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Background
Current treatment guidelines delineate that evidence-based 
psychotherapy should be offered to all people with psychosis, 
throughout all phases of the treatment process, see NICE-or 
S3-Guidelines1,2; for the recommendations by the American 
Psychiatric Association.3 Both, NICE-1 and S3-Guidelines2 
recommend cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT, and family 
interventions) explicitly, as well as other approaches (eg, arts 
therapy, or metacognitive training, psychodynamic therapy, 
body and movement based therapy, and social skill training). 
More specifically, the guidelines also specify the intensity of 
treatment that should be provided by healthcare profession-
als, identifying more than 15 sessions as sufficient treatment, 
yet recommending more than 24 sessions in evidence-based 
psychotherapy for people with psychosis.2 Recommendations 
for psychotherapy also hold true for bipolar disorder, see, for 
example, the NICE-Guidelines4 or the guidelines by the 
American Psychiatric Association.5 To foster the recom-
mended utilization of evidence-based psychotherapy by peo-
ple with psychosis and bipolar disorder, inpatient and 
outpatient treatment such as CBT needs to be available, 
accessible, and ultimately delivered.

Research, however, indicates a substantial undersupply of psy-
chotherapy for people with psychosis6-9 and bipolar disorder10,11 
and a gap between guideline recommendations and utilization.

Utilization of cognitive behavioral therapy in 
different countries

When looking at previous research from the United Kingdom, 
average implementation rates of CBT for patients with psy-
chosis are estimated to be 46% with high variance in estimates 
and problems concerning the distinction between services that 
are offered, delivered, or received6 (p. 329). When looking at 
smaller, more controlled studies, this number drops to 6.9% of 
patients having been offered CBT and 5.3% of patients who 
actually utilized CBT, cf.12

Furthermore, Colling et al,8 analyzed data from a large elec-
tronic health record database. They used natural language pro-
cessing to estimate how many service users in the database 
were diagnosed with a schizophrenia spectrum disorder and for 
how many of these users the receipt of CBT for psychosis 
(CBTp) sessions was recorded in the health record. Overall, 
34.6% of service users had received at least 1 CBTp session and 
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26.4% at least 2 CBTp sessions, still leaving a large proportion 
of patients without any CBTp sessions. A utilization of 1 or 2 
CBT sessions, however, does not align with current guideline 
recommendations. Stefanova et al13 replicate this finding and 
also indicate low numbers of receipt of evidence-based therapy 
sessions (both CBTp and/or family interventions) in their 
study.

When turning to the USA, researchers, such as Kopelovich 
et al,14 have again identified a substantial gap between the need 
for CBTp and the available supply. They also indicate a lack of 
research on its implementation and dissemination across the 
USA,15 see also Kopelovich et al.16 Based on current training 
levels of healthcare professionals, the authors estimate that 
only 0.3% of 5 million people with a primary psychotic disorder 
utilize CBTp14 (p. 755).

For Germany, Schlier and Lincoln7 describe data across 3 
studies and report that about 50% of patients with schizophre-
nia spectrum disorders in inpatient psychiatric hospitals have 
utilized general psychological treatment. The proportion of 
patients, however, who received cognitive and/or behavioral 
therapy in a one-on-one setting was low (numbers range 
between 5.5%-6.3% for cognitive therapy and 4.4%-8.0% for 
behavioral therapy). The authors summarize that the majority 
of inpatients therefore have not utilized CBT that is in line 
with the respective guideline recommendations (S3).

When looking at bipolar disorders in particular, data from 
Italy paints a similar picture. Barbato et al10 showed that the 
rate of patients with bipolar disorder who utilized individual 
psychotherapy was estimated at 6.1%. Later research11 esti-
mated the use of psychotherapy at 11.5% for people with bipo-
lar disorders, but the authors also highlight that treatment was 
characterized by low intensity.

Exploring potential correlates of utilization of 
evidence-based therapy

Whereas the previously summarized research investigated the 
overall provision and utilization of evidence-based treatment 
such as CBT, other research has examined patients’ attributes 
that may be associated with utilization of psychotherapy among 
people with psychosis and bipolar disorder. In general, different 
research has identified a heterogeneous picture of different 
demographic (eg, gender, age, or nationality), psychiatric (eg, 
symptom severity), and psychological (eg, self-esteem or moti-
vation) attributes that may be associated with the utilization of 
treatment. For an overview on associations between attributes 
and general treatment utilization, see, Lo et al.17

Stefanova et al,13 for example, focused specifically on per-
sons with psychosis and investigated who utilized evidence-
based therapy (CBTp or family interventions) after a hospital 
admission. Importantly, they focused on a sample of service 
users that had already demonstrated a willingness to engage in 
psychotherapy. Their results indicated that utilization of evi-
dence-based therapy was more likely for participants with 

lower delusional distress, a Black and Minority Ethnic back-
ground, and when participants were discharged to an early 
intervention service. This research showed that a mix of demo-
graphic (such as ethnic background) and psychiatric (such as 
delusions) attributes were associated with treatment utilization, 
even when controlling for psychological attributes (eg, treat-
ment motivation).

