
Appendix 1: Floor and ceiling effects of the OxCAP-MH, ICECAP-A, EQ-5D-5L and EQ VAS 

scales 

 

Objective 

To assess whether the instruments at baseline and at the end of the study have any floor or ceiling 

effects. 

 

Methods 

Histograms were generated in STATA (Version 16) to graphically demonstrate the distributions of 

the scores. Floor and ceiling effects were considered to be present if more than 15% of respondents 

had the highest or lowest scores on the scales.  

 

Results 

The EQ-5D-5L scores at both baseline and endpoint showed some ceiling effects, but less than 15% 

of respondents had the highest scores on the OxCAP-MH, ICECAP-A and EQ VAS scales at any 

timepoints.  

 



Figure S1: Distribution of OxCAP-MH scores at baseline 

 

 

Figure S2: Distribution of OxCAP-MH scores at endpoint 

 



Figure S3: Distribution of ICECAP-A scores at baseline 

 
 

Figure S4: Distribution of ICECAP-A scores at endpoint 

 



Figure S5: Distribution of EQ-5D-5L scores at baseline 

 

 

Figure S6: Distribution of EQ-5D-5L scores at endpoint 

 



Figure S7: Distribution of EQ VAS scores at baseline 

 

 

Figure S8: Distribution of EQ VAS scores at endpoint 

  



Appendix 2: Graphical presentation of correlations between baseline scores 

 

Objective 

To provide a graphical presentation of correlations between baseline scores of the scales under 

investigation, including OxCAP-MH, ICECAP-A, EQ-5D-5L and EQ VAS. 

 

Methods 

Scores of respondents on the relevant scales were plotted on scatterplots. Graphical presentation of 

correlation between baseline and change scores explored the degree of agreement between the four 

scales. The axis of the graphs represented the minimum and maximum values of the relevant 

instruments.   

 

Results 

The findings echo those presented in Table 2 of the main paper.  

 
  



Figure S5: Correlations between OxCAP-MH and ICEAP-A scores at baseline  

 
 

 
Figure S6: Correlations between OxCAP-MH and EQ-5D-5L scores at baseline  

  
 



 
Figure S7: Correlations between OxCAP-MH and EQ VAS scores at baseline  

 
 

 
Figure S8: Correlations between ICECAP-A and EQ-5D-5L scores at baseline  

 



Figure S9: Correlations between ICECAP-A and EQ VAS scores at baseline 

 
 

 
Figure S10: Correlations between EQ-5D-5L and EQ VAS scores at baseline  

  



Appendix 3: Further details on the Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 

Objective 

To provide further details on the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), including the testing of data 

for suitability, choice of the number of factors retained, main analysis method and rotation of factor 

loadings.  

 

Methods 

Prior to EFA, data were tested for suitability for factor analysis by Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) and 

Bartlett’s tests (1). KMO of sampling adequacy is a statistic that indicates the proportion of 

variance in the included variables that might be caused by underlying factors. Good suitability for 

factor analysis is indicated by a bare minimum of 0.5 (2) and the value between 0.5 and 0.7 are 

mediocre, value between 0.7 and 0.8 are good, value between 0.8 and 0.9 are great and value 

between 0.9 and above are superb (3). The strength of the relationship among variables was 

confirmed by a statistically significant Bartlett‘s Test, which verifies the assumption that variances 

are equal across groups or samples (1). Good internal consistency was determined by a Cronbach’s 

alpha greater than 0.70 (3). Factor analysis was performed using polychoric correlations adequate 

for categorical scales using the freely available FACTOR software. The number of factors retained 

was chosen according to the Kaisers criterion based on a scree plot. Minimum Rank Factor 

Analysis (3) was chosen as the main analysis method. Factor loadings were rotated using promin 

rotation because it is known to perform better than other well-known oblique rotation procedures 

(4, 5). The correlation between factors is provided on Figure S8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure S11: Scree plot of eigenvalues (OxCAP-MH, ICECAP-A, EQ-5D-5L) 

 

 

 

Figure S12: List of Eigenvalues 

  
 
 

 

        Factor7         0.66769      0.19945            0.0557       1.0024

        Factor6         0.72157      0.05388            0.0602       0.9467

        Factor5         0.82398      0.10241            0.0687       0.8865

        Factor4         1.04996      0.22598            0.0876       0.8178

        Factor3         1.32585      0.27588            0.1106       0.7302

        Factor2         2.45269      1.12684            0.2046       0.6196

        Factor1         4.97437      2.52168            0.4150       0.4150

                                                                              

         Factor      Eigenvalue   Difference        Proportion   Cumulative

                                                                              

    Rotation: (unrotated)                        Number of params =        296

    Method: principal factors                    Retained factors =         16

Factor analysis/correlation                      Number of obs    =         92



 

Figure S8: Inter-factor correlation matrix  

 
 
 

Results  

The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin test of sampling adequacy resulted in a fair value of 0.724 (CI: 0.724-

0.758) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity resulting in a c2 of 785.8, (p = 0.00001), suggesting that the 

sample is suitable for factor analysis. Cronbach’s alpha for all 26 items was 0.8416, suggesting that 

the three instruments together possess a reliable internal consistency. Figure 5 shows the scree plot 

of eigenvalues based on the three instruments, and Figure S3 (List of Eigenvalues) presents them 

in a tabular format. Since the dots in Figure S2 (Scree plot of eigenvalues) are very close to the 

threshold of 1, the decision as to the number of factors was based on the numerical format of 

Eigenvalues. The combined information supported a four-factor solution for eigenvalues >1. 

Figurer S4 shows that the inter-factor correlations are very low. 
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