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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Associations between positive treatment outcome expectations, illness
understanding, and outcomes: a cohort study on non-operative treatment of
first carpometacarpal osteoarthritis

Mark J. W. van der Oesta,b,c,d , Lisa Hoogendama,b,c, Robbert M. Woutersa, Guus M. Vermeulenc,
Harm P. Slijperc, Ruud W. Sellesa,b, Ana-Maria Vranceanud and Jarry T. Porsiusa,b,c,d; the Hand-Wrist Study Group
aDepartment of Plastic, Reconstructive, and Hand Surgery, Erasmus Medical Center, Erasmus MC, Rotterdam, Netherlands; bDepartment of
Rehabilitation Medicine, Erasmus MC, Rotterdam, Netherlands; cDepartment of Hand and Wrist Surgery, Xpert Clinic, Eindhoven, Netherlands;
dDepartment of Psychiatry, Massachusetts General Hospital, Boston, MA, USA

ABSTRACT
Purpose: More positive outcome expectations and illness perceptions are associated with better out-
comes for patients with several osteoarthritic orthopedic conditions. However, it is unknown whether
these factors also influence outcomes of non-operative treatment for first carpometacarpal osteoarthritis
(CMC-1 OA). Therefore, we assess the role of pre-treatment outcome expectations and illness perceptions
in reports of pain and hand function 3 months after non-operative treatment for CMC-1 OA.
Materials and methods: We conducted a cohort study with 219 patients treated non-operatively for
CMC-1 OA between September 2017 and October 2018. Patients were included in the study if they com-
pleted measures of pain and hand function, illness perceptions (scale: 0–10), and expectations (scale:
3–27) as part of routine outcome measurements. Pain and hand function were measured before treat-
ment and 3 months after starting treatment using the Dutch version of the Michigan Hand Outcomes
Questionnaire. Multivariable linear regression analysis was used to assess the influence of outcome
expectations and illness perceptions on pain and hand function.
Results: Both positive outcome expectations (B ¼ 0.64; 95% CI [0.1–1.2]) and a better illness understand-
ing (an illness perception subdomain; B ¼ 1.53; 95% CI [0.2–2.9]) at baseline were associated with less
pain at 3 months. For hand function, similar estimates were found.
Conclusions: We found that positive outcome expectations and a better illness understanding, were asso-
ciated with a better outcome of non-operative treatment for CMC-1 OA.

� IMPLICATIONS FOR REHABILITATION
� Non-operative treatment can often be successful for patients with arthritis of the thumb.
� Outcome expectations and illness perceptions are associated with pain and hand function 3 months

after non-operative treatment for thumb base osteoarthritis.
� Improving the outcome expectations and illness perceptions of patients through better education

could improve the outcome of non-operative treatment.
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Introduction

Carpometacarpal osteoarthritis of the thumb (CMC-1 OA) is a dis-
abling illness where non-operative treatment can often be suc-
cessful [1]. The incidence of CMC-1 OA is estimated at 7.5%, of
which 20% seeks treatment [2]. Usually, treatment is started non-
operatively with orthosis, injections, or hand therapy. As a recent
study indicated, a good outcome of non-operative treatment for
CMC-1 OA may delay and often prevent surgical treatment [3].
Given the considerable variation in treatment outcome for CMC-1
OA and modest patient satisfaction [4], it is important to under-
stand which pre-treatment factors are associated with a better
outcome of non-operative treatment for CMC-1 OA.

To date, it is mostly unknown which factors are associated
with a better outcome of non-operative treatment for CMC-1 OA.
One study found no predictive factors for treatment outcome
over and above baseline pain and function [1]. However, in this
study, the psychological mindset of patients at the start of the
treatment was not assessed.

Several aspects of the influence of patient mindset on the out-
come of treatment have been assessed before. For example, studies
have found that patients who experience more psychological dis-
tress and who have a stronger tendency to catastrophize pain may
benefit less from CMC-1 OA treatments [5–8]. However, these stud-
ies are limited as they did not adjust for baseline disease severity.
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Two additional and potentially important aspects of the
patient mindset are the extent to which a patient has positive
expectations about the efficacy of the treatment, and the illness
perceptions of the patients. Several studies in other conditions
have demonstrated a positive association between outcome
expectations and better patient-reported treatment outcomes
across a variety of medical conditions including OA [9–14].
However, no prior studies have prospectively examined the role
of expectations and illness perception on outcomes of non-opera-
tive treatment in CMC-1 OA.