In a different line of work, Harvey et al18 assessed demo-
graphic (eg, age, gender, education), functional (eg, disabilities), 
mental and physical health characteristics as well as previous 
service use and then analyzed potential associations with self-
reported utilization of evidence-based therapy, in which they 
included CBTp, family psychoeducation, relapse prevention 
planning, skills training, supported employment, and assertive 
community treatment. Results indicated that demographic 
attributes such as gender and age as well as psychological/psy-
chiatric attributes such as insight into the disorder were signifi-
cantly associated with the utilization of evidence-based 
treatment. Attributes regarding previous service utilization and 
characteristics (eg, community treatment in the past, availabil-
ity of case managers in different disciplines), however, were 
more predictive in the model.

Overall, previous studies identified heterogeneous demo-
graphic factors, psychological attributes and treatment motiva-
tion, as well as psychiatric aspects such as symptom severity 
and previous treatment history/experience as relevant factors 
when it comes to utilization of psychotherapy. Further research, 
however, is required to provide a harmonized meta-model 
summarizing correlates of utilization of psychotherapy for peo-
ple with psychosis and bipolar disorder.

A perspective on the situation in Switzerland

In Switzerland, psychotherapy can be provided by qualified 
physicians or clinical psychologists may provide psychotherapy 
if they are currently enrolled or have completed specific, com-
prehensive postgraduate training. Psychiatric-psychotherapeutic 
treatment offered by psychiatrists includes, for example, medi-
cal consultations, pharmacotherapy, and psychotherapy in the 
narrow sense,19 whereas clinical psychologists focus on psycho-
therapy only. Both, qualified physicians and clinical psycholo-
gists, therefore, shape the outpatient treatment landscape. It is 
noteworthy, however, that in the outpatient network, psychia-
trists or clinical psychologists may decide which patients with 
which syndromes/diagnoses they accept into treatment. 
Treatment costs, in general, are covered by the mandatory 
health insurance (up to a certain number of sessions).

While an underutilization of psychotherapy among people 
with psychosis and bipolar disorder was reported for both the 
inpatient and outpatient setting in the UK, USA, Germany, 
and Italy, there is little research on this topic in Switzerland. It 
remains unclear which patient attributes are associated with 
the utilization of psychotherapy in Switzerland. This repre-
sents a research gap, as it is unclear whether the findings 
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described above can be generalized to other countries with dif-
ferent health care systems. Reports suggest that differences in 
health care systems in general (across Europe, see, Wendt20) 
and mental health care systems in particular are present.21,22 
The current discourse aiming to improve alignment and 
resource allocation in psychiatric and psychotherapeutic ser-
vices in Switzerland, furthermore, highlights the relevance of 
gaining a better understanding of the utilization of mental 
health services.23,24

In this manuscript, we report data from a catchment area in 
the German-speaking part of Switzerland. We outline a cross-
sectional survey in which we collected data from 112 inpatients 
with psychosis and bipolar disorder and analyzed data covering 
a reporting period between 1 and 5 years preceding their index 
stay at an inpatient psychiatric clinic. In this project, we inves-
tigated (a) the presence or absence of retrospectively self-
reported utilization of outpatient psychotherapy and (b) 
whether the utilized number of outpatient psychotherapy ses-
sions was in line with current guideline recommendations. 
Last, we aim to explore potential differences in patients who 
retrospectively self-report having utilized psychotherapy with 
clinical psychologists versus those who report not having uti-
lized it by looking at associations between demographic, psy-
chiatric, and psychological attributes as well as the reported 
presence or absence of utilization of outpatient psychotherapy 
during the reporting period. Based on previous research, we 
here focused on attributes such as gender, age, and education 
(demographic, see Lo et al17), the respective diagnosis, psychi-
atric symptoms, previous (involuntary) hospitalizations as a 
proxy for treatment history/experience (psychiatric, see Lo 
et  al17 and Harvey et  al18), and self-esteem, self-efficacy, and 
attitudes regarding psychotherapy (psychological, see Stefanova 
et al13 and Lo et al17).

Methods
We collected the cross-sectional study data presented in this 
manuscript within a project on high utilization patterns among 
psychiatric inpatients. The full study background and methods 
were described by Lo et al.17 The Ethics Committee Northwest 
and Central Switzerland (EKNZ) approved this study (BASEC 
2917-02203) and the research protocol adheres to the princi-
ples outlined in the Declaration of Helsinki. The study was 
conducted between April 2018 and May 2019 and therefore 
provides a pre-COVID-19 outlook on the utilization of outpa-
tient psychotherapy for patients with psychosis and bipolar 
disorder.

