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Abstract
This study employed an independent-groups design (4 conditions) to investigate possible

biases in the suicide risk perception of mental health professionals. Four hundred partici-

pants comprising doctors, nurses and social workers viewed a vignette describing a ficti-

tious patient with a long-term mental illness. The case was presented as being drawn from

a sample of twenty similar clinical case reports, of which 10 were associated with an out-

come of suicide. The participant tasks were (i) to decide whether the presented vignette

was one of those cases or not, and (ii) to provide an assessment of confidence in that deci-

sion. The 4 conditions were used to investigate whether the presence of an associated

face, and the nature of the emotional state expressed by that face, affected the response

profile. In fact, there were no significant differences between conditions, but there was a sig-

nificant bias across all conditions towards associating the vignette with suicide, despite the

base rate being pre-determined at 50%. The bias was more pronounced in doctors and in

male respondents. Moreover, many participants indicated substantial confidence in their

decisions. The results are discussed in terms of availability bias and over-confidence bias.

Introduction
Prevention of suicide is a health and social priority, and the importance of finding ways to
reduce suicide rates has been re-iterated in many governmental directives, strategies and policy
statements [1–3]. In the UK there are approximately 6000 suicides annually [4] accounting for
approximately 1% of all-cause mortality [5]. Of these, approximately one quarter have been in
contact with mental health services within the year preceding death [6] and so considerable
obligation falls on Mental Health Professionals (MHPs) to identify patients most at risk.

There is a broad literature on the post-hoc social, clinical, occupational, demographic and
biological associations of suicide e.g. [7–15] Although such studies make useful predictions
about suicide incidence in the whole population, the associations and odds ratios provided by
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epidemiological studies and systematic reviews do not translate well to prescriptive models for
the assessment of an individual case, primarily because suicide is, thankfully, a rare event.

Identifying and responding to risks is a driving factor in our mental healthcare system and
the emphasis given to risk-based approaches has been evident in the literature for the last few
decades [16–20]. An implicit assumption is that MHPs are proficient in understanding and
recording risk information, yet some previous studies challenge this. For example, inter-rater
reliability for risk assessment is often weak [21] and most MHPs have the same conceptual dif-
ficulties with probability that are found in the general population [22]. Categorical descriptors
of patient risk, e.g., ‘high’, ‘medium’ or ‘low’, which are commonly used in psychiatric risk
assessment tools, may convey quite different probabilities depending on the context in which
they are used, or by whom they are read [23]. The way in which risk information is presented,
for example, numerically or as percentages, may also bias perception and influence decision
making [24]. And finally, two reviews of risk assessment proformas raise concerns about vari-
ability in the way such information is recorded and used across different UK mental health ser-
vice providers [25, 26]. The process of completing risk assessments can be anxiety provoking
for clinical staff, especially under the conditions of uncertainty that often prevail within psychi-
atric treatment settings. Uncertainty about future behaviours and events can rarely be elimi-
nated, yet an adverse outcome for a patient who has already been risk assessed may have
serious consequences for the treating clinician. For these reasons, some have argued that carry-
ing out risk assessments can sometimes do more harm than good [27].

So given the inherent difficulties in assessing individual suicide risk, how do MHPs actually
do this task? In the UK, NHS risk assessment training broadly follows an analytic approach,
in which certain demographic and biographic features of a case (e.g. age, gender, marital sta-
tus, diagnosis, previous incidents of self harm, admissions to hospital) are used collectively to
help identify those at greater risk. This is, in essence, the approach that logically emerges from
epidemiological data. In our experience though, clinicians often speak about more intuitive
processes; they sense something about a patient that cannot be easily captured in a tick-
box proforma.

