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Abstract

Background: Numerous studies highlight an important gap in the quality of care for depression in primary care.
However, basic indicators were often used. Few of these studies examined factors associated with receiving
adequate treatment, particularly with a simultaneous consideration of individual and organizational characteristics.
The purpose of this study was to estimate the proportion of primary care patients with a major depressive episode
(MDE) who receive adequate treatment and to examine the individual and organizational (i.e., clinic-level)
characteristics associated with the receipt of at least one minimally adequate treatment for depression.

Methods: The sample used for this study included 915 adults consulting a general practitioner (GP), regardless of
the motive of consultation, meeting DSM-IV criteria for MDE during the 12 months preceding the survey (T1), and
nested within 65 primary care clinics. Data reported in this study were obtained from the “Dialogue” project.
Adherence rates for 27 quality indicators selected to cover the most important components of depression
treatment were estimated. Multilevel analyses were conducted.

Results: Adherence to guidelines was high (>75%) for one third of the quality indicators that were measured but
was low (<60%) for nearly half of the measures. Just over half of the sample (52.2%) received at least one minimally
adequate treatment for depression. At the individual level, determinants of receipt of minimally adequate care
included age, having a family physician, a supplementary insurance coverage, a comorbid anxiety disorder and the
severity of depression. At the clinic level, determinants included the availability of psychotherapy on-site, the use of
treatment algorithms, and the mode of remuneration.

Conclusions: Our findings suggest that interventions are needed to increase the extent to which primary mental
health care conforms to evidence-based recommendations. These interventions should target specific populations
(i.e. the younger adults and the elderly), enhance accessibility to psychotherapy and to a regular family physician,
and support primary care physicians in their clinical practice with patients suffering from depression in different
ways such as developing knowledge to treat depression and adapting mode of remuneration.

Keywords: Quality of care, Quality indicator, Major depressive episode, Adequacy of treatment, Multilevel analysis
Background
Major depressive episode (MDE) is a very common dis-
order with a lifetime prevalence estimated at 12.2% [1].
MDE is the leading cause of disease burden in developed
nations in terms of years lived with disability [2]. Indivi-
duals with depression also commonly experience multiple
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episodes of relapse and recurrence leading depression to
be viewed as a chronic condition [3].
The critical role of primary care in the detection and

treatment of depression is now widely recognized [4].
Unfortunately, numerous studies highlight an important
gap in depression treatment in primary care settings,
where this disorder is often not treated or not ad-
equately treated [5-7]. However, other studies suggest
that when primary care for depression is minimally con-
sistent with clinical practice guidelines patients experi-
ence fewer symptoms [8-11], improved quality of life
[8,9] and functioning [12], and have a reduced risk of
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relapse or recurrence [13,14]. Guideline consistent pri-
mary care is also associated with increased treatment
cost-effectiveness [15].
Since the 1990s, a number of countries have developed

evidence-based clinical practice guidelines in an effort to
improve the quality of care for depression [16-21]. These
guidelines have been developed on the basis of clinical re-
search syntheses and expert consensus reports. Optimal
strategies for treating depression have been described, in
both psychiatric and primary care settings. The two main
recognized treatment options for depression are pharma-
cotherapy and psychotherapy [19].
Clinical practice guidelines are also increasingly used

to establish standards for treatment quality at a popula-
tion level. Quality indicators measure the gap between
actual care received by patients and established stan-
dards. They provide tools for evaluating processes of
care (technical and interpersonal aspects of care deliv-
ered to patients) [22,23] according to Donabedian’s triad
of structure, process, and outcome to conceptualize the
quality of health care [24]. Many authors have under-
scored the importance of using process indicators for
measuring the quality of care [22,23,25-27]. Measure-
ment of quality at the population level cannot address
the specificities of each individual or situational peculiar-
ities in which deviating from practice guidelines might
be appropriate. Quality indicators must therefore be
considered minimal standards of care.
Given the increased interest in the quality of care for

mental health problems in the previous decade, there
has been a proliferation of measurement indicators [28].
However, no consensus has emerged regarding the most
appropriate indicators of quality for the treatment of de-
pression in primary care and few indicators have been
subjected to validation efforts [7,28].
One of the main findings of a systematic review of lit-

