domestic, Items, Clean, brief, nurseb				Enter

		a. Dependent Variable: Quality(reverse scored)

		b. All requested variables entered.

		Coefficientsa

		Model				Collinearity Statistics

						Tolerance		VIF

		1		Smell		.884		1.131

				Temperature		.922		1.085

				Clean		.743		1.347

				Clutter		.945		1.058

				Reach		.817		1.224

				Items		.774		1.292

				Visit		.860		1.163

				doctor		.389		2.572

				nurse		.174		5.733

				hca		.243		4.114

				domestic		.273		3.668

				student		.380		2.630

				allied		.455		2.198

				brief		.521		1.920

				short		.529		1.891

		a. Dependent Variable: Quality(reverse scored)

		Collinearity Diagnosticsa

		Model				Eigenvalue		Condition Index		Variance Proportions

										(Constant)		Smell		Temperature		Clean		Clutter		Reach		Items		Visit		doctor		nurse		hca		domestic		student		allied		brief		short

		1		1		8.110		1.000		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00

				2		1.105		2.709		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.02		.02		.00		.06		.01		.05		.10

				3		1.059		2.767		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.00		.01		.06		.01		.00		.02		.00		.24		.00		.00

				4		1.017		2.823		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.17		.00		.00		.05		.00		.10		.00		.00

				5		1.006		2.839		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.02		.01		.04		.03		.16		.00		.00		.00

				6		1.004		2.841		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.06		.01		.06		.09		.01		.02		.00		.00

				7		.906		2.992		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.02		.02		.00		.07		.00		.06		.12

				8		.556		3.818		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.00		.01		.79		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.03		.00		.00

				9		.292		5.272		.00		.01		.05		.06		.03		.44		.00		.00		.05		.00		.00		.00		.01		.03		.09		.09

				10		.272		5.463		.00		.00		.02		.00		.82		.12		.02		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00

				11		.181		6.698		.00		.00		.38		.06		.00		.10		.00		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.00		.00		.47		.34

				12		.161		7.099		.00		.00		.21		.43		.06		.32		.13		.01		.00		.00		.00		.00		.01		.01		.00		.00

				13		.144		7.512		.00		.12		.15		.29		.00		.00		.18		.09		.00		.00		.01		.02		.01		.02		.15		.23

				14		.105		8.779		.02		.05		.17		.06		.05		.00		.50		.08		.07		.12		.10		.07		.09		.03		.05		.05

				15		.065		11.143		.01		.68		.02		.04		.00		.00		.14		.00		.14		.21		.20		.22		.20		.11		.02		.01

				16		.016		22.259		.97		.14		.00		.06		.03		.00		.01		.01		.42		.60		.53		.48		.37		.41		.09		.05

		a. Dependent Variable: Quality(reverse scored)





Table 1



										Quality of interaction										Total



				Ward						Negative		Neutral		Positive



				4S		(n=78)		No.		8		29		41						78

								%		10%		37%		53%						100.0%



				10 North		(n=3)		No.		0		0		3						3

								%		0%		0%		100%						100.0%



				CB		(n=71)		No.		16		35		20						71

								%		23%		49%		28%						100.0%



				CDU		(n=16)		No.		0		6		10						16

								%		0%		38%		63%						100.0%



				LS		(n=103)		No.		19		39		45						103

								%		18%		38%		44%						100.0%



				6 North		(n=39)		No.		5		11		23						39

								%		13%		28%		59%						100.0%



				7North		(n=43)		No.		10		17		16						43

								%		23%		40%		37%						100.0%



				VE		(n=25)		No.		3		10		12						25

								%		12%		40%		48%						100.0%



				Thistle		(n=23)		No.		4		15		4						23

								%		17%		65%		17%						100.0%



				Fraser Gamble		(n=22)		No.		6		11		5						22

								%		27%		50%		23%						100.0%



				Samuel		(n=16)		No.		3		7		6						16

								%		19%		44%		38%						100.0%



				Zachary		(n=33)		No.		10		12		11						33

								%		30%		36%		33%						100.0%



				Albert		(n=36)		No.		9		8		19						36

								%		25%		22%		53%						100.0%



				Kerr		(n=38)		No.		13		15		10						38

								%		34%		39%		26%						100.0%



				C8		(n=11)		No.		4		4		3						11

								%		36%		36%		27%						100.0%



				A7		(n=24)		No.		4		9		11						24

								%		17%		38%		46%						100.0%



				All		(n=581)		No.		114		228		239						581

								%		20%		39%		41%						100.0%







Table 1 for paper



								Quality of interaction



				Ward (n)				Negative						Neutral						Positive

								No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)