Participants and data

As participants we recruited inpatients with schizophrenia 
spectrum disorder (ICD-10: F20-F29) or bipolar affective dis-
order (ICD-10: F31.1, F31.2) at the end of their inpatient 
treatment at the Centre for Psychotic Disorders at the 
University Psychiatric Hospital (UPK) in Basel, Switzerland. If 

inpatients agreed to participate in the study, a psychologist 
conducted the assessment, see Lo et al.17 The total sample con-
sists of 112 participants (see Results section below).

Measures and procedure

Assessments included interviews, paper-pencil-questionnaires, 
and information retrieved from electronic patient records. 
Information on the utilization of treatment was collected with 
slightly modified versions of the Client Sociodemographic and 
Service Receipt Inventory (short CSSRI,25) and included the 
retrospectively self-reported number of psychotherapy sessions 
with clinical psychologists in the last 5 years (also specifying 
the number of sessions in the last 12 months). We focused on 
clinical psychologists, as they provide psychotherapy without 
any medical consultation or pharmacotherapy, allowing us to 
estimate how much psychotherapy in the narrow sense has 
been utilized by the participants (see also Tadmon and Olfson26 
for a longitudinal outlook on changing treatment patterns 
among psychiatrists in the US, indicating lower rates of psy-
chotherapy over time). To complement these numbers, we fur-
ther assessed the retrospectively self-reported number of 
sessions with psychiatrists in the last 12 months preceding the 
index stay. We did not ask participants whether the sessions 
with a psychiatrist had a psychiatric or psychotherapeutic focus, 
as we assumed that estimates would have been vague due to the 
limits of self-report and the retrospective nature of the study.

When patients reported having utilized outpatient psycho-
therapy, we asked them for details about the respective provider 
to identify whether the sessions were provided in-house (eg, in 
the specialized outpatient clinic of the UPK) or outside of the 
clinic. We furthermore aimed to analyze the provider’s training 
background in psychotherapy using external sources (eg, their 
website).

To better understand potential differences in patients who 
retrospectively reported (not) having utilized psychotherapy, 
we further investigated demographic, psychiatric, and psycho-
logical attributes of the patients. All demographic attributes 
(gender, age, education) were retrieved from the patients’ elec-
tronic records. For the psychiatric attributes, we assessed the 
extent of psychiatric symptoms using the Brief Psychiatric 
Rating Scale27 in its German translation.28 The patients’ pri-
mary diagnosis, year of the first stay in an inpatient clinic, the 
number of inpatient stays within the last 30 months (see Lo 
et al17), and whether patients were admitted (in)voluntarily to 
the psychiatric clinic were gathered from the patients’ elec-
tronic records. Regarding the psychological attributes, self-
esteem was measured with the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 
by Rosenberg29 (p. 291). In our study, we used a slightly adapted 
version of the German translation by Ferring and Filipp.30 
Self-efficacy was measured with the General Self-Efficacy 
Scale by Schwarzer and Jerusalem.31 To assess attitudes 
toward psychotherapy, we used a subscale from the question-
naire on attitudes toward psychotherapeutic treatment.32 As 
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recommended in later work,33,34 we used the positive attitudes 
toward psychotherapy subscale in our study. To assess hope in 
the context of psychotherapy, we integrated the respective sub-
scale from the therapy motivation questionnaire35; items have 
been slightly rephrased.

Data preparation and statistical analyses

Considering the statistical analyses, the first set of analyses 
focused on descriptively characterizing patients’ retrospectively 
self-reported utilization of outpatient psychotherapy supplied 
by a clinical psychologist. In the second set of analyses, we used 
bivariate regression analyses to examine associations between 
demographic, psychiatric, or psychological patient characteris-
tics and their retrospectively self-reported utilization of outpa-
tient psychotherapy provided by clinical psychologists. As the 
target variable was binary (1 = utilization of at least 1 session of 
psychological psychotherapy within the last 5 years; 0 = no session), 
we computed logistic regression models. All statistical corre-
lates in the regression models were z-standardized (in the case 
of continuous variables such as age, BPRS score, number of 
stays in the psychiatric clinic, first stay in a psychiatric clinic, 
self-esteem, self-efficacy, positive attitude toward psychother-
apy, and motivation for psychotherapy/hope) or effect coded 
(for categorical variables such as gender, diagnosis, and invol-
untary hospitalization; with −0.5 = involuntary admission/F20 
diagnosis/male participants and 0.5 = voluntary admission/F31 
diagnosis/female participants). The attribute education had 3 
levels, which were coded as −1 = mandatory education, 0 = second-
ary level education, and 1 = high school equivalent.