Therefore, we investigated the association between treatment
outcome expectations and illness perceptions and patient-
reported pain and hand function 3 months after starting non-
operative treatment of CMC-1 OA patients, while adjusting for
baseline pain, function, psychological distress, and catastrophic
thinking about pain.

Methods

Context

The study was performed at Xpert Clinic and Handtherapie
Nederland, comprising of 22 outpatient clinics for hand surgery
and therapy in the Netherlands, and took place between
September 2017 and October 2018, after approval by the local
Medical Ethical Committee (Rotterdam, NL/sl/MEC-2018-1088).
Patients were treated by hand therapists who received the same
internal training on how to treat CMC-1 OA with hand therapy.
Participants received treatment under the supervision of (gener-
ally) the same therapist, using a standardized protocol. All thera-
pists are certified physical therapists with extensive experience as
a hand therapist.

Patients

All patients receiving non-operative treatment for CMC-1 OA who
completed psychological screening questionnaires before treat-
ment and the Michigan Hand Outcomes Questionnaire (MHQ)
before treatment and 3 months after treatment were included in
the cohort. Details of the data collection have been published ear-
lier [15]. Patients and therapists were not blinded to
the treatment.

Intervention

All patients were clinically diagnosed with CMC-1 OA based on
presenting complaints and clinical signs. As defined in the Dutch
guideline [16] for primary CMC-1 OA, all patients were offered
non-operative treatment first, including an orthosis and/or hand
therapy. In general, treatment consisted of prescribing a custom-
made or prefabricated thumb orthosis (usually including CMC-1
positioned in palmar and radial abduction and slight metacarpo-
phalangeal flexion) and one to two 25-min sessions of hand ther-
apy per week for a total of 12 weeks. The first 6 weeks of
treatment aimed at correcting the position of the CMC-1 into a
more stable position of palmar and radial abduction and preven-
tion of flexion and adduction. This included coordination and
mobility exercises [4] (4–6 times/day, 10–15 repetitions). The last
6 weeks of treatment were mainly focused on improving active
stability and pinch strength and also included functional exercises
[4] (2–3 times/day up until 50–100 repetitions). Additional or
fewer sessions could be planned based on the therapist’s judg-
ment and the availability of the participant. A more detailed

description of the treatment has been reported in previous papers
[1,4].

Outcome measures

The primary endpoint for this study was 3 months after starting
non-operative treatment. As the primary outcome, we used the
pain subscale of the Dutch version of the MHQ [17], measured as
part of routine outcome measurements. The MHQ is a validated
patient-reported outcome measure (PROM) to assess patients’
pain and hand functioning [17,18]. The secondary outcome was
the hand function subscale of the MHQ. The questions of these
subscales result in a 0 (severe pain or dysfunction)–100 (no pain
or dysfunction) score. All data were collected as part of routine
outcome measurement using GemsTracker electronic data capture
tools [19]. After the initial diagnosis, a hand therapist assigns pre-
specified routine outcome measures to all patients in the clinic.
Patients receive emails to complete online questionnaires at pre-
set time points. This system has been described in more detail in
an earlier publication [15]. Completing questionnaires is encour-
aged and facilitates evaluation of progress throughout the treat-
ment, but completing questionnaires is not required for any part
of the treatment.

Baseline demographics

Baseline characteristics of all patients (including age, sex, work-
load, duration of complaints, hand dominance, smoking status,
and body mass index) were collected by the therapist during the
first consultation.

Patient mindset

To assess patients’ baseline mindset, patients completed four
questionnaires: (i) the Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-4) [20], a
screening tool for depression and anxiety that results in a score
from 0 (no psychological distress) to 12 (high psychological dis-
tress), (ii) the Pain Catastrophizing Scale (PCS) [21], a question-
naire to assess a patient’s tendency to catastrophize pain. The
PCS ranges from 0 (no pain catastrophizing) to 52 (high pain cata-
strophizing), (iii) the Credibility/Expectancy Questionnaire (CEQ)
[22], a questionnaire that measures patients’ outcome expecta-
tions and credibility of the treatment and results in a score from
3 (low expectations and credibility) to 27 (high expectations and
credibility). The CEQ specifically asks patients how much they
“feel” or “think” the treatment will reduce symptoms and the
physical limitation due to symptoms of their CMC-1 OA. In this
study, we only evaluated the 3-item expectancy subscale of the
CEQ. iv) The Brief Illness Perceptions Questionnaire (B-IPQ) [23], a
questionnaire that measures how patients perceive their illness on
eight separate domains, using a single 0–10 question for each
domain. The fourth question of the IPQ asks patients how they
think the treatment will affect their illness. Since this construct is
evaluated using the expectancy domain of the CEQ as well, this
item of the B-IPQ was not used in our analyses. We used the vali-
dated Dutch versions of all questionnaires [24–26].