erature on quality indicators for treatment of depression
in primary care that we published recently [28] was that
most of the studies reviewed used only rudimentary
indicators to measure the quality of treatment for de-
pression. This gap was particularly evident in studies
assessing the quality of psychotherapy. For example, the
majority of studies used a minimum number of visits as
an indicator for psychotherapy quality without details on
the duration of visits or the type of psychotherapy used.
We also noted that the vast majority of studies on qual-
ity of treatment for depression did evaluate the quality
of pharmacotherapy. However, the accuracy of indicators
was uneven. Some details such as number of prescrip-
tions, dosage of antidepressants (ATD), and number of
follow-up visits were not always assessed. One conse-
quence of relying on quality measures that are too basic
is that important aspects of depression care are left
unassessed, providing an incomplete picture of the care
depressed individuals receive. In this review, we recom-
mended the development and use of more sophisticated
indicators of quality.
Quality indicators that combine elements of both

pharmacotherapy and psychotherapy encompass both of
the main treatment options and provide a potentially
more accurate assessment of depression treatment quality.
A number of studies have used indicators that account for
the quality of pharmacotherapy and/or the quality of psy-
chotherapy by creating a global quality indicator that mea-
sures minimal treatment adequacy [28]. The prevalence
rates ranged from 14% to 56% suggesting that a large pro-
portion of people suffering from depression do not receive
minimally adequate treatment. Studies including indica-
tors related to patient education about depression also
showed large disparities with adequacy rates ranging from
23% to 100%.
Few of these studies examined the various factors

associated with receiving adequate treatment, and the
results obtained in this regard were conflicting. Ander-
sen’s Behavioral Model of Health Care [29] is a well-
known model, developed for utilization of care studies.
It has been used in some studies related to adequacy of
treatment for depression to identify individual factors
potentially associated with adequate treatment [7,30-32].
The model considers an individual’s use of services as a
function of their predisposing characteristics, enabling
characteristics, and need for care. Even if multilevel ana-
lysis is particularly well suited to investigate both
patient- and clinic-level factors influencing quality of de-
pression treatment in primary care, few studies used this
analysis method in this context. Furthermore, they con-
sidered only clinician burden at the clinic level [33] or
did not focus on depressive disorder only [32,34].
The objectives of this study are therefore:

� to estimate the proportion of primary care patients
meeting DSM-IV criteria for major depressive
disorder who receive adequate treatment as assessed
by quality indicators derived from clinical practice
guidelines

� to examine the individual and organizational
(i.e., clinic-level) characteristics associated with the
receipt of at least one minimally adequate treatment
for depression.

Methods
Design
Data reported in this study were obtained from the “Dia-
logue” project [35], a research program consisting of
three main interrelated components: 1) a contextual
study consisting of a qualitative examination of primary
mental health care services and contextual factors per-
ceived to influence the implementation of a provincial
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mental health reform in 15 local service networks (LSN)
of the province of Québec (the LSN were selected for
their diversity of contexts: urban to remote, population
size, specialized resources availability, etc.); 2) a cross-
sectional organizational survey conducted in 76 primary
care clinics located in the 15 LSN to describe the vari-
ability in organizational models of primary care; and 3) a
client survey that examined the experience of care and
evolving mental health status among a cohort of adults
with anxiety and depressive disorders. Patients were
recruited in 67 of the 76 clinics that had participated in
the organizational survey and who accepted the recruit-
ment of participants in their waiting room. Following in-
cept into the cohort (T0), the tracking process involved
three telephone/web interviews conducted at six-month
intervals (T1, T2, and T3).
Data for the current investigation were drawn from the

organizational survey and from the waiting room inter-
view (i.e., inception into the cohort, T0) and the first tele-
phone/web interview (T1) of the client survey. The
procedures were approved by the Human Research Ethics
Committees of all regional authorities involved in the pro-
ject (Agence de santé de des services sociaux de Montréal;
Centres de santé de des services sociaux de Chicoutimi,
Sherbrooke, Gatineau, Laval, Saint Jérome, Jeanne-Mance,
Lac-Saint-Jean-Est, Pointe-De-L’ile, Bordeaux-Cartierville-
Saint-Laurent, Ste Therese-De-Blainville, Pierre Boucher,
Haut-Richelieu-Rouville, Baie des Chaleurs, La Pommer-
aie; Hospital Notre-Dame and Hospital Sacré-Coeur).
Study participants provided written informed consent.
These considerations are in keeping with the ethical prin-
ciples set out in the Declaration of Helsinki [36].

Participants
Sampling of clinics
For the organizational survey, recruitment letters and
questionnaires were sent to the 285 primary care clinics
of the 15 selected LSN. In 67 clinics, the respondent
most knowledgeable about the clinic’s organization and
functioning completed a standardized questionnaire and
allowed for the recruitment of participants in the waiting
room. The organizational questionnaire was adapted
from a previous study [37] to primary mental health
care. It consisted of fifty questions divided into five sec-
tions: resources and organizational structure, services
and practices, interorganisational collaboration, vision /
values and location of the clinic. The information was
collected from November 2007 to June 2008.