We know that humans have a powerful, largely autonomous, ability to make inferences
about emotion and intention based on physiological, sensory and behavioural cues (e.g. pos-
ture, movement, facial expression, prosody of speech). For example, facial expressions for the
most common basic emotions (happiness, sadness, surprise, shock, anger and pain) are very
robust across different cultures, suggesting a long-term evolution in communicating and recog-
nising this information [28]. In the context of assessing risk we are interested to know whether
automatic processing of such sensory information may sometimes compete with formal, more
analytic, modes of reasoning. We hypothesized that information of a biographical nature
might be interpreted differently in a risk-related decision task if there is competing or support-
ive sensory information available at the same time. In this study we chose to focus on the effect
of facial information, as a first step towards examining a broader range of possible stimuli. Pre-
vious work has shown that the emotional state conveyed by briefly presented facial stimuli
strongly affected favourability towards fictitious candidates in a simulated hiring task [29].
Similarly, when asked to evaluate the truth of advertising messages, participants were more
likely to rate them as true when the message had been preceded by a subliminally presented
face conveying a positive rather than negative emotion [30]. There is then at least some evi-
dence that facial emotion information has the potential to induce decision bias.

This study was designed to test whether perception of a fictitious patient’s suicide risk is
influenced by the presence of an associated face image and the specific emotion conveyed by
the face. Furthermore, when the odds of suicide or non-suicide are presented as being equal,
we explored whether a decision bias emerged in either direction. And finally we investigated
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the level of confidence ascribed by MHPs to their decision about the patient’s outcome. Previ-
ous research has shown that confidence in clinical judgements tends to increase with the level
of information provided, even though the judgement itself may still be inaccurate [31].

Method

Design and Materials
This was an independent-groups study of MHPs comprising 4 conditions. Participants in each
of the 4 conditions viewed the same concise vignette describing a fictitious young male with
severe and enduring mental illness (see appendix for the full vignette). The vignette was devised
by a consultant psychiatrist member of our research team, purely for the purpose of this study,
and was piloted on a sample of MHP colleagues to ensure that it was not difficult to under-
stand, nor unrepresentative of the kind of cases that MHPs would experience within their case-
loads. It was not based on one specific real case but, rather, was written in such a way as to
include clinical features that regularly occur within general adult psychiatry caseloads (e.g.
bouts of depression, substance misuse, disorganised behaviour, hallucinations, difficulty hold-
ing down a job), but which were not in themselves highly predictive of suicidal ideation. Cru-
cially, participants were instructed at the outset that this particular case report was drawn from
a sample of twenty similar case reports collected as part of a recent audit on patient suicide,
which included 10 people who had died by suicide and 10 people who had not. Participants
were not told that the vignette was fictitious because we were concerned that respondents
would pay less attention to the task if they believed that it was not real. Neither were they told
whether the patient in the vignette did, or did not, commit suicide; indeed, their task was to
make a judgement about which was most likely. By presenting the vignette in this context, we
fixed the probability of suicide at 50%, this being the optimal point from which to measure bias
in either direction.

Condition 1 served as the neutral, or control, condition: here, participants read the vignette
without any associated picture and were asked to give their opinion about whether the patient
in the vignette did or did not commit suicide. They were also asked to indicate the level of con-
fidence ascribed to their decision by ticking one of 4 categories: (A) no confidence (50% chance
of being correct, i.e. pure guess); (B) minimal confidence (65% chance of being correct); (C)
substantial confidence (80% chance of being correct); (D) extreme confidence (95% or more
chance of being correct, i.e. almost certain). Condition 2 was identical to condition 1 except
that a small photograph depicting a young male with a moderately happy face was embedded
within the vignette. We hypothesized that presenting a happy face alongside the vignette might
induce a reduction in perceived risk below that associated with the control condition. In condi-
tion 3 the happy face was replaced by another photograph of the same individual male, but this
time with an expression of moderate sadness. We predicted that a sad face would increase per-
ception of risk above the level of the control condition. Finally, in condition 4, we used a third
photograph depicting the same individual male, but this time with an expression of moderate
anger. This condition was included because although anger may be seen as a negative emotion,
previous research shows that angry looking faces are associated with greater competence and
control than sad looking faces [32]. Hence we would predict a stronger association of suicide
with the sad face (condition 3) relative to the angry face (condition 4). The photographs were
drawn from the Binghampton University 3D Facial Expression database [33], and the first
author obtained permission from the database team to use these. We did not use the most
extreme levels of each expressed emotion available in this database because these tend to
appear somewhat unnatural. Apart from the variation in photographs, the content and layout
of both the vignette and the questions was identical across all 4 conditions.
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Following from some of our previous work, which has found inter-professional variation in
both attitudes towards risk assessment [34] and understanding of probability [22] we were also
interested to see whether the professional background of our participants had any influence on
their decisions and confidence levels. For example, doctors would usually have received a
higher level of training in statistics and so they should, perhaps, be less inclined towards bias or
over-confidence. And finally, we [21], and others [35] have previously reported gender differ-
ences in risk appraisal, so we examined whether any such differences emerged in the interpre-
tation of the vignette.