Data analysis

First, we assessed the univariable associations of all baseline char-
acteristics with pain and hand function at 3 months. However, in
this analysis, we adjusted for baseline MHQ because we previously
found that baseline pain and function were strongly related to
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the outcome [3]. Then, to assess which patient characteristics and
mindset variables were independently associated with outcome,
we performed two multivariable linear regressions with pain and
hand function as outcomes. In addition to an overall multivariable
model, we developed a stepwise multivariable model to assess
the contribution of the different sets of variables to the explained
variance (R2). First, we added patient and disease characteristics
to the model, second, we added psychological distress and pain
catastrophizing, and finally, we added outcome expectations and
illness perceptions. We added psychological distress and pain cat-
astrophizing first because previous literature has shown associa-
tions between these variables and pain and hand function [5,6].
The relationship between outcome expectations, illness percep-
tions, and outcomes is unknown. Therefore, we added these varia-
bles last.

All analyses were conducted using R statistical computing, ver-
sion 3.3.4. For all tests, a p-value of �0.05 was considered statis-
tically significant. We assumed that all relationships were linear
and the model residuals were normally distributed. We confirmed
these assumptions. A power calculation using G Power (version
3.1), based on a multivariable model, indicated that a sample of
159 patients was needed to detect a small to medium effect
(f ¼ 0.1) of the patient mindset on outcomes given a power of 0.8
and alpha of 0.05.

The funder played no role in the design, conduct, or reporting
of this study.

Results

Between September 2017 and October 2018, we included 219
patients. Figure 1 shows the flow of patients throughout the
study and reasons for exclusion. 87% of all patients who com-
pleted the MHQ also completed all mindset questionnaires while
at 3 months, 60% of these patients also completed the MHQ.
There were no significant differences between patients who did
and did not complete all necessary questionnaires.

Table 1 presents the baseline demographic characteristics and
mindset variables of all patients that are included in the analysis.
Patients had a mean age (SD) of 60 (7) years old and the majority
were female (76%). On average, the MHQ pain subscale at 3
months improved by 10 points (p < 0.001, 95% CI [8–12]), and the
MHQ hand function subscale increased by 5 points (p < 0.001,
95% CI [3–7]) compared to baseline.

In the univariable analyses, where we only adjusted for base-
line MHQ values, being a smoker was associated with more pain
at 3 months. Additionally, having more positive outcome expecta-
tions was associated with less pain and increased hand function
at 3 months (see Table 2).

In the multivariable analyses a more positive outcome expect-
ation and a better illness understanding (an illness perception
subdomain) of patients’ illness were associated with less pain (see
Table 3). For hand function, a more positive outcome expectation
was associated with better hand function at 3 months. Figures 2
and 3 illustrate the magnitude of the effect of pre-treatment

Figure 1. Flow diagram of the study. Michigan Hand Outcomes
Questionnaire (MHQ).

Table 1. Baseline patient and psychosocial characteristics of the study population (n ¼ 219 patients receiving non-opera-
tive treatment for first carpometacarpal osteoarthritis).

Value Questionnaire range

Age, years (SD) 60 (7)
Sex, male, (%) 52 (24)
Duration of complaints, months, median (IQR) 10 (5–24)
BMI, mean (SD) 27 (5)
Current non-smoker, (%) 195 (89)
Workload, (%)

No paid labor 84 (38)
Light physical labor 45 (21)
Medium physical labor 64 (29)
Heavy physical labor 26 (12)

