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ABSTRACT 
Purpose: Patient-Reported Outcome Measures (PROMs) aim to facilitate patient-centred care 
by objectively measuring consumer views of their health and well-being in addition to moni-
toring patient outcomes. This review sought to identify PROMs suitable for adults receiving 
inpatient rehabilitation to guide clinical practice and consumer engagement in healthcare.
Material and methods: The scoping review methodology was guided by PRISMA-ScR and 
JBI guidelines. Seven electronic databases (Medline, Embase, CINAHL, PsycInfo, Cochrane 
CENTRAL, Cochrane Reviews, Scopus) and grey literature were searched from January 2000 
to October 2022. Two reviewers independently screened the articles. Data were extracted 
and summarised thematically to derive clinical implications.
Results: Of 9096 records retrieved, 51 articles were included for analysis. Fifty-nine key 
PROMs were identified in the rehabilitation literature. The Euro-QOL 5D was reported for 
more than one-third of the studies. There were numerous condition-specific PROMs pertain-
ing to health conditions such as arthritis, stroke and cardiac failure or symptoms such as 
pain, depression, fatigue and weakness. Most rehabilitation trials reported using PROMs 
before therapy and after discharge to monitor within-admission changes.
Conclusions: PROMs are frequently used in rehabilitation research and have the potential to 
yield helpful data for the evaluation of clinical services.
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Introduction

Patient-reported outcome measures (PROMs) are an 
integral part of evidence-based clinical practice in 
rehabilitation hospitals worldwide [1–4]. They 
enable consumers to report their health and well-
being over time, which fosters patient-centred care 
and consumer engagement in healthcare delivery 
[5]. PROMs are also a useful tool for nurses, doc-
tors, allied health professionals and other members 
of the multidisciplinary team to monitor rehabilita-
tion progress, alongside therapy outcome measures 
[6] and objective tests of performance [7–9]. 
PROMS improve safety and quality by incorporating 
the views of care recipients about which elements of 
rehabilitation should be prioritised [10,11].

Although PROMs are well embedded in acute 
hospital settings [12], emergency departments [13] 
and outpatient settings [14–16], PROMs used for 
inpatient rehabilitation are less well understood and 

there is variable implementation into routine care 
[17]. Many rehabilitation PROMs are available, yet 
uptake appears fragmented. There are ‘generic’ 
PROMs which can be used across multiple rehabili-
tation presentations and can encompass multiple 
dimensions of health, such as the EuroQOL-5D-5L 
[18–20] or the Short Form-36 [21,22]. There are 
also ‘condition specific’ PROMs for consumers that 
relate to a diagnosis such as arthritis, stroke or 
Parkinson’s disease or are focused on symptoms 
such as pain, fatigue, anxiety, depression and dis-
ability [23]. There is a growing body of global litera-
ture regarding condition-specific PROMs for use in 
rehabilitation hospitals, especially in relation to 
PROMs for stroke survivors [24,25], people with hip 
or knee joint replacements [26–29], Parkinson’s dis-
ease [30,31], spinal cord injury [32] or low back 
pain [33].

Nurses and other health professionals within the 
multidisciplinary rehabilitation team can use generic 

CONTACT Meg E. Morris m.morris@latrobe.edu.au The Victorian Rehabilitation Centre, Healthscope Australia, Melbourne, VIC, Australia. 
Supplemental data for this article can be accessed online at https://doi.org/10.1080/10833196.2023.2272400. 

� 2023 Crown Copyright. Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group 
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits 
unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited. The terms on which this article has been published allow 
the posting of the Accepted Manuscript in a repository by the author(s) or with their consent.

PHYSICAL THERAPY REVIEWS 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10833196.2023.2272400

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10833196.2023.2272400&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-11-21
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4045-2090
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9724-4746
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5716-8811
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3870-9272
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8839-8353
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8195-5057
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3626-9832
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2605-2576
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0114-4175
https://doi.org/10.1080/10833196.2023.2272400
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://www.tandfonline.com


and condition-specific PROMs to support shared 
decision making and to facilitate hospital discharge 
planning [34–36]. PROMs can also be used to assist 
patients to reflect on their own health priorities and 
progress [37–39]. They can facilitate communication 
between patients and health professionals, and help 
to identify barriers to good health [9,14]. Philpot 
et al. (2018) noted that barriers sometimes exist to 
implementing PROMs in rehabilitation practice 
[40]. Select PROMs were considered by some people 
to be time consuming and complex to follow. 
Health professionals sometimes reported consumer 
health literacy as a barrier, compounded by presen-
tation of most PROMs in English alone [40]. 
Facilitators to PROM uptake included the ability to 
track patient views over time, co-decision making 
and streamlining of patient consultations when 
PROMs were shared across the multidisciplinary 
team [40,41].

For health professionals to be able to select the 
best tool to use in clinical practice, it is helpful to 
summarise the main generic and condition-specific 
PROMs for inpatient rehabilitation hospitals, the 
clinical populations and symptoms they apply to 
and how they are scored. The aim of this scoping 
review is to address these needs. The research ques-
tions are: (1) what generic PROMs have been in the 
scientific literature for inpatient rehabilitation (2) 
what condition-specific PROMs are typically used 
for particular diagnoses or symptoms (3) what are 
the main scale characteristics of inpatient rehabilita-
tion PROMs?

Methods

This review has been co-designed and co-authored 
with consumer representatives who assisted in the 
development of the research question, evidence syn-
thesis and manuscript. We used the scoping review 
methodology to explore the breadth of this topic, 
map the available literature, identify key concepts in 
the literature and identify areas of emerging evi-
dence to inform clinical practice [42–46]. Scoping 
reviews have an a priori protocol, involve extensive 
database searching, and have documented transpar-
ent and reproducible steps [47]. They can also be 
used to determine whether a systematic review is 
required or warranted [44–46,48].