We worked on the basis that if the facial expression were to exert a systematic influence on
perception of suicide risk, then a sample size of 95+ per condition would provide 80% power in
determining as significant, a difference of 40% and 60% between two conditions. We hypothe-
sized that the ‘happy’ face condition might effect a decrease in the number of ‘suicide’
responses to 40%, while the ‘sad’ face might increase it to 60%.

Participants
Participants were 400 MHPs working across three different counties (Hertfordshire, Bedford-
shire and Essex). All were vocationally qualified staff working within a mental health setting
(psychiatrists and staff-grade doctors, psychiatric nurses, or social workers). We limited partic-
ipant inclusion to these 3 fairly broad groups because (i) we were confident of recruiting suffi-
cient numbers within each, (ii) they have distinct training and education programmes prior to
qualification, and (iii) all are required to assess patient risk routinely. In total, the study
included: 104 psychiatrists and staff-grade doctors (51 female and 53 male, of mean age 41 ±10
years and of mean length of service 13 ±10 years); 240 psychiatric nurses (161 female and 79
male, of mean age 44 ±9 years and of mean length of service 16 ±11 years); 56 social workers
(36 female and 20 male, of mean age 45 ±10 years and of mean length of service 11 ±9 years).
These participants were split as evenly as possible across the 4 conditions. One hundred MHPs
took part in each condition and were matched across condition on: (i) profession, (ii) gender
distribution, (iii) age, and (iv) no. years NHS service (Table 1).

Procedure
The National Research Ethics Service (NRES) for the UK National Health Service (NHS) gave
ethical approval for this study. Opportunistic sampling was used initially and then, to ensure
an even distribution of people from each professional background across the 4 conditions, we
adopted a more purposive sampling method, thereby distributing questionnaires at events that
were limited to specific professional groups. Although proper randomisation would be the

Table 1. Sample characteristics by condition. Doctors included consultant and staff grade psychiatrists.

Condition 1 2 3 4

Stimulus No Face Happy Face Angry Face Sad Face

Sample size (n) 100 100 100 100

Males: Females 39:61 38:62 37:63 38:62

Mean age (years ± SD) 42.1 (±10.2) 44.1 (±8.8) 43.2 (±10.2) 44.2 (±10.4)

Doctors (M:F) 26 (15:11) 26 (13:13) 26 (12:14) 26 (13:13)

Nurses (M:F) 60 (19:41) 60 (19:41) 60 (20:40) 60 (20:40)

Social Workers (M:F) 14 (5:9) 14 (6:8) 14 (5:9) 14 (4:10)

Mean Length of Service (years ± SD) 13.3 (±10.3) 14 (±10.6) 15.6 (±10.3) 14.9 (±11.2)

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0149791.t001
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favoured approach, it would have been very difficult to keep the study hypothesis secret from
those participants tested within group settings and it would also have been difficult to co-vary
the key demographic variables, given that we employed a simple categorical outcome measure.
Questionnaires were generally distributed at team meetings, seminars, educational and training
events, and all participants completed them on a voluntary basis and not in the presence of any
of the authors. Respondents were asked to generate an anonymity code based upon letters
derived from personal details, allowing us to exclude duplicate returns from the same individu-
als (these were minimal in number). When handed out at meetings or training events, we were
careful not to mix questionnaires from different conditions. Incomplete questionnaires were
excluded from analysis.