In regards to all statistical analyses, it is important to high-
light that this study was designed as a cross-sectional survey in 
which all variables were assessed at the same time. The analyses 
were computed using RStudio, version 2022.02.1.36

Results
Descriptive Results

One hundred twelve patients participated in the study (62 
male, 50 female; Mage = 40.40, SDage = 12.04; 86 with an F2X 
diagnosis and 26 with an F31 diagnosis). Several of them had 
previously completed multiple inpatient stays in the psychiatric 
clinic, with an average of 3.76 stays within the last 30 months. 
When looking at the index stay, 83 participants (74.11%) 
entered the clinic voluntarily, whereas 29 (25.89%) entered 
with a compulsory admission; for further information on the 
sample, see Table 2 or Lo et al.17

When looking at descriptive results, participants on average 
retrospectively reported having utilized 4.51 outpatient psy-
chotherapy sessions with clinical psychologists within the past 
12 months. When extending the period to the last 5 years, the 
number of reported outpatient psychotherapy sessions with 
psychologists only slightly increased to 5.16 sessions (see Table 
1, and also Figure 1 for a visual depiction of the distribution). 

In-house clinical psychologists provided the majority of these 
sessions (see Table 1). Only 19.6% (n = 22) of the patients 
reported having utilized at least 1 outpatient session with a 
clinical psychologist within the last 12 months and 23.2% 
(n = 26) within the last 5 years.

Patients also named the clinical psychologists who provided 
the outpatient psychotherapy sessions. In total 22 (3 not iden-
tified) different psychologists provided psychotherapy to the 26 
patients over the 5-year period. Of these 22 psychologists, 9 
had a cognitive behavioral background, 3 a behavioral back-
ground, 3 a system or solution-focused background, 3 a psy-
choanalytic background, and for 4 psychotherapists the 
background was unknown.

We further compared the number of patients’ retrospec-
tively self-reported utilized outpatient psychotherapy sessions 
provided by a clinical psychologist in the 5 years preceding the 
index stay with the number of sessions recommended by cur-
rent guidelines. Results indicate that 12.5% of participants 
(n = 14) reported having utilized at least sufficient psychothera-
peutic treatment (more than 15 sessions, see S3-Guidelines2). 
Moreover, 8.0% (n = 9) reported having utilized at least the 
number of sessions that are considered as recommended treat-
ment (more than 24 sessions, see S3-Guidelines2).

To allow comparisons with outpatient sessions utilized with 
a psychiatrist (that may cover psychiatric and medical content 
as well as psychotherapy), we report the respective number of 
sessions; however, the numbers were only surveyed for the 
12 months prior to the index stay. Participants indicated having 
utilized on average 11.56 outpatient sessions with psychiatrists 
in the last 12 months, mostly provided by external psychiatrists 
(outside of UPK, see Table 1). Looking at the distribution of 
sessions, 63.4% (n = 71) reported at least 1 outpatient session 
with a psychiatrist within the last 12 months.

Correlates of utilization of psychotherapy for 
psychosis

We explored associations between participants’ demographic, 
psychiatric, and psychological attributes, and whether (or not) 
they retrospectively reported at least 1 outpatient therapy ses-
sion with a clinical psychologist within the last 5 years. We 
computed bivariate logistic regression models as overfitting has 
been reported to be a problem for multiple regression, see, for 
example, James et al,37 especially when the model is based on 
many predictor variables. Results are summarized in Table 2 
and indicate that the primary diagnosis (F2X vs F31) was asso-
ciated with the self-report of utilization of outpatient psycho-
therapy. The odds ratio of 2.73 indicates that patients with a 
F31 diagnosis were more likely to report psychological outpa-
tient psychotherapy compared to patients with F2X diagnoses. 
Descriptive results indicate that 10 of the 26 patients with an 
F31 diagnosis reported having at least 1 psychotherapy session 
with a clinical psychologist in the last 5 years prior to the index 
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Table 1.  Summary of descriptive results on patients’ retrospectively self-reported outpatient treatment utilization in the last year and last 5 years 
preceding the index stay at the psychiatric hospital.

Number of sessions with Range M 25% Q Md 75% Q

Psychologists (1 y) 0-72 4.51 0.00 0.00 0.00

. . . within the psychiatric hospital (in-house UPK) 0-48 3.06 0.00 0.00 0.00

. . . external 0-72 1.45 0.00 0.00 0.00

Psychologists (5 y) 0-72 5.16 0.00 0.00 0.00

. . . within the psychiatric hospital (in-house UPK) 0-48 3.20 0.00 0.00 0.00

. . . external 0-72 1.96 0.00 0.00 0.00

Psychiatrists (1 y) 0-84 11.56 0.00 5.00 17.75

. . . within the psychiatric hospital or at the outpatient clinic (in-house UPK) 0-48 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

. . . external 0-84 9.56 0.00 0.00 12.00

Even though some of the sessions were supplied by the psychiatric hospital (in-house UPK), these contribute to the number of outpatient treatment sessions, as they 
took place outside of an inpatient stay.

Figure 1.  Patients’ retrospectively self-reported number of outpatient psychotherapy sessions with a psychologist in the last year and last 5 years 

preceding the index stay at the psychiatric hospital.

stay (38.46%), whereas this was true for only 16 out of 86 
patients with an F2X diagnosis (18.60%).