				1		(78)		8		0.1026		(10)		29		0.3718		(37)		41		0.5256		(53)



				2		(3)		0		0.0000		(0)		0		0.0000		(0)		3		1.0000		(100)



				3		(71)		16		0.2254		(23)		35		0.4930		(49)		20		0.2817		(28)



				4		(16)		0		0.0000		(0)		6		0.3750		(38)		10		0.6250		(63)



				5		(103)		19		0.1845		(18)		39		0.3786		(38)		45		0.4369		(44)



				6		(39)		5		0.1282		(13)		11		0.2821		(28)		23		0.5897		(59)



				7		(43)		10		0.2326		(23)		17		0.3953		(40)		16		0.3721		(37)



				8		(25)		3		0.1200		(12)		10		0.4000		(40)		12		0.4800		(48)



				9		(23)		4		0.1739		(17)		15		0.6522		(65)		4		0.1739		(17)



				10		(22)		6		0.2727		(27)		11		0.5000		(50)		5		0.2273		(23)



				11		(16)		3		0.1875		(19)		7		0.4375		(44)		6		0.3750		(38)



				12		(33)		10		0.3030		(30)		12		0.3636		(36)		11		0.3333		(33)



				13		(36)		9		0.2500		(25)		8		0.2222		(22)		19		0.5278		(53)



				14		(38)		13		0.3421		(34)		15		0.3947		(39)		10		0.2632		(26)



				15		(11)		4		0.3636		(36)		4		0.3636		(36)		3		0.2727		(27)



				16		(24)		4		0.1667		(17)		9		0.3750		(38)		11		0.4583		(46)



				All		(581)		114		0.1962		(20)		228		0.3924		(39)		239		0.4114		(41)







Table 2



										Quality of interaction												Total

										Negative		Neutral		Positive



				Healthcare professional



				Doctor		(n=52)		No.		9		19		24								52

								%		17%		37%		46%								100.0%



				Nurse		(n=223)		No.		41		92		90								223

								%		18%		41%		40%								100.0%



				HCA		(n=111)		No.		28		33		50								111

								%		25%		30%		45%								100.0%



				HOST/ Domestic		(n=91)		No.		24		47		20								91

								%		26%		52%		22%								100.0%



				Student nurse		(n=48)		No.		7		18		23								48

								%		15%		38%		48%								100.0%



				Pharmacist		(n=14)		No.		3		7		4								14

								%		21%		50%		29%								100.0%



				Allied Health		(n=33)		No.		2		6		25								33

								%		6%		18%		76%								100.0%



				Other		(n=15)		No.		0		6		3								9

								%		0%		67%		33%								100.0%

				Length of interaction



				Brief interaction		(n=272)		No.		68		137		67								272

								%		25%		50%		25%								100.0%

				Short conversation		(n=176)		No.		26		55		95								176

								%		15%		31%		54%								100.0%

				Long conversation		(n=113)		No.		13		29		71								113

								%		12%		26%		63%								100%















Table 2 for paper



								Quality of interaction

								Negative						Neutral						Positive



				Healthcare professional(n)				No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)



				Doctor		(52)		9		17%		(17)		19		37%		(37)		24		46%		(46)

				Nurse		(223)		41		18%		(18)		92		41%		(41)		90		40%		(40)

				HCA		(111)		28		25%		(25)		33		30%		(30)		50		45%		(45)

				HOST/ Domestic		(91)		24		26%		(26)		47		52%		(52)		20		22%		(22)

				Student nurse		(48)		7		15%		(15)		18		38%		(38)		23		48%		(48)

				Pharmacist		(14)		3		21%		(21)		7		50%		(50)		4		29%		(29)

				Allied Health		(33)		2		6%		(6)		6		18%		(18)		25		76%		(76)

				Other		(15)		0		0%		(0)		6		67%		(67)		3		33%		(33)



				Length of interaction(n)				No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)		No.		%		(%)



				Brief interaction		(272)		68		25%		(25)		137		50%		(50)		67		25%		(25)

				Short conversation		(176)		26		15%		(15)		55		31%		(31)		95		54%		(54)

				Long conversation		(113)		13		12%		(12)		29		26%		(26)		71		63%		(63)

















Table 3



										HCP								Length of conversation								HCP + Length of conversation



				Model Term				Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.