Results

1. Interpreting The Vignette: The effect of Facial Stimuli
Across all 400 participants, there was an overall bias towards associating the vignette with sui-
cide (230 ‘suicide’ vs. 170 ‘non-suicide’ judgements; 58% vs. 42%, Chi-square df1 = 9,
p< 0.005). However, although there was some variation in how respondents categorised the
vignette across conditions (Table 2), this did not reach statistical significance (Chi-square,
df3 = 2.33, p> 0.5). It is interesting to note, however, that the condition generating the greatest
number of ‘suicide’ responses was actually the one that included a happy face. This clearly runs
contrary to our earlier predictions.

We also carried out separate analyses to compare across conditions for each of the 3 profes-
sional groups but there were no significant differences: Doctors (Chi-square df3 = 1.02,
p> 0.7); Nurses (Chi-square df3 = 3.64, p> 0.3); Social Workers (Chi-square df3 = 0.29,
p> 0.9). Neither were there any differences across the 4 conditions when male respondents
(Chi-square df3 = 1.17, p> 0.7) and female respondents (Chi-square df3 = 3.86, p> 0.25) were
analysed separately. In short, the presence or absence of a facial stimulus, and the emotional
expressed therein, did not influence how participants responded.

2. Judgement About The Vignette: The effect of Profession and Gender
Interestingly the bias towards associating the vignette with an outcome of suicide was most evi-
dent for the Doctor group, with respective rates for Doctors, Nurses and Social Workers across
all 4 conditions combined being: 68/104 (65.4%), 132/240 (55%) and 30/56 (53.6%). This dif-
ference was highly significant (Chi-square df2 = 18.1, p< 0.0001).

We also examined whether the gender of the respondent had any bearing on suicide judge-
ment. Across all conditions, 102/152 (67.1%) male respondents associated the vignette with
suicide, compared with 128/248 (51.6%) females, a difference that was also highly significant
(Chi-square df1 = 8.63, p< 0.005).

Since there were considerably more females in both the Nurse and Social Worker groups,
but not in the Doctor group (see Table 1), and given that a gender bias emerged, it is possible
that the reported difference between professional groups may be attributable, partly or wholly,

Table 2. ‘Suicide’ and ‘Non-suicide’ responses by condition.

Response No Face Happy Face Angry Face Sad Face All

Suicide 59 63 54 54 230

No Suicide 41 37 46 46 170

Both 100 100 100 100 400

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0149791.t002
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to the gender distribution of participants. For this reason we cross-tabulated gender differences
with profession for those participants who selected ‘suicide’ (Table 3).

The percentage scores in Table 3 suggest that the gender and professional biases may occur
somewhat independently of each other. However this could not be tested statistically because it
only includes those respondents who selected the ‘suicide’ response. To analyse the association
and interaction between professional group, gender and response type is not possible for cate-
gorical data. A male bias is numerically evident in all 3 professional groups but is smallest in
the doctor group, yet there is a noticeable difference between the female doctors relative to
females in the other 2 professional groups. The age of the respondent was not associated with
the response given (43.3 ±9.9 vs. 43.4 ±10, t = 0.175, p = 0.86), and neither was length of service
(14.8 ± 10.9 vs. 13.9 ±10.2, t = 0.879, p = 0.38).

So far we have examined several variables that we thought might be associated with how
MHPs interpret the vignette. However we also asked our participants to indicate the level of
confidence they would ascribe to their decisions. This is important because if all participants
were to indicate that they had no confidence at all in their response (i.e. they always selected
category A), then it would be much less meaningful to talk about inter-professional and gender
differences in decision-making.