Identifying relevant studies

Eligibility criteria were guided by expert opinions, 
the research team and Joanna Briggs Institute guide-
lines to develop the population, concept and context 
for the review [49]. The population of interest was 
adults (18 years and older) in rehabilitation 

hospitals. To be included, PROMs had to report 
patient views of individual health, wellbeing or qual-
ity of life, not patient satisfaction or patient experi-
ence [50]. PROMs could be completed by the 
patient independently or with support, but not by 
proxy. Included journal articles were accessible as 
full text, peer-reviewed publications and written in 
English. Only articles that reported primary, quanti-
tative research within inpatient rehabilitation set-
tings were included. Articles were excluded if 
PROMs were not collected during the reported 
inpatient rehabilitation trial, except for elective joint 
arthroplasty surgery patients participating in 
inpatient rehabilitation for whom PROMs are rou-
tinely collected prior to surgery, then three and six 
months after surgery [51]. Research conducted in 
non-rehabilitation settings were also excluded, e.g. 
acute hospitals, community settings, mental health 
or palliative care.

Search strategy

The search strategy developed for this review was an 
iterative approach with consultation between the 
reviewers and a health sciences librarian who executed 
the searches. The final comprehensive search was con-
ducted across MEDLINE, EMBASE, CINAHL, 
Cochrane, PsycInfo, Scopus and grey literature includ-
ing Google Scholar and clinical trial registries. These 
databases were searched for literature published from 
2000 until October 2022, with an example of the 
search strategy for MEDLINE found in Appendix. 
Keywords within the search were derived the major 
categories of ‘patient-reported outcome measure’ and 
‘rehabilitation’. Reference lists of the included studies, 
and of relevant systematic reviews, were examined for 
relevant additional sources.

Selection of studies

The studies identified in the search were upload to 
Covidence [52]. Two reviewers independently 
screened studies by title and abstract, who then 
independently screened full texts and identified 
studies meeting the review criteria. At each stage, 
the reviewers resolved conflicts by discussion to 
consensus, with consultation by a third reviewer if 
necessary.

Data charting

Data from eligible studies were independently 
extracted by two reviewers in a chart designed spe-
cifically for this review. This captured key character-
istics of studies, including design and methods, 
population, intervention overview, average inpatient 
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admission length, PROMs utilised and any available 
detail of the PROM. Where sufficient detail of the 
PROM properties was not described in the study, 
this was sought through internet searching. PROM 
detail included a number of items within the tool, 
scoring range, direction of scales and interpretation 
of scores.

Synthesis of Results

The final dataset was synthesised by an iterative 
process as demonstrated by McKercher (2022) [5], 
with the focus on accessibility of the data for health 
professionals seeking to use PROMs in rehabilitation 
practice. Subsequently, PROMs were separated into 
generic and condition-specific categories. Data were 
mapped in tabular and descriptive format, with the 
number of items within each PROM additionally 
graphically illustrated. Further detail included study 
characteristics (e.g. country of origin, year), setting, 
major domains measured in the PROM (i.e. phys-
ical, psychological, social), tool design, number of 
items and specific domains within the tools [49,53]. 
A narrative summary of the results was completed 
in text format including the overall findings and 
how these results may influence further research or 
clinical practice [53].

Results

Following the removal of duplicates, 9096 records 
were retrieved from the seven databases, with an 

additional 12 from grey literature. Figure 1 illus-
trates the results of the search strategy within the 
PRISMA flow diagram [54]. A review of title and 
abstracts identified 8821 records that did not meet 
eligibility criteria. A total of 275 full texts were 
sought for review, with 68 identified as conference 
abstracts or proceedings. The remaining 207 full 
texts were assessed for eligibility, with 156 excluded. 
Often manuscripts were excluded because the study 
design did not match the research question (n¼ 35); 
studies were only in outpatient settings (n¼ 70); or 
PROM use did not occur during an inpatient 
rehabilitation admission (n¼ 13). The final review 
included 51 articles.

Supporting Information Table A outlines the 
characteristics of included rehabilitation studies, 
such as study design, type of inpatient rehabilitation 
facility and the country where the study was con-
ducted. Most studies (n¼ 35, 68.6%) were published 
within the last five years. The most prominent 
health condition studied was arthritic diseases [55– 
63], followed by neurological conditions such as 
Parkinson’s disease [30,31,64–66], multiple sclerosis 
[67,68], stroke [24,25,69–75] and spinal cord injury 
[76–78], then, cardiopulmonary conditions [79–84]. 
Sample sizes ranged from 10 to 16,966 participants 
in a three-year, retrospective controlled clinical trial 
using medical history audits, where collection of a 
single quality of life PROM, the EQ-5D-5L, was pre-
viously embedded in usual care [85]. The average 
reported inpatient rehabilitation admission length 
ranged from 14 days in a joint arthroplasty study to 

Figure 1. PRISMA diagram of scoping review results for PROMs for inpatient rehabilitation.
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172 days in a spinal cord injury study [76]. Several 
studies (n¼ 18, 35.2%) did not report rehabilitation 
length of stay. Most studies (n¼ 43, 84.3%) utilised 
three or less PROMs. The use of six PROMs was 
the highest reported and occurred in two studies of 
neurological patients [72,77]. The timepoints of 
PROM use were most often at baseline and at dis-
charge from inpatient rehabilitation, with 31 studies 
(60.7%) reporting at least these two timepoints. Use 
of PROMs between baseline and discharge was 
reported in two studies [71,79], with daily use of the 
Multidimensional Mood Questionnaire implemented 
in a study of stroke patients [71]. Nearly half of the 
studies (n¼ 25) included long-term follow-up, rang-
ing from six weeks to 36 months post-discharge.

A total of 59 PROMs were identified within these 
research articles, 32 of which were condition-specific, 
encompassing musculoskeletal, cardiopulmonary and 
neurological conditions. An additional 18 PROMs 
reported specific symptoms, with seven (39%) per-
taining to pain and four (22%) to anxiety or depres-
sion. The remaining 10 were classified as generic and 
able to be applied across any person receiving 
inpatient rehabilitation. Figure 2 illustrates the num-
ber of questions within each PROM, ranging from a 
single question to 328 (average 27 questions/PROM).