To a lesser extent (given the smaller effect sizes), age and the 
first stay in the inpatient clinic appeared to show an association 
with the retrospectively self-reported utilization of psychother-
apy provided by clinical psychologists. Thus, a younger com-
pared to older age and later compared to earlier years of first 
hospitalizations are associated with a higher likelihood of 
reporting utilization of psychotherapy by clinical psychologists. 
All other associations in this model were either not significant 
or of little clinical relevance (see odds ratios).

Discussion
This cross-sectional study surveyed retrospectively self-
reported utilization of outpatient psychotherapy among psy-
chiatric inpatients with psychosis and bipolar disorder in a 
German-speaking part of Switzerland. Results from 

a reporting period of 5 years indicate that only 23.2% of the 
participants retrospectively reported utilization (at least one 
session) of outpatient psychotherapy provided by a clinical psy-
chologist. Furthermore, only 8% to 12.5% of the participants 
retrospectively reported a recommended amount of psycho-
therapy for psychosis (at least 16 or 25 sessions, see 
S3-Guidelines2). These already low rates of psychotherapy uti-
lization provided by clinical psychologists were lower among 
participants diagnosed with F2X compared to F31 disorder. 
Our results indicate that clinical psychologists played a rather 
minor role in the outpatient care of people with psychosis and 
bipolar disorder in this patient sample, especially when the psy-
chologists were part of the outpatient treatment network not 
associated with the clinic.

These preliminary findings are in line with prior studies 
indicating underutilization of psychotherapy—especially for 
people diagnosed with psychosis and bipolar disorder—in the 
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USA, UK, Australia, Germany, and Italy,6-8,10-12,14,18 see also 
Burgess-Barr et al38 for an international overview. Low utiliza-
tion rates were replicated in the present sample, even though 
Switzerland and in particular the catchment area described in 
this manuscript is known for a comprehensive health care sys-
tem associated with a high density of inpatient and outpatient 
health care providers.23,39

Prior to recruitment of participants for this study, the inpa-
tient clinic had already implemented systematic measures at 
the Centre for Psychotic Disorders to increase rates of outpa-
tient psychotherapeutic care among inpatients. These measures 
included routinely recommending psychotherapy as an outpa-
tient follow-up treatment within discharge management. 
Additional measures included that all inpatients received an 
offer to talk to clinical psychologists during their inpatient stay, 
aiming to familiarize patients with evidence-based psychother-
apy concepts and fostering patients’ interest in psychotherapy 
by identifying their personal treatment goals.40 As many par-
ticipants in this survey had multiple inpatient stays in the 
period before their index stay (see Table 2), these measures may 
have enhanced the utilization of outpatient psychotherapy by 
clinical psychologists and may further explain why self-reported 
utilization was primarily present in the last 12 months (vs in 
the last 5 years). However, retrospectively self-reported utiliza-
tion remains low in the here presented patient sample.

To better understand associations between patient attrib-
utes and reported utilization of outpatient psychotherapy pro-
vided by clinical psychologists, we found that the presence of a 
F2X versus a F31 diagnosis was associated with lower self-
reported utilization. In contrast, we detected no significant 
associations between patients retrospectively self-reported uti-
lization of psychotherapy provided by clinical psychologists 
and most of their psychological attributes such as attitude 
toward psychotherapy or hope, self-esteem, and self-efficacy as 
well as psychiatric attributes such as psychopathology (but see 
the limitations section below). Should this preliminary finding 
be replicated in future studies in regards to the present catch-
ment area, this could indicate that it may not be patient char-
acteristics that are responsible for low utilization of outpatient 
interventions, but rather specific barriers in the health care sys-
tem (eg, low access to therapies; see Stefanova et  al13). This 
hypothesis would also be in line with prior studies suggesting 
that people with severe psychotic disorders take up evidence-
based psychotherapy services when they are accessible and 
offered12 and that they can almost always name treatable inter-
vention targets for which they want treatment,41 making it 
seem unlikely that underutilization can predominantly be 
explained by patient attributes.

Limitations

Our survey consisted of a cross-sectional design where we 
relied on retrospective self-reports to assess the number of 

psychological psychotherapy sessions over an extended period 
of 5 years. Eventually, participants might have found it difficult 
to recall how many sessions they had a few years ago. However, 
we investigated whether they reported any psychological psy-
chotherapy sessions at all, which may be more easily retrieved 
from memory. We further collected information about other 
outpatient therapies during the reporting period to detect 
potential treatments offered by clinical psychologists that were 
not remembered as psychotherapy. Nevertheless, the here pre-
sented numbers can only serve as rough estimates for actual 
utilization of psychotherapy provided by clinical psychologists.