3. Confidence Ratings
Confidence ratings were represented by 4 categories, each one comprising a semantic label and
a probability (%). To recap, these were: (A) ‘Not confident at all—approx. 50% chance of being
right’; (B) ‘Minimally confident–approx. 65% chance of being right’; (C) ‘Substantially confi-
dent—approx. 80% chance of being right’; and (D) ‘Extremely confident—approx. 95% chance
or more, of being right’. Table 4 shows the distribution of confidence scores attributed to the
two possible outcomes.

The modal response is C, closely followed by B, while categories D and A were much less
frequently endorsed. There was minimal variation across the 4 different face conditions and so
we have collapsed the confidence data across all conditions in Table 4. Degree of confidence is
not affected by the presence or type of face image, nor the decision response (suicide or non-
suicide). For this reason, the remaining analyses on confidence ratings were collapsed across
facial condition and response. Table 5 shows the distribution of confidence ratings according
to professional group and gender.

Although we found earlier that the gender of the respondent was associated with the
response choice made, the confidence associated with that decision appears not to be. There is

Table 3. ‘Suicide’ responses for male and female participants by professional group.

Professional Group Male Female

Doctors 36 (68%) 32 (63%)

Nurses 54 (68%) 78 (48%)

Social Workers 12 (60%) 18 (50%)

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0149791.t003

Table 4. Confidence ratings by condition and by response.

Confidence A: 50% B: 65% C: 80% D: 95+% n

Suicide 32 (14%) 93 (40%) 100 (44%) 5 (2%) 230

No Suicide 24 (14%) 68 (40%) 74 (44%) 4 (2%) 170

Grand Total 56 (14%) 161 (40%) 174 (44%) 9 (2%) 400

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0149791.t004
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some variation according to profession, with doctors tending to endorse the no confidence cat-
egory (A) more than the other groups, and nurses tending towards greater confidence, but on
the whole all 3 professional groups were far more likely to choose categories B or C. Degree of
confidence was not significantly associated with length of service (F df 3, 399< 1).

Discussion
We have investigated, using a fictitious case study, some factors that may influence suicide risk
perception in psychiatrists, nurses and social workers. The vignette we have used is not compa-
rable with the kind of interaction that MHPs have with real patients. However, MHPs are
required to assess patient risk under some level of uncertainty, and so we have tried to capture
some elements of this here, albeit within a somewhat contrived scenario.

Although long-term mental illness is a known risk factor in completed suicide, the base rate
of suicide is low and so this tragic outcome is still a relatively rare event for most MHPs.
Reviews and epidemiological studies highlight several factors that increase the risk of suicide
e.g. [14] but these factors are actually much more predictive of non-suicide. Thus suicidal
behaviour is notoriously difficult to predict on an individual basis. Nonetheless, because of its
gravity, this outcome has received huge attention in the risk prevention policy and literature.

In our fictitious vignette, we were careful to include biographical information fairly typical
of a case seen within general adult psychiatry, but not highly associated with death by suicide
(i.e., we avoided mentioning previous suicide attempts, self harm or suicidal ideation). More-
over we presented the vignette in the context of an audit examining an equal number of suicide
and non-suicide cases, thereby fixing the likelihood of either outcome at 50%. Our interest was
in determining which of several factors might bias respondents towards, or away, from believ-
ing the case was associated with suicide. By including images of different facial expressions, we
explored whether information of a more sensory nature might alter the perception of risk. It is
well known that human perceptual and attention systems are biased towards facial stimuli, and
that facial emotion can introduce bias into certain decision tasks [29, 30], so we hypothesized
that facial expressions might influence the interpretation of information within the vignette. In
actual fact this was not the case, or at least it was not demonstrable within the limitations of
this experiment. There was some variation across conditions but not to a significant degree
and, if anything, the observed pattern ran in the opposite direction to what we had initially pre-
dicted. It is possible that the simple categorical outcome measure used here (suicide vs. non-
suicide) is simply not powerful enough to detect any effect and also that the stimulus (a static
picture of a face) was insufficient to model a real-life situation where the dynamics of facial
movement, posture, gesture and prosody of speech are all available to the observing clinician. It
is also possible that the image itself, being drawn from a databank, may not seem clinically
plausible to experienced professional observers.