Table 1 summarises the broad constructs measured 
by the condition-specific PROMs, with the tools 
encapsulating psychological (anxiety, behaviour, 
emotions, fatigue, etc.), physical (symptoms, activities 
of daily living, mobility, gait, hand function, etc.) and 
social (communication, supports, community links, 
etc.) aspects of self-reported individual health. The 
assessment of arthritic diseases (both osteoarthritis 
and rheumatoid conditions) was addressed by many 

PROMs, with nine separate tools identified (Table 1). 
Aside from the Arthritis Self Efficacy Scale which 
addressed psychological issues of arthritis, the other 
tools were concerned with only physical constructs or 
falls risk assessment and prevention [94]. This con-
trasts with the tools specific to neurological condi-
tions such as stroke, Parkinson’s disease and multiple 
sclerosis, where physical, psychological and social 
domains were usually examined.

Supporting Information Table B details tool 
structure and scoring interpretation for each condi-
tion-specific PROM, in addition to the more 
detailed domains relevant for the conditions. For 
example, the Prosthesis Evaluation Questionnaire 
examines issues of prosthetic use (appearance, 
sounds, ambulation, etc.), whereas the Burn Specific 
Health and Anxiety Scales quantify emotional, phys-
ical and functional issues related to burn affected 
skin. This table highlights that most condition-spe-
cific PROMS (n¼ 8, 89%) included examination of 
physical components of health, such as the impact 
of pain and joint stiffness on the ability to partici-
pate in functional and social or leisure activities.

Also highlighted in Supporting Information Table 
B is the variability in number of questions within 
each condition-specific PROM, with numbers ranging 
from two to 328 (average 38.5/PROM). This average 
is skewed by the Stoke Mandeville Spinal Needs 
Assessment Checklist, with 328 questions specific to 
people receiving rehabilitation for spinal cord injuries 
[95], with the next highest number of questions found 
in the St George Respiratory Questionnaire-A being a 
total of 76 [96]. Whilst most condition-specific 
PROMs exclusively used Likert-type scales, several 
tools [76,97–103] used other methods of scoring such 

Figure 2. Number of items in PROMs.
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as the Multiple Sclerosis Quality of Life questionnaire 
where a mix of Likert-type scales in addition to yes/ 
no questions generates physical health and mental 
health summary scores [104].

Table 2 outlines the symptom-specific PROMs 
identified within the rehabilitation research litera-
ture, with tools concerned with more distinctive 
domains. Psychological aspects of health including 
anxiety, depression, self-esteem and mood were 
addressed in most symptom-specific PROMs 
(n¼ 13, 72%), with physical domains of health 
examined in 11 (61%) tools and social aspects 
explored in 3 (17%) of tools. The symptom of pain 
was the focus within the majority of symptom-spe-
cific PROMs, with seven (39%) using scales or ques-
tionnaires to assess subjective levels of pain that 
may occur in many conditions.

Supporting Information Table C details the score 
ranges and interpretation of each symptom-specific 
PROM, with all tools utilising Likert-type scales 

[78,100,109–121] aside from the Geriatric 
Depression Scale [122] where respondents answer 
yes/no to questions regarding their mental health. 
Of note, the Hospital and Anxiety Depression Scale 
(HADS) [123] was reported in nine of the studies in 
this review (Supporting Information Table A). This 
symptom-specific PROM contains 14 questions, 
with each scaled from absence to extreme presence 
of psychological symptoms of anxiety and depres-
sion. This tool was designed for ease of application 
and for screening purposes only, and not to be used 
for definitive diagnoses [123].

The 10 generic PROMs identified within this 
review covered a broad range of physical, psycho-
logical and social constructs (Table 3). Evaluation of 
physical (n¼ 7, 70%) and/or psychological (n¼ 8, 
80%) domains were included in most generic 
PROMs. The number of questions within each 
PROM ranged from 1 to 36, with an average of 14.6 
per PROM (see Supporting Information Table D). 

Table 1. Condition-specific patient-reported outcome measures (PROMs) used for inpatient rehabilitation.

Condition
PROM 

(Abbreviated)
PROM 

(Full name) Major domains measured Reference

Amputee ABIS Amputee Body Image Scale Psychological [86]
PEQ Prosthesis Evaluation Questionnaire Physical, prosthesis-specific, 

psychological, social
[86]

Burns BSHS-B Burn Specific Health Scale-Brief Physical, psychological [87,88]
BSHS-FN Burn Specific Health Scale for Face and 

Neck
Physical, psychological [89]

BSPAS Burn Specific Pain Anxiety Scale Psychological [88]
Cancer EORTC QLQ-C30 European Organization for Research 

and Treatment of Cancer Quality of 
Life Questionnaire Core 30

Physical, psychological, social [2,90–93]

Cardiac failure MLHFQ Minnesota Living with Heart Failure 
Questionnaire

Physical, psychological [82]

COPD COPD CAT Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 
Common Assessment Test

Physical [81]

SGRQ St George’s Respiratory Questionnaire Physical, global health rating [81]
Coronary artery disease MacNew MacNew Heart Disease health related 

quality of life questionnaire
Psychological, physical, social, 

global health rating
[79,83]

Low back pain ODI Oswestry Disability Index Physical, social [33]
Multiple sclerosis FAMS Functional Assessment of Multiple 

Sclerosis questionnaire
Physical, psychological, social [67]

MSIS-29 Multiple Sclerosis Impact Scale-29 Physical, psychological [67]
MSQOL-54 Multiple Sclerosis Quality of Life 54 Physical, psychological, social, 

global health rating
[68]

Osteoarthritis, inflammatory 
rheumatoid diseases

ASES Arthritis Self-Efficacy Scale Psychological [63]
HOOS Hip Osteoarthritis and Outcome Score Physical [57]
KOOS Knee Osteoarthritis and Outcome Score Physical [55,57]
OKS Oxford Knee Score Physical [55,58,60,61]
RADAI Rheumatoid Arthritis Disease Activity 

Index
Physical [63]

OHS Oxford Hip Score Physical [60]
TAS Tegner Activity Scale Physical [61]
UCLA UCLA Activity Score, University of 

California Los Angeles Activity Score
Physical [56]

WOMAC Western Ontario and McMaster 
Universities Osteoarthritis Index

Physical [56,59,62]

Parkinson’s disease UPDRS I Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale 
Section I

Psychological, physical [30,65,66]

UPDRS II Unified Parkinson’s Disease Rating Scale 
Section II

Physical [30,31,65,66]

PDDS Parkinson’s Disease Disability Scale Physical, social [31]
PDQ39 Parkinson’s Disease Questionnaire 39 Physical, psychological, social [30,64]