								HCP

				HCP=1				Doctor		0.89		0.22		3.57		.87										0.49		0.12		2.09		.34

				HCP=2				Nurse		0.85		0.23		3.12		.80										0.50		0.13		1.92		.31

				HCP=3				HCA		0.83		0.22		3.11		.78										0.58		0.15		2.27		.43

				HCP=4				HOST/ Domestic		0.46		0.12		1.76		.26										0.35		0.09		1.38		.13

				HCP=5				Student nurse		1.40		0.35		5.65		.64										1.10		0.26		4.63		.90

				HCP=6				Pharmacist		0.60		0.12		2.99		.53										0.42		0.08		2.21		.31

				HCP=7				Allied Health		4.16		0.91		19.00		.066										1.74		0.36		8.49		.49

				HCP=8				Other		1.00																1.00



								Length of conversation

				length=1				Brief										0.22		0.14		0.35		<.001		0.24		0.15		0.39		<.001

				length=2				Short										0.67		0.42		1.08		.098		0.79		0.48		1.30		.35

				length=3				Long										1.00								1.00





















New Table 3





										HCP + Length of conversation



				Model Term				Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		Sig.



								HCP		F(7,550)=2.76, p=.008

				HCP=1				Doctor		0.49		0.12		2.09		.34

				HCP=2				Nurse		0.50		0.13		1.92		.31

				HCP=3				HCA		0.58		0.15		2.27		.43

				HCP=4				HOST/ Domestic		0.35		0.09		1.38		.13

				HCP=5				Student nurse		1.10		0.26		4.63		.90

				HCP=6				Pharmacist		0.42		0.08		2.21		.31

				HCP=7				Allied Health		1.74		0.36		8.49		.49

				HCP=8				Other		1.00



								Length of conversation		F(2,550)=26.58, p<.001

				length=1				Brief		0.24		0.15		0.39		<.001

				length=2				Short		0.79		0.48		1.30		.35

				length=3				Long		1.00























Table 4



				Ward environment		No.		%



				Does the ward smell fresh?		500		86				581

				Is the ward temperature comfortable?		472		81				581

				Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		446		78				570

				Is the bay clutter free?		402		71				568

				In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		394		68				580

				In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		466		81				574

				Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		215		40				534







Table 5



										Quality of interaction



				Ward environment						Negative		Neutral		Positive

				Does the ward smell fresh?

						Yes		No.		93		193		214				506		86				21		35		25

								%		19%		39%		43%										25.90%		43.20%		30.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		21		35		25				81		14				93		193		214

								%		26%		43%		31%										18.60%		38.60%		42.80%

				Is the ward temperature comfortable?

						Yes		No.		93		180		199				475		81				21		48		40

								%		20%		38%		42%										19.30%		44.00%		36.70%

						No/ sometimes		No.		21		48		40				112		19				93		180		199

								%		19%		44%		37%										19.70%		38.10%		42.20%

				Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?

						Yes		No.		81		174		191				451		78				32		50		42

								%		18%		39%		43%				                           						25.80%		40.30%		33.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		32		50		42				125		22				81		174		191

								%		26%		40%		34%				                    						18.20%		39.00%		42.80%

				Is the bay clutter free?

						Yes		No.		67		147		188				408		71				47		71		48

								%		17%		37%		47%				             						28.30%		42.80%		28.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		47		71		48				166		29				67		147		188

								%		28%		43%		29%				                     						16.70%		36.60%		46.80%

				In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?

						Yes		No.		64		151		179				398		68				49		77		60

								%		16%		38%		45%				                						26.30%		41.40%		32.30%

						No/ sometimes		No.		49		77		60				188		32				64		151		179

								%		26%		41%		32%				               						16.20%		38.30%		45.40%

				In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?

						Yes		No.		87		172		207				472		81				26		53		29

								%		19%		37%		44%				               						24.10%		49.10%		26.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		26		53		29				108		19				87		172		207

								%		24%		49%		27%				              						18.70%		36.90%		44.40%

				Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?