In distinction to the null finding for facial stimuli, a clear bias emerged towards associating
the vignette with an outcome of suicide. Given that the vignette was framed to give equal

Table 5. The Distribution of Confidence Ratings by Profession and Gender.

Confidence A: 50% B: 65% C: 80% D: 95+% n

Doctor 24 (23%) 41 (39%) 37 (36%) 2 (2%) 104

Nurse 23 (10%) 87 (36%) 124 (52%) 6 (2%) 240

Social Worker 9 (16%) 33 (61%) 13 (24%) 1 (2%) 56

Males 22 (14%) 63 (41.5%) 63 (41.5%) 4 (3%) 152

Females 34 (14%) 98 (39%) 111 (44%) 5 (2%) 248

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0149791.t005
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probability (50%) to either outcome, the normative response across the whole group of partici-
pants should be a roughly equal assignation to each category, while for any given individual,
the expected response should be either of the outcome categories but with zero confidence
expressed about the decision. The results do not tell us what the mechanisms of bias might be.
Representativeness bias seems an unlikely explanation because although the features of this
vignette may well be associated with some cases of suicide, it is arguable that they are much
more strongly associated with non-suicide and especially so for people who regularly work in
mental health treatment settings. Availability bias involves assignation of an object or event to
a category because instances of that category are more easily brought to mind. This may be the
case here because when suicides occur, they are usually dramatic, emotive, and often highly
publicised events, whereas the ‘non-suicide’ category may not have the same pull. It is intrigu-
ing that doctors were significantly more prone to this bias. If the overall bias towards the sui-
cide outcome was related to using availability heuristics, then it is possible that doctors are
more prone to this because they have greater role and responsibility in the documentation and
subsequent enquiries in cases of completed suicide and this decision task may have brought to
mind experiences of attending a coroner’s court. This may also give greater emotional valence
to suicide for this particular professional group, although we have no evidence yet in support
of this. It is similarly intriguing that such a strong male bias was found. Previous studies of risk
taking and risk assessment have demonstrated strong gender differences, with the prevailing
view being that females tend to be more cautious than males in appraising risk e.g. [35]. In
associating the vignette with an outcome of suicide, male participants are arguably exhibiting a
greater level of caution/concern than females. We did not design this study to specifically
examine gender effects but given that such a strong bias emerged, it would be interesting to see
if this pattern is replicated and it would also be interesting to introduce a female version of the
vignette in future work too.

Perhaps the most noteworthy finding in the study is the overconfidence exhibited by MHPs
in their decisions. Given the way in which the information was framed, Category A (not confi-
dent at all) should have been selected by the vast majority of respondents. However it was
endorsed by just 14%, suggesting that the remaining 86% were influenced by information they
read in the vignette and used this as the basis for their decision. That well over 40% participants
indicated that they were substantially or extremely confident in their decision is quite worrying
and re-iterates a finding from our previous work that MHPs have conceptual difficulties in
dealing with probabilistic information [22]. Overconfidence bias, which can be broadly defined
as being more certain about a matter than the facts allow, is a widespread human psychological
feature, well reported over many years. What this experiment suggests is that MHPs are just as
easily drawn into an over confident view of their opinions as the human mind is generally.
This is not without clinical significance, for if we are to rely on MHPs to make normatively and
analytically correct estimations of risk then that should also include some calibration for the
degree of certainty with which a particular opinion can be held. We deliberately contextualised
the vignette in a way that placed the risk of suicide and non-suicide at equipoise. Clearly such
odds would be highly unusual within psychiatric cases and so the known pre-test likelihood of
50% may have skewed decision making, especially in relation to an outcome where the costs of
a false negative are so much greater than a false positive. Furthermore, the decision task in this
study involved a retrospective review of a case report where the outcome was ostensibly
known, albeit hidden from the study participants; the decision made by the respondent would
have no bearing on real outcomes and so the lack of accountability for the decision may have
inflated confidence levels. Nonetheless, it is still difficult to understand why so few MHPs
endorsed the no confidence option.
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Given the great weight ascribed to risk assessment in the treatment and care of people with
mental illness, there are good reasons to pursue further research in this area. The reliability,
validity and utility of risk assessment cannot be unquestionably accepted and, as noted previ-
ously, there may be a negative impact on those MHPs who have to undertake them [27]. Fur-
thermore, the low sensitivity and specificity of risk assessment tools, especially in the context of
self-harm, has been noted previously [36, 37] and it is clear that proper assessment of suicide
risk requires a thorough psychosocial assessment. At a more general level, without a greater
understanding of the psychology and limitations of risk estimation by clinicians, it is difficult
to see how meaningful teaching can be given to the professionals who are expected to do this
task on a daily basis.