Spinal cord injury SMS-NAC Stoke Mandeville Spinal Needs 
Assessment Checklist

Physical, social, psychological [76]

Stroke SAQOL-39NL Stroke and Aphasia quality of life scale Social, physical [72]
SIS Stroke Impact Scale V.3 Social, physical, psychological [72]
SS-QOL Stroke Specific Quality Of Life Physical, social, psychological [74]

ADLs: activities of daily living; COPD: chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; PROM: patient-reported outcome measure.
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Aside from the EQ-5D-5L-VAS [126] that utilises a 
single visual analogue scale to quantify an individu-
als’ own view of overall health, the other generic 
PROMs identified in the rehabilitation research lit-
erature use Likert-type scales for scoring. The EQ- 
5D-5L was the most frequently utilised PROM, with 
over a third of the studies in this review reporting 
scores (Supporting Information Table A). Score 
ranges and interpretation for each PROM are sum-
marised in Supporting Information Table D.

Discussion

An analysis of the global literature showed the use of 
PROMs for people participating in inpatient rehabilita-
tion to be variable, despite the availability and useful-
ness of these tools [17,32,127,128]. In countries such 
as the United States there is a movement towards 
adopting value-based payment models that incorporate 
patient-centred outcomes together with therapy out-
come measures, whilst in Australia there is consider-
ation that PROMs may be utilised to optimise care 
quality, safety and patient satisfaction [6,17]. At the 
same time, multidisciplinary teams seek clarity on 

which generic PROMs and condition-specific PROMs 
are best suited for use in rehabilitation hospitals [32].

This review of papers on rehabilitation research 
trials found 59 PROMs used with rehabilitation 
inpatients. The EuroQol-5D-5L and Short Form-36 
were the most frequently used generic PROMs for 
rehabilitation services and programs. According to 
Groeneveld (2019), the EuroQol-5D-5L is particu-
larly helpful for showing changes in general health 
and quality of life over the course of rehabilitation 
[72]. Whether or not the tool is sensitive enough to 
demonstrate specific changes remains open to ques-
tion, especially when applied alone. A wide range of 
condition-specific PROMs were also reported. These 
varied greatly in length, complexity and suitability 
for clinical application, especially considering pres-
sures on patient length of stay. Aligned with the 
International Consortium for Health Outcomes 
Measurement (ICHOM) recommendations [23], we 
found that condition-specific PROMs give insights 
into a patient’s perspective of their physical capabil-
ities, as well as views on changes over the course of 
rehabilitation in their psychological status and per-
ceived social limitations. This is important to 

Table 2. Examples of symptom specific patient-reported outcome measures in the rehabilitation research literature.

Symptom
PROM 

(Abbreviated)
PROM 

(Full name) Major domains measured Reference

Anxiety and/or depression BDI Beck Depression Inventory Psychological, social, physical [68,78]
GDS Geriatric Depression Scale Psychological [105]
HADS Hospital Anxiety and Depression 

Scale
Psychological [1,24,72,79,93,106–108]

PHQ Patient Health Questionnaire; anxiety 
and depression subscales

Psychological [92]

Emotional 
disturbance

CD-RISC-25 Connor Davidson Resilience Scale 25 Psychological [56]
FoP-Q-SF Fear of Progression Questionnaire 

Short Form
Social, physical, psychological [92]

MBUT Modified Body Uneasiness Test Physical, psychological [78]
MDMQ Multidimensional Mood 

Questionnaire
Psychological [71]

RSES Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale Psychological [105
Fatigue FSS Fatigue Severity Scale Physical [68,72]
Pain CPCI-42 Chronic Pain Coping Inventory 42 Psychological, physical, social [77]

FPQ Fear of Pain Questionnaire Physical, psychological [77]
MPS Musculoskeletal Pain Survey Physical [77]
NPRS Numeric Pain Rating Scale Physical [33,90]
PCS Pain Catastrophizing Scale Psychological [77]
TKS-11 Tampa Kinesiophobia Scale Physical, psychological [77]
VAS Visual Analogue Scale Physical [61,63]

Sarcopenia /weakness SARC-F Strength Assistance Rise Climb Falls 
Questionnaire

Physical [69,105]

Table 3. Generic patient-reported outcome measures used for inpatient rehabilitation.
PROM 
(Abbreviated) PROM Major domains measured Reference

15D 15-Dimensional instrument Physical, social, psychological [67]
EQ-5D-3L EuroQOL-5D-3L Physical, psychological [69,84]
EQ-5D-5L EuroQOL-5D-5L Physical, psychological [25,55,58,60,67,70,72,73,80,85,105,124]
EQ-5D-VAS EuroQOL-5D-5L Visual Analogue Scale Global health rating [33,55,75,105,108]
HAQ-DI Health Assessment Questionnaire Disability Index Physical [33,63]
PANAS Positive And Negative Affect Schedule Psychological [125]
SF-12 Short Form 12 Physical, social, psychological,  

global health
[78]

SF-36 Short Form 36 Physical, social, psychological, global health [24,59,62,63,82–84,106,107]
SQOL Subjective Quality of Life Questionnaire Psychological, social [77]
USER-P Utrecht Scale for Evaluation of  

Rehabilitation-Participation
Physical, psychological [72]

ADLs: activities of daily living.
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rehabilitation therapists who seek to report out-
comes across several functional domains that reflect 
the patients’ lived experiences.

The review supports the value add of partnering 
with consumers to measure their perceptions of 
change over the course of their rehabilitation stay. As 
noted by Heath et al. (2021) [129], rehabilitation 
teams can benefit from sharing PROMs data to 
monitor patient progress. Generic PROMs are par-
ticularly helpful in this regard, to monitor changes in 
cohorts over time. This can be reported at a system 
level when all patients at a given service complete the 
same generic PROM. Working as teams, clinicians 
can select, apply and share the findings of PROMs 
when collaborating towards common rehabilitation 
goals. Interdisciplinary rehabilitation approaches can 
therefore benefit from team decisions incorporating 
PROMs data across physical, psychological and social 
domains [128,130]. However, the importance of 
understanding a patient’s perspective and experience 
of rehabilitation goes beyond the direct clinical team. 
As highlighted by Kayes and Papadimitriou (2023) 
[131], for patient-centred practice to be embedded in 
health services, key stakeholders at the level of fun-
ders, insurers and policymakers need to consider and 
prioritise patient views, which may be derived in part 
from the use of PROMs.