Estimates may further be biased, as we focused on the utili-
zation of outpatient psychotherapy, but did not specify whether 
patients had received evidence-based interventions during 
these sessions. Prior studies indicated a gap between utilization 
of psychotherapy sessions and receipt of evidence-based inter-
ventions recommended in the current guidelines.7,42,43 
Consequently, the number of participants who received outpa-
tient evidence-based psychotherapy, which is in line with cur-
rent recommendations, may be even lower than reported in this 
manuscript. Participants in our study were, furthermore, inpa-
tients with an F2X or F31 diagnosis seeking treatment in an 
inpatient clinic. This results in selection effects concerning the 
sample and we describe above that inpatients were often 
encouraged to utilize outpatient psychotherapy (see above). 
Further research, therefore, needs to explore whether the here 
presented findings may generalize to patients who utilize out-
patient treatment only.

We, further, estimate treatment by relying on patients’ self-
reported outpatient psychotherapy provided by clinical psy-
chologists. Psychiatrists, however, can also provide 
evidence-based outpatient psychotherapy, in addition to psy-
chiatric and medical consultations. This, in turn, could lead to 
an underestimation of the estimated self-reported utilization of 
outpatient psychotherapy in this study (but see Tadmon and 
Olfson26). However, a self-reported median of about 5 sessions 
with a psychiatrist in the past year may indicate that most 
patients did not receive recommended levels of evidence-based 
outpatient psychotherapy.

The cross-sectional design, moreover, might be considered a 
caveat of our study: Our exploratory bivariate regression mod-
els can only investigate associations and not temporally or 
causally directed effects between variables. Assessing attitudes 
(or other variables subject to change over 5 years) toward psy-
chotherapy during the inpatient stay might, moreover, not be 
associated with seeking treatment in the previous years, there-
fore limiting the size of potential effects we were able to detect 
in this study. Although we consider it a strength of this manu-
script that we focus on an inpatient group with severe psychotic 
disorders, the sample size of this survey is rather small and con-
tains only a small proportion of participants who reported the 
critical signal (utilization of psychotherapy) we were interested 
in. This results in low statistical power to detect associations. 
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Future research may therefore aim to conduct a well-powered 
longitudinal study, assessing antecedents and consequences of 
utilizing psychological psychotherapy among a larger number 
of patients with a F2X or F31 diagnosis.

Potential implications for practice

The preliminary findings from this survey need to be replicated 
before clinical implications may be derived. Nevertheless, the 
results of our study showed that only a small subgroup of 
patients with psychosis and bipolar disorder retrospectively 
reported having utilized a number of outpatient psychotherapy 
sessions provided by clinical psychologists. As discussed above, 
many of the patients in the survey had been readmitted to the 
inpatient clinic multiple times although they were assisted in 
finding an outpatient support network before their discharge. 
However, barriers to outpatient psychological interventions 
still seem to be present. These may include limited resources at 
outpatient treatment services6 and a requirement of more evi-
dence-based training options in psychotherapy for psychosis 
and quality supervision for psychotherapists,16 who may not be 
working with patients with psychosis or bipolar disorder yet 
and might feel insecure in doing so. An increase in resources 
would, nevertheless, be a decision made by the government and 
health system, and an increase in training options in psycho-
therapy would be the responsibility of the respective universi-
ties and training institutes providing the postgraduate 
training.

Conclusion
Evidence-based psychotherapy for patients with psychosis and 
bipolar disorder is effective and recommended in current treat-
ment guidelines. Our study indicates, however, that retrospec-
tively self-reported utilized numbers of previous outpatient 
psychotherapy sessions provided by clinical psychologists in 
the last 5 years are low among surveyed patients with psychosis 
and bipolar disorder staying at a Swiss inpatient psychiatric 
clinic. These findings are in line with prior studies reporting a 
substantial undersupply and underutilization of outpatient 
psychotherapy in Germany, Italy, the UK, and the USA. If pre-
liminary findings of this study are replicated, an increase in 
offers and delivery of evidence-based outpatient psychotherapy 
for psychosis and bipolar disorder is recommended in the 
catchment area of this study. This would increase the likelihood 
that all people with the respective diagnosis are able to access 
evidence-based therapy.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank the teams who supported the 
data collection in their inpatient units. The authors, further-
more, thank all patients who participated in this research.

Author Contributions
Conceptualization: JM, MEJ, SBL, RL, CGH

Investigation: SBL, FD
Formal analysis: MEJ, AHM, JM
Resources: UEL, RL, CGH
Supervision: RL, AHM, UEL, CGH
Writing – original draft: MEJ, JM
Writing – review & editing: SBL, AHM, RL. FD, UEL, CGH

ORCID iDs
Mariela E Jaffé  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9612-5008
Julian Moeller  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7823-3651

References
	 1.	 National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Psychosis and schizophrenia 

in adults: prevention and management. 2014. Accessed November 3, 2023. 
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg178

	 2.	 Deutsche Gesellschaft für Psychiatrie Psychosomatik und Nervenheilkunde. 
S3-Leitlinie Schizophrenie. Published online 2019:1-359. https://www.dgppn.
de/_Resources/Persistent/88074695aeb16cfa00f4ac2d7174cd068d0658be/038-
009l_S3_Schizophrenie_2019-03.pdf

	 3.	 The American Psychiatric Association. Practice Guideline for the Treatment of 
Patients With Schizophrenia. 3rd ed. The American Psychiatric Association, 2021.