Appendix: The Vignette
You are invited to take part in a study investigating the perceptions of Mental Health Profes-
sionals in the context of patient suicide. There is no obligation to take part but we would be
very grateful if you do feel able to do so. If you are willing to take part, please read the following
information carefully and answer the questions at the end. The task should take no more than 5
minutes and your responses will remain completely anonymous. The data collected from this
study will not be used to make inferences about specific individuals: we are interested only in
general patterns of opinion.

Presented below is a case report of a patient. This is one of 20 reports that were collected as
part of a recent audit on patient suicide in the UK. This audit focused on 20 patients with
severe and enduring mental illness, of which half committed suicide and half did not.

In this exercise we ask you to give your opinion about whether the case-report below relates
to one of the patients who killed themselves or to one of the patients who did not kill them-
selves. We are interested in your honest opinion and there are no trick questions. After you
have read the case-report please answer the questions overleaf.

Case Report (1 of 20)
The patient, a Caucasian male, was born in 1985. His parents separated when he was a baby
and his mother brought him up alone. His mother worked as a catering supervisor. She was of
a caring nature, if somewhat over-protective of her son. He completed mainstream education,
but academic achievement was poor because of increasing substance abuse during his teens.

He first received psychiatric attention for depression as an outpatient at the age of 18. One
year later he was admitted to a psychiatric ward for delusions, hallucinations and disorganized
behaviour. Progress under treatment was broadly favourable: symptoms fully resolved and
after a period of time he became apprenticed as a motor mechanic. Although denying that he
had any mental illness, he was co-operative with whatever treatment his psychiatrist advised.

Although initially remaining free of mental illness, escalating substance abuse, mainly can-
nabis and alcohol, led him to lose his apprenticeship and to be ejected from the home by his
mother. However, he managed to set himself up in a flat on his own, stay in contact with a lim-
ited circle of friends and to support himself doing odd jobs for cash-in-hand. A good relation-
ship with his social worker developed; advice from her being available when needed, from time
to time. After the hospitalisation at the age of 18 few girls seemed interested in him and he
came to feel inadequate in comparison to other young men.

Three years after the first hospitalisation there was insidious decline into a persistently
deluded, hallucinated and disorganised state. Three months of further treatment in hospital
produced only partial benefits—about a 50% reduction in symptom intensity. He was dis-
charged to supported accommodation with daily visits from members of the community
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psychiatric team. Substance abuse recurred quickly after discharge, prompting the treating psy-
chiatrist to advise the patient of a poor prognosis if abstinence could not be achieved. During
the three years between first and second hospitalisations his mother had developed arthritis
that significantly limited her ability to assist in her son’s care.

___________________________________
Now we would be very grateful if you would answer the questions:
Question 1: In your opinion, does this case-report most likely relate to (please tick either A

or B as appropriate):

1. One of the patients that did commit suicide; or

2. One of the patients that did not commit suicide

Question 2:How confident do you feel about your opinion? (please tick one response
below)

1. not confident at all: e.g. approximately 50% chance of being right

2. minimally confident: e.g. approximately 65% chance of being right

3. substantially confident: e.g. approximately 80% chance of being right

4. extremely confident e.g. approximately 95% chance, or more, of being right
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