						Yes		No.		32		89		94				215		40				74		121		124

								%		15%		41%		44%				       						23.20%		37.90%		38.90%

						No/ sometimes		No.		74		121		124				325		60				32		89		94

								%		23%		38%		39%				                  						14.90%		41.40%		43.70%





Table 5 for paper







								Yes total				Yes																		No/Sometimes

												Quality of interaction																		Quality of interaction

						Ward environment						Negative						Neutral						Positive						Negative						Neutral						Positive

								No. 		(% of all)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)		No.				(%)



						Does the ward smell fresh?		500		(86)		93		19%		(19)		193		39%		(39)		214		43%		(43)		21		26%		(26)		35		43%		(43)		25		31%		(31)

						Is the ward temperature comfortable?		472		(81)		93		20%		(20)		180		38%		(38)		199		42%		(42)		21		19%		(19)		48		44%		(44)		40		37%		(37)

						Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		446		(78)		81		18%		(18)		174		39%		(39)		191		43%		(43)		32		26%		(26)		50		40%		(40)		42		34%		(34)

						Is the bay clutter free?		402		(71)		67		17%		(17)		147		37%		(37)		188		47%		(47)		47		28%		(28)		71		43%		(43)		48		29%		(29)

						In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		394		(68)		64		16%		(16)		151		38%		(38)		179		45%		(45)		49		26%		(26)		77		41%		(41)		60		32%		(32)

						In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		466		(81)		87		19%		(19)		172		37%		(37)		207		44%		(44)		26		24%		(24)		53		49%		(49)		29		27%		(27)

						Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		215		(40)		32		15%		(15)		89		41%		(41)		94		44%		(44)		74		23%		(23)		121		38%		(38)		124		39%		(39)





















Table 6





						Unadjusted								Adjusted

				Question		OR		L95%		U95%		p		OR		L95%		U95%		p



				Does the ward smell fresh?		1.78		1.13		2.82		.014		2.21		1.18		4.14		.013

				Is the ward temperature comfortable?		1.22		0.80		1.85		.36		0.91		0.57		1.46		.71

				Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?		1.62		1.10		2.40		.015		1.15		0.73		1.82		.55

				Is the bay clutter free?		2.02		1.40		2.90		<.001		1.94		1.31		2.88		.001

				In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?		2.08		1.45		2.99		<.001		1.83		1.19		2.81		.006

				In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?		2.01		1.31		3.09		.001		1.53		0.91		2.58		.110

				Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?		1.47		1.04		2.09		.030		1.53		1.05		2.23		.027









Appendix 1



								HCP + Length of conversation								HCP + Length of conversation + Ward environment



						Model term		OR		L95%		U95%		p		OR		L95%		U95%		p



						HCP

						Doctor		0.49		0.12		2.09		.34		0.50		0.10		2.51		0.40

						Nurse		0.50		0.13		1.92		.31		0.73		0.16		3.23		0.68

						HCA		0.58		0.15		2.27		.43		0.97		0.21		4.42		0.97

						HOST/ Domestic		0.35		0.09		1.38		.13		0.54		0.12		2.42		0.42

						Student nurse		1.10		0.26		4.63		.90		1.58		0.33		7.65		0.57

						Pharmacist		0.42		0.08		2.21		.31		0.87		0.14		5.42		0.88

						Allied Health		1.74		0.36		8.49		.49		2.70		0.49		14.99		0.26

						Other		1.00								1.00



						Length of conversation

						Brief		0.24		0.15		0.39		<.001		0.21		0.13		0.35		<.001

						Short		0.79		0.48		1.30		.35		0.68		0.40		1.18		0.17

						Long		1.00								1.00



						Ward environment



						Does the ward smell fresh?										1.82		0.94		3.53		.074

						Is the ward temperature comfortable?										0.98		0.59		1.63		.94

						Do the patients in your bay appear clean, well groomed and comfortable?										1.45		0.88		2.37		.14

						Is the bay clutter free?										1.81		1.20		2.75		.005

						In your bay, are water jugs, call bells, mobility aids (if required) for patients within easy reach?										1.58		1.00		2.49		.049

						In your bay, are any personal items within easy reach of patients?										1.57		0.90		2.73		.11

						Did the nurse in charge visit you in your bay?										1.75		1.17		2.61		.007
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