There were several limitations of this review. First, 
the analysis was restricted to what was reported in 
the published research literature and the review 
might not have captured every PROM suitable for 
rehabilitation inpatients. Second, the review only 
included papers published in English and the find-
ings are not necessarily representative of all global 
regions, ethnicities or cultures. It was beyond the 
scope of the current review to evaluate the impact of 
different cultures, countries and languages on the 
reliability and validity of the rehabilitation PROMS 
examined. This is an important consideration for 
future trials. We did not specifically examine the 
effects of implementing electronic health record- 
based PROMs, which has already been examined by 
Heinemann et al. (2022) [32]. Simple Likert-type 
scales were used by the vast majority of PROMs and 
the psychometric properties of rehabilitation PROMs 
awaits further analysis and verification. As noted by 
Terwee et al. (2021) [130], there can sometimes be 
an overlap in PROMs definitions, and wide variation 
in terminology and scoring differences for rehabilita-
tion PROMs. It would be beneficial to develop a spe-
cific inpatient rehabilitation PROM, whereby 
clinicians can access tools known to be valid for 
application in the rehabilitation context. Most of the 
studies analysed in this review were from research 
trials and there may be a difference between the use 
of PROM in daily practice as compared to in a 

research design. There is also potentially a research- 
practice gap between the findings and recommenda-
tions of researchers and the implementation of 
PROMS into everyday clinical practice.

Conclusion

Rehabilitation PROMs aim to facilitate consumer 
engagement in the design, delivery and evaluation of 
services. Although a range of PROMS have been 
identified for research use, there remains a need for 
consensus on a minimum set of PROMS to be imple-
mented clinically in rehabilitation hospitals. There is 
arguably a need to design new rehabilitation PROMS 
that are both reliable and more patient-centred.

Acknowledgement

Thank you to Elizabeth Lawrence, a research librarian at 
La Trobe University, for assistance with devising and con-
ducting the literature search.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the 
authors.

Funding

The author(s) reported there is no funding associated 
with the work featured in this article.

ORCID

Claire Thwaites http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4045-2090 
Nicole Rowntree http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9724-4746 
Anita Hodge http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5716-8811 
Sally Fowler-Davis http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3870- 
9272 
Jonathan P. McKercher http://orcid.org/0000-0002- 
8839-8353 
Ishanka Weerasekara http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8195- 
5057 
Matthew Knight http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3626-9832 
Cathy Jones http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2605-2576 
Meg E. Morris http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0114-4175 

References

001. Licht T, Nickels A, Riedl D, et al. Evaluation of 
inpatient cancer rehabilitation by routine elec-
tronic patient-reported outcome measures 
(ePROM): improvement of quality of life (QoL) 
and psychological distress. J Clin Oncol. 2019; 
37(Suppl 15):e18294–e18294.

002. Licht T, Nickels A, Rumpold G, et al. Evaluation 
by electronic patient-reported outcomes of cancer 
survivors’ needs and the efficacy of inpatient can-
cer rehabilitation in different tumor entities. 
Support Care Cancer. 2021;29(10):5853–5864. doi: 
10.1007/s00520-021-06123-x.

PHYSICAL THERAPY REVIEWS 7

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-021-06123-x


003. Smit EB, Bouwstra H, van der Wouden JC, et al. 
Development of a patient-reported outcomes meas-
urement information system (PROMISVR ) short 
form for measuring physical function in geriatric 
rehabilitation patients. Qual Life Res. 2020;29(9): 
2563–2572. doi: 10.1007/s11136-020-02506-5.

004. Williams K, Sansoni J, Morris D, et al. Patient- 
reported outcome measures: literature review. 
Sydney: ACSQHC; 2016.

005. McKercher JP, Slade SC, Jazayeri JA, et al. Patient 
experiences of codesigned rehabilitation interven-
tions in hospitals: a rapid review. BMJ Open. 2022; 
12(11):e068241. doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2022-068241.

006. Perry A, Morris M, Unsworth C, et al. Therapy 
outcome measures for allied health practitioners in 
Australia: the AusTOMs. Int J Qual Health Care. 
2004;16(4):285–291. doi: 10.1093/intqhc/mzh059.

007. Wade DT. Measurement in neurological rehabilita-
tion. Curr Opin Neurol Neurosurg. 1992;5(5):682– 
686.

008. Wade DT. What is rehabilitation? An empirical 
investigation leading to an evidence-based descrip-
tion. Clin Rehabil. 2020;34(5):571–583. doi: 10. 
1177/0269215520905112.

009. Greenhalgh J, Gooding K, Gibbons E, et al. How 
do patient reported outcome measures (PROMs) 
support clinician-patient communication and 
patient care? A realist synthesis. J Patient Rep 
Outcomes. 2018;2(1):42. doi: 10.1186/s41687-018- 
0061-6.

010. Castro EM, Malfait S, Van Regenmortel T, et al. 
Co-design for implementing patient participation 
in hospital services: a discussion paper. Patient 
Educ Couns. 2018;101(7):1302–1305. doi: 10.1016/ 
j.pec.2018.03.019.

011. Lim S, Morris H, Pizzirani B, et al. Evaluating hos-
pital tools and services that were co-produced with 
patients: a rapid review. Int J Qual Health Care. 
2020;32(4):231–239. doi: 10.1093/intqhc/mzaa020.

012. Myles PS, Myles DB, Galagher W, et al. Minimal 
clinically important difference for three quality of 
recovery scales. Anesthesiology. 2016;125(1):39–45. 
doi: 10.1097/ALN.0000000000001158.

013. Vaillancourt S, Cullen JD, Dainty KN, et al. 
PROM-ED: development and testing of a Patient- 
Reported outcome measure for emergency depart-
ment patients who are discharged home. Ann 
Emerg Med. 2020;76(2):219–229. doi: 10.1016/j. 
annemergmed.2019.12.023.

014. Lapin BR, Honomichl R, Thompson N, et al. 
Patient-reported experience with patient-reported 
outcome measures in adult patients seen in 
rheumatology clinics. Qual Life Res. 2021;30(4): 
1073–1082. doi: 10.1007/s11136-020-02692-2.