Sampling of persons within clinics
Participants were recruited between March and August
2008 in the waiting rooms of the 67 primary care med-
ical clinics (T0) during randomly chosen periods to en-
sure proper representation of every day of the week
and of different period of the day (morning, afternoon,
and evening). The recruitment flowchart appears in
Figure 1.

Eligibility for the waiting room interview (T0) French
and English speaking adults (18 years and over) seeking
care for themselves from a general practitioner (GP), re-
gardless of the motive of consultation, were approached
by trained research assistants to complete a brief self-
administered questionnaire. From the 22 600 eligible
patients approached, 67.4% (n = 14 833) completed the
questionnaire.

Eligibility for follow-up (first part of T1) Patients were
invited to participate in the first part of T1 (n = 7 522) if
their usual source of care was one of the participating
clinics and if they met at least one of the following char-
acteristics: i) high level of depressive or anxiety symp-
toms in the past week according to the Hospital Anxiety
and Depression Scale (HADS) [38] (The HADS consist
of two sub-scales; seven items measure anxiety symp-
toms (HADS-A) and seven items measure depression
symptoms (HADS-D) in the past week. Each item is
scored on a four points scale (0 to 3), with the total
score ranging from 0 to 21 for each sub-scale. A higher
score indicates major distress and a higher probability to
present an anxiety or depressive disorder. An individual
with a score of 8 or more on a sub-scale is considered to
have a possible disorder. The scale performs well to
evaluate the symptom severity of anxiety disorders and
depression in various community settings and primary
care [39] and presents good internal consistency, reli-
ability and convergeant/discriminant validity [40]); ii)
taking medication for depressive or anxiety problems
within the year previous to the survey; iii) having been
diagnosed with a depressive or anxiety disorder by a
physician; iv) consulting a health professional (GP,
psychiatrist, psychologist, etc.) for mental health reasons
within the year prior to the survey.
Among them, 4 506 (59.9%) accepted to participate to

the follow-up and provided their contact details in the
waiting room questionnaire. After 2–4 weeks, we were
able to contact by telephone and/or email 3 382 (75.1%)
individuals for a first interview (T1). A total of 2 396
(70.8%) telephone interviews and 986 (29.1%) web ques-
tionnaires were completed. The first part of the structured
interview was used to determine whether respondents had
a high probability of meeting DSM-IV criteria for an
anxiety or depressive disorder.

Eligibility for inclusion in the cohort (second part of
T1) The interview then continued with the 1 956 people
meeting any of the following criteria: i) presence of at
least one of the diagnoses assessed in the last 12 months



33 528 individuals approached in 
clinics waiting rooms

22 600 individuals eligible for 
waiting room interview

T0: waiting room interview
14 833 individuals completed 

waiting room interview

7 522 individuals eligible to follow-
up

10 928 individuals ineligible for 
waiting room interview

7 767 individuals refused or didn’t 
have enough time to complete 

waiting room interview

7311 individuals ineligible to 
follow-up

3 016 individuals refused to 
participate to follow-up or didn't 

provide contact details
4506 individuals accepted to 
participate to follow-up and 

provided their contact details

T1: first part of phone/web 
interview

3 382 individuals completed the 
CIDIS

T1: second part of phone/web 
interview

1 956 individuals included in the 
cohort survey

Final sample: 915 individuals 
meeting criteria for this study

1 124 not reached or refused at this 
step to complete follow-up

1 426 individuals not eligible for 
inclusion in the cohort survey

1041 individuals not meeting 
criteria for this study

Figure 1 Recruitment flow-chart, Dialogue Project.
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(MDE, generalized anxiety disorder (GAD), agoraphobia,
social phobia (SP) and panic disorder (PD). The CIDIS
(Composite International Diagnostic Interview Simpli-
fied) [41] was used to identify psychiatric disorders
according to the DSM-IV classification [42]); ii) a high
level of anxiety or depression symptoms combined with
medication, diagnosis by a health care professional, or
DSM-IV criteria for anxiety or depression in the past
24 months. Data collected pertained to patient health
(symptoms, disabilities, functioning, length of episode,
comorbidity), mental health care trajectory (number and
types of professionals seen, number of visits, referrals
from one professional to another, medication), accessibil-
ity of care and continuity and responsiveness of services.

Sample used for this study For the present study, the
final sample included 915 adults consulting a GP,
regardless of the motive of consultation, meeting the
criteria for MDE during the 12 months preceding the
survey (T1), and nested within 65 primary care clinics
(Two clinics were excluded because we recruited only
participants with an anxiety disorder and none with
MDE).