Baseline MHQ pain, mean (SD) 46 (16) 0 (worst)–100 (best)
Baseline MHQ hand function, mean (SD) 56 (17) 0 (worst)–100 (best)
PHQ Psychological Distress, median (IQR) 0 (0–2) 0 (best)–12 (worst)
Pain Catastrophizing Score, median (IQR) 10 (5–18) 0 (best)–52 (worst)
CEQ Expectations Score, median (IQR)) 18 (15–20) 3 (worst)–27 (best)
IPQ consequences, median (IQR) 7 (5–8) 0 (best)–10 (worst)
IPQ timeline, median (IQR) 8 (6–10) 0 (best)–10 (worst)
IPQ personal control, median (IQR) 5 (4–7) 0 (worst)–10 (best)
IPQ identity, median (IQR) 7 (5–8) 0 (best)–10 (worst)
IPQ concern, median (IQR) 7 (5–8) 0 (best)–10 (worst)
IPQ illness comprehensibility, median (IQR) 9 (8–10) 0 (worst)–10 (best)
IPQ emotional consequences, median (IQR) 4 (1.5–7) 0 (best)–10 (worst)

MHQ: Michigan Hand Outcomes Questionnaire; BMI: body mass index; PHQ: Patient Health Questionnaire; CEQ: Credibility
and Expectations Questionnaire; IPQ: Illness Perceptions Questionnaire.
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expectations and illness perceptions on pain and hand function at
3 months, illustrating both the systematic effects and the rela-
tively large variation between subjects.

Stepwise linear regression analysis revealed that 32% of the
variance in pain at 3 months could be explained by patient char-
acteristics and baseline pain. No additional variance could be
explained by psychological distress and pain catastrophizing, but
outcome expectations and illness perceptions explained an add-
itional 5% of the variance over and above all other variables
(Supplementary Table S1). For hand function, 28% of the vari-
ance at 3 months could be explained by patient characteristics
and baseline hand function. An additional 1% could be

explained by psychological distress and pain catastrophizing and
outcome expectations and illness perceptions explained an add-
itional 4% over and above all other variables (Supplementary
Table S2).

Discussion

We investigated the relationship between the psychological mind-
set of CMC-1 OA patients at the start of a non-operative treat-
ment and patient-reported pain and hand function at 3 months
after treatment. We found that two aspects of the patient

Table 2. Multivariable associations between MHQ at 3 months and individual predictors, adjusted for baseline MHQ, indicating the association of the different varia-
bles with the MHQ outcome.

MHQ Pain – 3 months
MHQ Hand function – 3 months

B 95% CI b B 95% CI b
Age 0.26 [0–0.6] 0.10 0.00 [�0.2 to 0.2] 0.00
Sex, male �0.45 [�5.8 to 4.9] �0.02 2.91 [�1 to 6.8] 0.20
Duration of complaints (months) 0.02 [�0.1 to 0.1] 0.03 �0.03 [�0.1 to 0] �0.05
BMI 0.09 [�0.3 to 0.5] 0.02 �0.03 [�0.4 to 0.3] �0.01
Current non-smoker 9.53 [2.4 to 16.7] 0.49 4.03 [�1.3 to 9.4] 0.28
Workload

Ref (no paid labor) – – –
Light physical labor 3.99 [�2 to 10] 0.21 3.50 [�1.1 to 8.1] 0.24
Medium physical labor �2.21 [�7.6 to 3.2] �0.11 0.04 [�4.1 to 4.2] 0.00
Heavy physical labor �6.46 [�13.8 to 0.9] �0.33 �1.80 [�7.4 to 3.8] �0.12

PHQ Psychological Distress (0–12) �0.56 [�1.6 to 0.4] �0.07 �0.78 [�1.5 to 0] �0.12
Pain Catastrophizing Scale (0–52) �0.06 [�0.3 to 0.2] �0.03 �0.18 [�0.4 to 0] �0.11
CEQ Expectancy Scale (3–27) 0.66 [0.2 to 1.1] 0.16 0.53 [0.2 to 0.9] 0.17
IPQ Consequences (0–10) �0.28 [�1.4 to 0.8] �0.03 �0.36 [�1.1 to 0.4] �0.06
IPQ Timeline (0–10) �0.86 [�1.9 to 0.1] �0.10 �0.56 [�1.3 to 0.2] �0.09
IPQ Personal control (0–10) 0.30 [�0.7 to 1.3] 0.03 0.96 [0.2 to 1.7] 0.14
IPQ Identity (0–10) �0.46 [�1.4 to 0.5] �0.06 �0.29 [�1 to 0.4] �0.05
IPQ Concern (0–10) �0.67 [�1.7 to 0.3] �0.09 �0.50 [�1.2 to 0.2] �0.09
IPQ Illness comprehensibility (0–10) 1.18 [�0.2 to 2.5] 0.10 0.40 [�0.6 to 1.4] 0.04
IPQ Emotional consequences (0–10) 0.14 [�0.7 to 1] 0.02 �0.55 [�1.2 to 0.1] �0.11

MHQ: Michigan Hand Outcomes Questionnaire; BMI: body mass index; PHQ: Patient Health Questionnaire; CEQ: Credibility and Expectations Questionnaire; IPQ:
Illness Perceptions Questionnaire.
The bold numbers indicate statistically significant covariates.