015. Farrington C, Noble B. The use and correlation of 
patient reported outcome measures (PROMs) in a 
hospital outpatient setting. BMJ Support. 2014; 
4(Suppl 1):A5–A5.

016. Thestrup Hansen S, Kjerholt M, Friis Christensen 
S, et al. Haematologists’ experiences implementing 
patient reported outcome measures (PROMs) in 
an outpatient clinic: a qualitative study for applied 
practice. J Patient Rep Outcomes. 2019;3(1):74. 
doi: 10.1186/s41687-019-0166-6.

017. Keeney T, Kumar A, Erler KS, et al. Making the 
case for patient-reported outcome measures in 
big-data rehabilitation research: implications for 

optimizing patient-centered care. Arch Phys Med 
Rehabil. 2022;103(5s):s140–s145. doi: 10.1016/j. 
apmr.2020.12.028.

018. Chen P, Lin K-C, Liing R-J, et al. Validity, respon-
siveness, and minimal clinically important differ-
ence of EQ-5D-5L in stroke patients undergoing 
rehabilitation. Qual Life Res. 2016;25(6):1585– 
1596. doi: 10.1007/s11136-015-1196-z.

019. Nolan CM, Longworth L, Lord J, et al. The EQ- 
5D-5L health status questionnaire in COPD: valid-
ity, responsiveness and minimum important differ-
ence. Thorax. 2016;71(6):493–500. doi: 10.1136/ 
thoraxjnl-2015-207782.

020. Koga R, Sasaki T, Ideta R, et al. The EQ-5D-5L in 
patients admitted to a hospital in Japan with 
recent spinal cord injury: a descriptive study. 
Spinal Cord. 2019;57(11):960–965. doi: 10.1038/ 
s41393-019-0306-0.

021. Hobart JC, Williams LS, Moran K, et al. Quality of 
life measurement after stroke: uses and abuses of 
the SF-36. Stroke. 2002;33(5):1348–1356. doi: 10. 
1161/01.str.0000015030.59594.b3.

022. Haigh R, Tennant A, Biering-Sorensen F, et al. 
The use of outcome measures in physical medicine 
and rehabilitation within Europe. J Rehabil Med. 
2001;33(6):273–278.

023. Measurement ICfHO. Patient centred outcome 
measures. 2022; Available from: https://www. 
ichom.org/patient-centered-outcome-measures/

024. Tramonti F, Fanciullacci C, Giunti G, et al. 
Functional status and quality of life of stroke sur-
vivors undergoing rehabilitation programmes in a 
hospital setting. Neurorehabilitation. 2014;35(1):1– 
7. doi: 10.3233/NRE-141092.

025. Vaz LO, Almeida JC, Froes K, et al. Effects of 
inspiratory muscle training on walking capacity of 
individuals after stroke: a double-blind randomized 
trial. Clin Rehabil. 2021;35(9):1247–1256. doi: 10. 
1177/0269215521999591.

026. Hardy A, Courgeon M, Pellei K, et al. Improved 
clinical outcomes of outpatient enhanced recovery 
hip and knee replacements in comparison to stand-
ard inpatient procedures: a study of patients who 
experienced both. Orthop Traumatol Surg Res. 
2022;108(6):103236. doi: 10.1016/j.otsr.2022.103236.

027. Rissman CM, Keeney BJ, Ercolano EM, et al. 
Predictors of facility discharge, range of motion, 
and Patient-Reported physical function improve-
ment after primary total knee arthroplasty: a pro-
spective cohort analysis. J Arthroplasty. 2016;31(1): 
36–41. doi: 10.1016/j.arth.2015.09.002.

028. Alviar MJ, Olver J, Brand C, et al. Do patient- 
reported outcome measures used in assessing out-
comes in rehabilitation after hip and knee arthro-
plasty capture issues relevant to patients? Results 
of a systematic review and ICF linking process. J 
Rehabil Med. 2011;43(5):374–381. doi: 10.2340/ 
16501977-0801.

029. Roos EM, Toksvig-Larsen S. Knee injury and 
osteoarthritis outcome score (KOOS) - validation 
and comparison to the WOMAC in total knee 
replacement. Health Qual Life Outcomes. 2003; 
1(1):17. doi: 10.1186/1477-7525-1-17.

030. Morris M, Iansek R, Kirkwood B. A randomized 
controlled trial of movement strategies compared 
with exercise for people with Parkinson’s disease. 

8 C. THWAITES ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-020-02506-5
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-068241
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzh059
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269215520905112
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269215520905112
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41687-018-0061-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41687-018-0061-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2018.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2018.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzaa020
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000001158
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2019.12.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2019.12.023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-020-02692-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41687-019-0166-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2020.12.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2020.12.028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-015-1196-z
https://doi.org/10.1136/thoraxjnl-2015-207782
https://doi.org/10.1136/thoraxjnl-2015-207782
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41393-019-0306-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41393-019-0306-0
https://doi.org/10.1161/01.str.0000015030.59594.b3
https://doi.org/10.1161/01.str.0000015030.59594.b3
https://www.ichom.org/patient-centered-outcome-measures/
https://www.ichom.org/patient-centered-outcome-measures/
https://doi.org/10.3233/NRE-141092
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269215521999591
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269215521999591
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.otsr.2022.103236
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.arth.2015.09.002
https://doi.org/10.2340/16501977-0801
https://doi.org/10.2340/16501977-0801
https://doi.org/10.1186/1477-7525-1-17


Mov Disord. 2009;24(1):64–71. doi: 10.1002/mds. 
22295.

031. Frazzitta G, Maestri R, Bertotti G, et al. Intensive 
rehabilitation treatment in early Parkinson’s dis-
ease: a randomized pilot study with a 2-year fol-
low-up. Neurorehabil Neural Repair. 2015;29(2): 
123–131. doi: 10.1177/1545968314542981.

032. Heinemann AW, Nitsch KP, Gracz K, et al. 
Implementing patient-reported outcome measures 
in inpatient rehabilitation: challenges and solu-
tions. Arch Phys Med Rehabil. 2022;103(5S):S67– 
S77. doi: 10.1016/j.apmr.2021.05.010.

