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Objectives Mean SDM-Q-9 Score per item (N=70)

We aimed to assess patients’ involvement in and experiences with decision making regarding implantable medical

device (IMD) surgery.
1) My doctor made clear that a decision needs to be made 7 _ 38

2) My doctor wanted to know exactly how | want to be involved in making the decision 3.6
Methods d dtok iyh be involved in making the d
A Crossjsectional survey was performed in Augus.t 2021_ involving_MOO persons aged 40+ representative for the 3) My doctor told me that there are different options for treating my medical condition [ | | | :-
Hungarian general population. Health-related quality of life and digital health literacy were measured by the EQ-5D- 47 My doctor precisely explained the advantages and disadvantages of the treatment options-| [ NN -
5L and eHEALS questionnaires, respectively. Respondents who have had hip, knee, spine, tooth, breast implant,
intraocular lens, dental bone graft, pacemaker, artificial cardiac valve, stent, abdominal mesh or continuous glucose 5) My doctor helped me understand il the information | [ NN - :
monitor implantation in 2020/2021 were selected and surveyed retrospectively for their experiences with decision 6) My doctor asked me which treatment option | prefer | [ N GEGNGTNNE :
making regarding their IMD surgery. Respondents completed the 9-itemShared Decision Making Questionnaire 7) My doctor and | thoroughly weighed the different treatment options| [ TN :2
(SDM-Q-9) and four questions of the patient r,eported experience measure (PREM) endorsed by the OECD. By das g st s T ==
Descriptive statistics were performed, Spearman’s rho correlations were analysed between SDM-Q-9 and EQ-5D-
50 eHEALS scores 9) My doctor and | reached an agreement on how to proceed _ 3.8
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Results

Mean score

Altogether 70 patients (female 60%) were involved with mean (SD) age of 60.1 (12.4) years, 47.1% had tertiary

educational level; EQ-5D-5L index score was 0.80 (0.25), eHEALS was 27.9 (5.5). The average SDM-Q-9 score was ) )

34.7 (SD 8.7; minimum: 16, maximum: 45); the lowest score was obtained on item 7 (My doctor and | thoroughly ~ Patient reported experiences (N=70)
weighed the different treatment options’). The share of patients indicating ‘Yes, definitely’ on the PREM questions

were as follows: the doctor spent enough time with the consultation 60.3%; the doctor provided easy-to-

understand explanations 58.8%; the patient had opportunity to raise questions 64.7%; the patient was involved in Did the doctor spend enough time with you?
the decision 57.4%. Only 33.8% indicated that the quality of the consultation was excellent. No significant
correlations were found between SDM-Q-9, and EQ-5D-5L, eHEALS scores. Did the doctor explain things in a way that was easy to understand? e \E,:Crye"gi’;td
Good
CO n Cl us | ons Did the doctor give you an opportunity to ask questions or raise concerns about recommended treatment? F;?
P
This small retrospective empirical study suggests that patients undergoing IMD surgery may have substantial st

Did the doctor involve you as much as you wanted to be in decisions about your care and treatment? :
Decline to answer

unmet needs regarding the decision process. Further prospective studies are encouraged to confirm our results
and analyse the explanatory factors in depth Overall, how would you rate the quality of this consultation?
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