Table 3. Multivariable linear regression model for pain and hand function at 3 months, adjusted for all covariates, indicating the adjusted contribu-
tions of all variables in a multivariable model.

MHQ Pain – at 3 months MHQ Hand function – at 3 months

B 95% CI b B 95% CI b
Age 0.21 [�0.2 to 0.6] 0.08 �0.10 [�0.4 to 0.2] �0.05
Sex, male �1.64 [�7.4 to 4.1] �0.08 3.20 [�1.2 to 7.6] 0.22
Duration of complaints (months) 0.03 [�0.1 to 0.1] 0.04 �0.01 [�0.1 to 0.1] �0.01
BMI 0.12 [�0.3 to 0.6] 0.03 �0.03 [�0.4 to 0.3] �0.01
Current non-smoker 8.94 [1.6 to 16.3] 0.46 3.44 [�2.3 to 9.2] 0.24
Workload

Ref (no paid labor) 1 – 0 1 – 0
Light physical labor 6.41 [0.1 to 12.8] 0.33 2.86 [�2.1 to 7.8] 0.20
Medium physical labor 0.43 [�5.8 to 6.7] 0.02 0.10 [�4.8 to 5] 0.01
Heavy physical labor �3.65 [�11.7 to 4.4] �0.19 �2.11 [�8.3 to 4.1] �0.14

Baseline MHQ score (0–100) 0.56 [0.4 to 0.7] 0.47 0.40 [0.3 to 0.5] 0.47
PHQ Psychological Distress (0–12) �0.39 [�1.5 to 0.8] �0.05 �0.37 [�1.3 to 0.5] �0.06
Pain Catastrophizing Scale (0–52) 0.11 [�0.2 to 0.5] 0.05 �0.01 [�0.3 to 0.2] 0.00
CEQ Expectancy Scale (3–27) 0.64 [0.1 to 1.2] 0.15 0.44 [0 to 0.8] 0.14
IPQ Consequences (0–10) 0.13 [�1.2 to 1.5] 0.02 0.14 [�0.9 to 1.2] 0.02
IPQ Timeline (0–10) �0.53 [�1.6 to 0.5] �0.06 �0.12 [�0.9 to 0.7] �0.02
IPQ Personal control (0–10) �0.12 [�1.2 to 0.9] �0.01 0.72 [�0.1 to 1.5] 0.11
IPQ Identity (0–10) �0.13 [�1.2 to 1] �0.02 �0.11 [�0.9 to 0.7] �0.02
IPQ Concern (0–10) �0.66 [�1.9 to 0.6] �0.09 0.09 [�0.9 to 1.1] 0.02
IPQ Illness comprehensibility (0–10) 1.53 [0.2 to 2.9] 0.13 0.22 [�0.8 to 1.3] 0.02
IPQ Emotional consequences (0–10) 0.76 [�0.3 to 1.8] 0.11 �0.19 [�1 to 0.6] �0.04

MHQ: Michigan Hand Outcomes Questionnaire; BMI: body mass index; PHQ: Patient Health Questionnaire; CEQ: Credibility and Expectations
Questionnaire; IPQ: Illness Perceptions Questionnaire.
The bold numbers indicate the variables that are significantly associated with the outcome.
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mindset, positive outcome expectations, and a better illness
understanding, were independently associated with a better out-
come of non-operative treatment for CMC-1 OA. After adjusting
for patient characteristics, pain catastrophizing, and psychological

distress, we found that two aspects of the patient mindset, posi-
tive outcome expectations, and a better illness understanding,
were independently associated with a better outcome of non-
operative treatment for CMC-1 OA.