033. Zdravkovic A, Grote V, Pirchl M, et al. 
Comparison of patient- and clinician-reported out-
come measures in lower back rehabilitation: intro-
ducing a new integrated performance measure 
(t2D). Qual Life Res. 2022;31(1):303–315. doi: 10. 
1007/s11136-021-02905-2.

034. Briffa N. The employment of patient-reported out-
come measures to communicate the likely benefits 
of surgery. Patient Relat Outcome Meas. 2018;9: 
263–266. doi: 10.2147/PROM.S132746.

035. Bukstein DA, Guerra DG, Huwe T, et al. A review 
of shared decision-making: a call to arms for 
health care professionals. Ann Allergy Asthma 
Immunol. 2020;125(3):273–279. doi: 10.1016/j.anai. 
2020.06.030.

036. Coronado-V�azquez V, Canet-Fajas C, Delgado- 
Marroqu�ın MT, et al. Interventions to facilitate 
shared decision-making using decision aids with 
patients in primary health care: a systematic 
review. Medicine (Baltimore). 2020;99(32):e21389. 
doi: 10.1097/MD.0000000000021389.

037. Brusco NK, Atkinson V, Woods J, et al. 
Implementing PROMS for elective surgery 
patients: feasibility, response rate, degree of recov-
ery and patient acceptability. J Patient Rep 
Outcomes. 2022;6(1):73. doi: 10.1186/s41687-022- 
00483-6.

038. Morris ME, Atkinson V, Woods J, et al. Patient 
judgement of change with elective surgery corre-
lates with patient reported outcomes and quality 
of life. Healthcare (Basel). 2022;10(6):999. doi: 10. 
3390/healthcare10060999.

039. Heng H, Kiegaldie D, Slade SC, et al. Healthcare 
professional perspectives on barriers and enablers 
to falls prevention education: a qualitative study. 
PLoS One. 2022;17(4):e0266797. doi: 10.1371/jour-
nal.pone.0266797.

040. Philpot LM, Barnes SA, Brown RM, et al. Barriers 
and benefits to the use of patient-reported out-
come measures in routine clinical care: a qualita-
tive study. Am J Med Qual. 2018;33(4):359–364. 
doi: 10.1177/1062860617745986.

041. Boyce MB, Browne JP, Greenhalgh J. The experi-
ences of professionals with using information from 
patient-reported outcome measures to improve the 
quality of healthcare: a systematic review of quali-
tative research. BMJ Qual Saf. 2014;23(6):508–518. 
doi: 10.1136/bmjqs-2013-002524.

042. Tricco AC, Lillie E, Zarin W, et al. A scoping 
review on the conduct and reporting of scoping 
reviews. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2016;16(1):15– 
15. doi: 10.1186/s12874-016-0116-4.

043. Colquhoun HL, Levac D, O’Brien KK, et al. 
Scoping reviews: time for clarity in definition, 
methods, and reporting. J Clin Epidemiol. 2014; 

67(12):1291–1294. doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.03. 
013.

044. Arksey H, O’Malley L. Scoping studies: towards a 
methodological framework. Int J Soc Res 
Methodol. 2005;8(1):19–32. doi: 10.1080/ 
1364557032000119616.

045. Levac D, Colquhoun H, O’Brien KK. Scoping stud-
ies: advancing the methodology. Implementation 
Sci. 2010;5(1):69. doi: 10.1186/1748-5908-5-69.

046. Munn Z, Peters MD, Stern C, et al. Systematic 
review or scoping review? Guidance for authors 
when choosing between a systematic or scoping 
review approach. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2018; 
18(1):1–7. doi: 10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x.

047. Peters MDJ, Marnie C, Tricco AC, et al. Updated 
methodological guidance for the conduct of scop-
ing reviews. JBI Evid Implement. 2021;19(1):3–10. 
doi: 10.1097/XEB.0000000000000277.

048. Pham MT, Raji�c A, Greig JD, et al. A scoping 
review of scoping reviews: advancing the approach 
and enhancing the consistency. Res Synth Methods. 
2014;5(4):371–385. doi: 10.1002/jrsm.1123.

049. Peters MD, Godfrey C, McInerney P, et al. 
Chapter 11: Scoping reviews. In: Aromataris E, 
Munn Z, editors. JBI manual for evidence synthe-
sis. Vol. 2020. Adelaide, Australia: JBI; 2020.

050. Dawson J, Doll H, Fitzpatrick R, et al. The routine 
use of patient reported outcome measures in 
healthcare settings. BMJ. 2010;340(1):c186–c186. 
doi: 10.1136/bmj.c186.

051. Roos EM, Lohmander LS. The knee injury and 
osteoarthritis outcome score (KOOS): from joint 
injury to osteoarthritis. Health Qual Life Outcomes. 
2003;1(1):64. doi: 10.1186/1477-7525-1-64.

052. Covidence Systematic Review Software. 2022. 
Available from: www.covidence.org

053. Moola S, Munn Z, Tufanaru C, et al. Chapter 7: 
systematic reviews of etiology and risk. In: 
Aromataris E, Munn Z, editors. JBI manual for 
evidence synthesis. Adelaide, Australia: JBI; 2020.

054. Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, et al. The 
PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for 
reporting systematic reviews. Int J Surg. 2021;88: 
105906. doi: 10.1016/j.ijsu.2021.105906.

055. Buhagiar MA, Naylor JM, Harris IA, et al. Effect 
of inpatient rehabilitation vs a monitored Home- 
Based program on mobility in patients with total 
knee arthroplasty: the HIHO randomized clinical 
trial. JAMA. 2017;317(10):1037–1046. doi: 10.1001/ 
jama.2017.1224.

056. Bumberger A, Borst K, Willegger M, et al. Specific 
knowledge and resilience affect short-term outcome 
in patients following primary total hip arthroplasty. 
Arch Orthop Trauma Surg. 2022;142(6):1229–1237. 
doi: 10.1007/s00402-021-03967-0.

057. Hutchinson AG, Gooden B, Lyons MC, et al. 
Inpatient rehabilitation did not positively affect 6- 
month patient-reported outcomes after hip or 
knee arthroplasty. ANZ J Surg. 2018;88(10):1056– 
1060. doi: 10.1111/ans.14814.