	 4.	 National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Bipolar disorder: assessment and 
management. Clinical guideline. 2014. https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg185

	 5.	 The American Psychiatric Association. Practice Guideline for the Treatment of 
Patients With Bipolar Disorder. 2nd ed. The American Psychiatric Association, 
2002.

	 6.	 Ince P, Haddock G, Tai S. A systematic review of the implementation of recom-
mended psychological interventions for schizophrenia: rates, barriers, and 
improvement strategies. Psychol Psychother Theory Res Pract. 2016;89:324-350.

	 7.	 Schlier B, Lincoln TM. Blinde flecken? Der einfluss von stigma auf die psycho-
therapeutische versorgung von menschen mit schizophrenie. Verhaltenstherapie. 
2016;26:279-290.

	 8.	 Colling C, Evans L, Broadbent M, et al. Identification of the delivery of cogni-
tive behavioural therapy for psychosis (CBTp) using a cross-sectional sample 
from electronic health records and open-text information in a large UK-based 
mental health case register. BMJ Open. 2017;7:e015297.

	 9.	 Kimhy D, Tarrier N, Essock S, et al. Cognitive behavioral therapy for psychosis 
- training practices and dissemination in the United States. Psychosis. 
2013;5:296-305.

	10.	 Barbato A, Vallarino M, Rapisarda F, et al. Do people with bipolar disorders 
have access to psychosocial treatments? A survey in Italy. Int J Soc Psychiatr. 
2016;62:334-344.

	11.	 D’Avanzo B, Barbato A, Monzio Compagnoni M, et al. The quality of mental 
health care for people with bipolar disorders in the Italian mental health system: 
the QUADIM project. BMC Psychiatry. 2023;23:424.

	12.	 Haddock G, Eisner E, Boone C, et al. An investigation of the implementation of 
NICE-recommended CBT interventions for people with schizophrenia. J Ment 
Health. 2014;23:162-165.

	13.	 Stefanova M, Taylor G, Jacobsen P. Who gets evidence-based therapy for psy-
chosis following a psychiatric hospital admission? Follow-up data from an inpa-
tient randomised controlled trial. Psychiatry Res. 2021;295:1-3.

	14.	 Kopelovich SL, Strachan E, Sivec H, Kreider V. Stepped care as an implementa-
tion and service delivery model for cognitive behavioral therapy for psychosis. 
Community Ment Health J. 2019;55:755-767.

	15.	 Mueser KT, Noordsy DL. Cognitive behavior therapy for psychosis: a call to 
action. Clin Psychol SciPract. 2005;12:68-71.

	16.	 Kopelovich SL, Nutting E, Blank J, Buckland HT, Spigner C. Preliminary point 
prevalence of cognitive behavioral therapy for psychosis (CBTp) training in the 
U.S. and Canada. Psychosis. 2022;14:344-354.

	17.	 Lo SB, Huber CG, Meyer A, et al. The relationship between psychological char-
acteristics of patients and their utilization of psychiatric inpatient treatment: a 
cross-sectional study, using machine learning. PLoS One. 2022;17:e0266352.

	18.	 Harvey C, Lewis J, Farhall J. Receipt and targeting of evidence-based psychoso-
cial interventions for people living with psychoses: findings from the second Aus-
tralian national survey of psychosis. Epidemiol Psychiatr Sci. 2019;28:613-629.

	19.	 Schweizerisches Institut für ärztliche Weiter- und Fortbildung. Fachärztin Oder 
Facharzt Für Psychiatrie Und Psychotherapie. 2009. Accessed February 4, 2024. 
https://www.siwf.ch/files/pdf7/psychiatrie_version_internet_d.pdf

	20.	 Wendt C. Mapping European healthcare systems: a comparative analysis of 
financing, service provision and access to healthcare. J Eur Soc Policy. 
2009;19:432-445.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9612-5008
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7823-3651
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg178
https://www.dgppn.de/_Resources/Persistent/88074695aeb16cfa00f4ac2d7174cd068d0658be/038-009l_S3_Schizophrenie_2019-03.pdf
https://www.dgppn.de/_Resources/Persistent/88074695aeb16cfa00f4ac2d7174cd068d0658be/038-009l_S3_Schizophrenie_2019-03.pdf
https://www.dgppn.de/_Resources/Persistent/88074695aeb16cfa00f4ac2d7174cd068d0658be/038-009l_S3_Schizophrenie_2019-03.pdf
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/cg185
https://www.siwf.ch/files/pdf7/psychiatrie_version_internet_d.pdf


Jaffé et al	 9

	21.	 World Health Organization. Mental Health Atlas 2020. Published online 
2021:1-136. https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240036703

	22.	 Becker T, Kilian R. Psychiatric services for people with severe mental illness 
across western Europe: what can be generalized from current knowledge about 
differences in provision, costs and outcomes of mental health care? Acta Psychiatr 
Scand. 2006;113:9-16.