Figure 2. Effect plots of association between outcome expectations (a) and illness understanding (b) and pain at 3 months. All points represent individual patients.
Jitter, minimal random variance, has been added to display overlapping points. Higher Michigan Hand Outcomes Questionnaire (MHQ) pain score on the y-axis repre-
sents less pain. Higher scores on the x-axis represent more positive outcome expectations or better understanding.
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Our finding that more positive outcome expectations are asso-
ciated with better outcomes is in line with several other studies
[27,28]. For example, Blanchard et al. [27] found that women with
higher self-efficacy and outcome expectations were more likely to
be active during cardiac rehabilitation and Lurie et al. [28] found
that lumbar disc herniation patients with more positive outcome
expectations had better outcomes and were more physically
active during cardiac rehabilitation.

Several mechanisms may explain the relationship between out-
come expectation and PROMs. For example, studies indicate that
having more positive treatment outcome expectations may trig-
ger psychobiological mechanisms, such as anxiety reduction, posi-
tive affectivity, cognitive reinterpretation, treatment adherence,
and conditioning [29–31]. This is confirmed in studies showing
that interventions aimed to optimize patients’ outcome expecta-
tions have improved outcomes [32–35]. Future studies could
investigate how different expectation management strategies
affect patients with CMC-1 OA and evaluate their effects on out-
comes in daily clinical practice.

In addition to outcome expectations, our results show that
patients that report a better illness understanding have less pain
at 3 months. This is in line with findings from Hanusch et al. [11],
who found that better illness understanding was associated with
better early recovery after total knee arthroplasty. Moreover,
Mosleh et al. [36] found that patients with coronary heart disease
who reported better illness understanding were more likely to
adhere to exercise therapy.

While we studied associations, several studies have investi-
gated strategies to change patients’ illness perception. For
instance, Lee et al. [37] educated trauma patients on the theory
of illness perceptions and asked them to identify inadequate per-
ceptions. In this study, they found that these patients obtained
more positive illness perceptions, however, the influence on

outcome was unfortunately not studied. Future studies may inves-
tigate if incorporating these strategies in the treatment of CMC-1
OA also leads to a more positive illness perception and, most
importantly, to better outcomes.

In contrast with previous literature, we did not find any associ-
ations between outcomes of non-operative treatment for CMC-1
OA and pain catastrophizing or psychological distress. For
example, the papers by Das De et al. [6] and Lozano-Calderon et
al. [7] showed that these factors play an important role in patients
with CMC-1 OA. However, in these studies post-treatment PROMs
were not adjusted for pre-treatment PROMs, which might explain
the difference with our own findings. As CMC-1 OA complaints
are known to be associated with pain catastrophizing and psycho-
logical distress before treatment [38], it may be worthwhile to fur-
ther investigate potential indirect pathways through which these
mindset variables affect treatment outcomes in CMC-1 OA.

The strengths of our study are its longitudinal design and the
fact that this is the first to study the influence of expectations
alongside other psychosocial factors on outcome of non-operative
treatment of CMC-1 OA. More specifically, most upper-extremity
studies do not take pre-treatment symptoms into account when
investigating the role of the patients’ mindset, even though pre-
treatment symptoms play an important role in predicting out-
comes in upper-extremity conditions [3,39].

Study limitations

A limitation of our study is the non-response rate during our
study; 87% of all patients who completed the MHQ also com-
pleted all mindset questionnaires while at 3 months, 60% of these
patients also completed the MHQ. However, there were no signifi-
cant differences in baseline characteristics between the non-res-
ponders and the patients included in the analysis, suggesting no

Figure 3. Effect plots of association between expectations and hand function at 3 months. All points represent the scores of individual patients. Jitter has been added
to display overlapping points. Higher Michigan Hand Outcomes Questionnaire (MHQ) hand function score on the y-axis represents more hand function. Higher scores
on the x-axis represent more positive outcome expectations.
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selection bias on the reported analyses. Furthermore, this percent-
age of missing data is representative of routine longitudinal data
collection. For example, Crijns et al. [40] found similar rates of
missing data in hand surgery patients.

Conclusion

Our finding that higher outcome expectation leads to better out-
comes may challenge the common belief in orthopedic surgery,
hand surgery, and hand therapy that a patient should not have
too high expectations [41]. Discussing outcome expectations at
the start of the non-operative treatment, in particular, with
patients who appear skeptical about the potential treatment ben-
efits, might contribute to better outcomes. Our results also indi-
cate that explaining the illness to a patient may improve the
outcome of treatment. Therefore, it might be worthwhile for clini-
cians to ensure that the patient understands the etiology and
prognosis of their illness.
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