058. Johns N, Naylor J, McKenzie D, et al. Is inpatient 
rehabilitation a predictor of a lower incidence of 
persistent knee pain 3-months following total knee 
replacement? A retrospective, observational study. 
BMC Musculoskelet Disord. 2022;23(1):855. doi: 
10.1186/s12891-022-05800-0.

PHYSICAL THERAPY REVIEWS 9

https://doi.org/10.1002/mds.22295
https://doi.org/10.1002/mds.22295
https://doi.org/10.1177/1545968314542981
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2021.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-021-02905-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-021-02905-2
https://doi.org/10.2147/PROM.S132746
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anai.2020.06.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anai.2020.06.030
https://doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000021389
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41687-022-00483-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41687-022-00483-6
https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare10060999
https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare10060999
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0266797
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0266797
https://doi.org/10.1177/1062860617745986
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2013-002524
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-016-0116-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616
https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-69
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x
https://doi.org/10.1097/XEB.0000000000000277
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1123
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.c186
https://doi.org/10.1186/1477-7525-1-64
http://www.covidence.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2021.105906
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2017.1224
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2017.1224
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00402-021-03967-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/ans.14814
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12891-022-05800-0


059. Mahomed N, Davis A, Hawker G, et al. Inpatient 
compared with Home-Based rehabilitation follow-
ing primary unilateral total hip or knee replace-
ment: a randomized controlled trial. J Bone Joint 
Surg Am. 2008;90(8):1673–1680. doi: 10.2106/JBJS. 
G.01108.

060. Naylor JM, Hart A, Harris IA, et al. Variation in 
rehabilitation setting after uncomplicated total 
knee or hip arthroplasty: a call for evidence-based 
guidelines. BMC Musculoskelet Disord. 2019;20(1): 
214. doi: 10.1186/s12891-019-2570-8.

061. Rohringer M, Fink C, Kellerer JD, et al. 
Longitudinal observational study on health liter-
acy and clinical outcomes in older adults with 
total knee arthroplasty in the context of inpatient 
and outpatient rehabilitation. J Orthop Trauma 
Rehabil. 2022;29(1):221049172210921. doi: 10. 
1177/22104917221092161.

062. Tribe KL, Lapsley HM, Cross MJ, et al. Selection of 
patients for inpatient rehabilitation or direct home 
discharge following total joint replacement surgery: 
a comparison of health status and out-of-pocket 
expenditure of patients undergoing hip and knee 
arthroplasty for osteoarthritis. Chronic Illn. 2005; 
1(4):289–302. doi: 10.1177/17423953050010041101.

063. Uhlig T, Bjørneboe O, Krøll F, et al. Involvement 
of the multidisciplinary team and outcomes in 
inpatient rehabilitation among patients with 
inflammatory rheumatic disease. BMC 
Musculoskelet Disord. 2016;17(1):18. doi: 10.1186/ 
s12891-016-0870-9.

064. Monticone M, Ambrosini E, Laurini A, et al. In- 
patient multidisciplinary rehabilitation for 
Parkinson’s disease: a randomized controlled trial. 
Mov Disord. 2015;30(8):1050–1058. doi: 10.1002/ 
mds.26256.

065. Miyai I, Fujimoto Y, Yamamoto H, et al. Long- 
term effect of body weight-supported treadmill 
training in Parkinson’s disease: a randomized con-
trolled trial. Arch Phys Med Rehabil. 2002;83(10): 
1370–1373. doi: 10.1053/apmr.2002.34603.

066. Kaseda Y, Ikeda J, Sugihara K, et al. Therapeutic 
effects of intensive inpatient rehabilitation in 
advanced Parkinson’s disease. Neurol Clin 
Neurosc. 2017;5(1):18–21. doi: 10.1111/ncn3.12088.

067. Boesen F, Nørgaard M, Skjerbæk AG, et al. Can 
inpatient multidisciplinary rehabilitation improve 
health-related quality of life in MS patients on the 
long term - The Danish MS hospitals rehabilita-
tion study. Mult Scler. 2020;26(14):1953–1957. doi: 
10.1177/1352458519884244.

068. Drulovic J, Bursac LO, Milojkovic D, et al. 
MSQoL-54 predicts change in fatigue after 
inpatient rehabilitation for people with multiple 
sclerosis. Disabil Rehabil. 2013;35(5):362–366. doi: 
10.3109/09638288.2012.704122.
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Appendix

Database(s): Ovid MEDLINE(R) ALL 1946 to 31 October 2022.
Search ID# Search terms

1 Patient-reported outcome measures/
2 (PROM or PROMs).mp.
3 (patient� adj4 report� adj4 (outcome� or measure� or instrument� or survey� or assessment� or scale� or tool� or 

questionnaire� or score or scoring or index or rating or rate�)).mp.
4 (‘patient report�’ and (outcome measure� or health care survey� or health index or health status)).mp.
5 Functional status questionnaire�.mp.
6 Health status questionnaire�.mp.
7 Self-report questionnaire�.mp.
8 Self-administered questionnaire�.mp.
9 Self-rating scale�.mp.
10 Self-rating questionnaire�.mp.
11 (patient adj4 report�).mp. and (‘quality of life’.mp. or ‘quality of life’/ or QOL.mp.)
12 ((‘quality of life’ or qol) adj3 (measure� or instrument� or survey� or assessment� or scale� or tool� or questionnaire� or score 

or scoring or index or rating or rate�)).mp.
13 or/1-12
14 exp Rehabilitation/
15 rehabilitat�.tw,kw.
16 subacute.mp.
17 14 or 15 or 16
18 exp Hospitals/
19 hospital�.tw,kw.
20 Inpatients/
21 inpatient�.mp.
22 or/18–21
23 13 and 17 and 22
24 (‘rehabilitation centre�’ or ‘rehabilitation center�’).mp.
25 13 and 24
26 23 or 25
27 limit 26 to english language
28 limit 27 to yr¼’2000 -Current’

Note: [mp¼ title, abstract, original title, name of substance word, subject heading word, floating subheading word, keyword heading word, organ-
ism supplementary concept word, protocol supplementary concept word, rare disease supplementary concept word, unique identifier, synonyms].
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