	23.	 Stulz N, Jörg R, Reim-Gautier C, et al. Mental health service areas in Switzer-
land. Int J Methods Psychiatr Res. 2023;32:1-12.

	24.	 Huber C, Wullschleger A, Kaiser S, et al. Ist eine hohe inanspruchnahme gleich 
Ueberversorgung. Schweiz Ärzteztg. 2023;104:40-42. doi:10.4414/saez.2023.21481

	25.	 Roick C, Kilian R, Matschinger H, et al. Die deutsche Version des Client Sociode-
mographic and Service Receipt Inventory. Psychiatr Prax. 2001;28:84-90.

	26.	 Tadmon D, Olfson M. Trends in outpatient psychotherapy provision by U.S. 
psychiatrists: 1996-2016. Am J Psychiatr. 2022;179:110-121.

	27.	 Overall JE. The brief psychiatric rating scale in psychopharmacology research. 
In: Pichot P, Olivier-Martin R, eds. Psychological Measurements in Psychopharma-
cology. Vol. 7. S. Karger; 1974:67-78.

	28.	 Collegium Internationale Psychiatriae Scalarum. Internationale Skalen Für Psy-
chiatrie. 6th ed. Beltz Test GmbH; 2015.

	29.	 Rosenberg M. Conceiving the Self. Bas Books, Inc; 1979.
	30.	 Ferring D, Filipp SH. Messung des Selbstwertgefühls: Befunde zu Reliabilität, 

Validität und Stabilität der Rosenberg-Skala. Diagnostica. 1996;42:284-292.
	31.	 Schwarzer R, Jerusalem M. Skala zur Allgemeinen Selbstwirksamkeitserwartung. 

Skalen zur Erfassung von Lehrer- und Schülermerkmalen Dokumentation der 
Psychom Verfahren im Rahmen der Wissenschaftlichen Begleit des Model Selbst-
wirksame Schulen. Published online 1999. http://www.fu-berlin.de/gesund/

	32.	 Schmid-Ott G, Reibold S, Ernst G, et al. Development of a questionnaire to 
assess attitudes towards psychotherapeutic treatment. Dermatology Psychosom. 
2003;4:187-193.

	33.	 Ditte D, Schulz W, Schmid-Ott G. Einstellung gegenüber der psychotherapie 
in der Russischen bevölkerung und in der bevölkerung mit einem Russischen/
Sowjetischen kulturellen hintergrund in Deutschland. Nervenarzt. 
2006;77:64-72.

	34.	 Calliess I, Schmid-Ott G, Akguel G, Jaeger B, Ziegenbein M. Einstellung zu 
psychotherapie bei jungen türkischen Migranten in Deutschland. Psychiatr Prax. 
2007;34:343-348.

	35.	 Schulz H, Nübling R, Rüddel H. Entwicklung einer Kurzform eines fragebo-
gens zur psychotherapiemotivation. Verhaltenstherapie. 1995;5:89-95.

	36.	 RStudio Team. RStudio: integrated development for R. Published online 2020. 
http://www.rstudio.com/

	37.	 James G, Witten D, Hastie T, Tibshirani R, eds. An Introduction to Statistical 
Learning. 2nd ed. Springer Science+Business Media; 2021.

	38.	 Burgess-Barr S, Nicholas E, Venus B, et al. International rates of receipt of psy-
chological therapy for psychosis and schizophrenia: systematic review and meta-
analysis. Int J Ment Health Syst. 2023;17:8-15.

	39.	 Schneeberger AR, Schwartz BJ. The Swiss mental health care system. Psychiatr 
Serv. 2018;69:126-128.

	40.	 Johns L, Isham L, Manser R. Cognitive behavioural therapies for psychosis. In: 
Badcock JC and Paulik G, eds. A Clinical Introduction to Psychosis. Academic 
Press; 2020:343-377.

	41.	 Freeman D, Taylor KM, Molodynski A, Waite F. Treatable clinical intervention 
targets for patients with schizophrenia. Schizophr Res. 2019;211:44-50.

	42.	 Voderholzer U, Böhm K, Külz A. Zur Versorgungsrealität der Zwangsstörungen 
in Deutschland – Versorgungssituation bei Zwangsstörungen. Notfall Hausarzt-
medizin. 2009;35:80-84.

	43.	 Puschner B, Vauth R, Jacobi F, Becker T. Bedeutung von Psychotherapie in der 
Versorgung von Menschen mit schizophrenen Störungen in Deutschland: Wie 
evidenzbasiert ist die Praxis? Nervenarzt. 2006;77:1301-1309.

https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240036703
http://www.fu-berlin.de/gesund/
http://www.rstudio.com/