Measures
Quality indicators for depression treatment
Quality indicators for depression treatment were estab-
lished from Canadian clinical practice guidelines [3,19]
and previous studies [7,28]. Those quality indicators were
selected to cover the most important components of de-
pression treatment and pertain to detection of depres-
sion; ATD medication prescribed, including its dosage
and follow-up; psychotherapy; information/education
received by the patient; the consideration of patient’s
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preferences and the receipt of advice or encouragement
to do physical exercise to improve well-being, emotions
and mental health. Rates of adherence to 27 indicators
were evaluated with patients’ self-reported data. Each in-
dicator was considered only regarding the specific patient
population to which a care process applied. Their de-
scription appears in Table 1.

Dependent variable
Receiving at least one minimally adequate treatment
was the dichotomous dependent variable used for the
second objective and was defined as followed: minim-
ally adequate pharmacotherapy (receiving a prescription
for an ATD medication in the past 12 months plus at
least 3 medical visits) and/or minimally adequate psy-
chotherapy (12 or more consultations for mental health
reason in the previous year and at least one of the
recommended psychotherapies). The three required vis-
its for those receiving ATD medication is based on the
observation that this is the minimum necessary to
monitor effectiveness and side-effects. Similarly,
according to the Canadian recommendations, a mini-
mum of 12 visits is required for a full course of
psychotherapy.

Individual-level characteristics
Andersen’s Behavioral Model of Health Care Use [29]
was used to identify individual factors potentially asso-
ciated with adequate treatment. Predisposing factors
selected included age (18–24; 25–44; 45–64; 65+ years);
sex; educational attainment (High school or less; College;
University), and marital status (Married / Living
common-law; Widowed / separated / divorced ; Single).
Perception of economic situation (Well off / meet

basic needs - poor / very poor), having a family phys-
ician and having a supplementary insurance coverage
were selected as enabling factors.
Need for care factors included the number of co-

morbid chronic illnesses (0; 1; 2; 3 or more); suffering
from at least one co-morbid anxiety disorder (GAD,
agoraphobia, SP, PD); perceived mental health as poor or
fair; presenting a MDE in the previous 6 months, first
occurrence of depressive symptoms more than 5 years
ago and the severity of depressive symptoms, measured
as a continuous variable with the HADS.

Organizational (i.e., clinic-level) characteristics
Several types of variables can affect the adequacy of de-
pression treatment at the clinics level (level 2). We clas-
sified those variables under three categories: barriers,
resources, and practices. Among the barriers to ad-
equacy, the two variables considered were the lack of
time for follow-up and the inadequate mode of remuner-
ation to offer an “optimal level” of care for patients
suffering from anxiety or depressive disorders. Two
dummy variables were created to contrast “Not at all /
Slightly” and “Fairly” to “Highly” for multilevel analysis.
Among the resources, we examined the presence of a
case manager for patients suffering from anxiety or de-
pressive disorders which should increase the quality by
ensuring closer follow-up, the availability of psychother-
apy on-site and the type of clinic. Finally a variable on
practice was considered which should have a more dir-
ect influence on the quality: the number of GPs using
treatment algorithms with individuals suffering from
anxiety or depressive disorders, categorized as “None/
Some” – “All/Most”.

Statistical analyses
Descriptive statistics and rates of adherence to the 27
indicators were computed with PASW (Predictive Analy-
tics SoftWare) Statistics 18.0. Given the hierarchical
structure of the dataset, i.e. individuals nested within
primary care clinics, multilevel analyses were conducted
using HLM (Hierarchical Linear and Nonlinear Model-
ing) 6.07 software. The model building followed a step-
up approach as suggested by Raudenbush and Bryk [43].
The first model (or “empty” model), in which no pre-
dictor variables were specified, allowed to explore
whether or not there were variations between clinics in
likelihood of receipt of minimally adequate treatment for
depression. In the second step (model with level-1 fac-
tors), after testing for collinearity, individual correlates
were examined in the following order: predisposing fac-
tors, enabling factors, and need factors. Severity of de-
pressive symptoms, the only continuous variable, was
centered around the grand mean. Dummy variables were
created for variables with more than 2 categories.
Patient-level covariates with p-values < .1 were included
in the model. Although not reaching this criterion, sex
was included because it is customary to control for this
variable in multivariate analysis.
In the same way, clinics characteristics were examined

in the third step while adjusting for individual-level cor-
relates (final model with level-1 and level-2 factors).
Non-linear Bernoulli analyses for a dichotomous out-
come variable were used. Within clinics, samples varied
between 1 and 42 respondents. Average within clinics
sample comprised 14.1 individuals.

Results
Description of the sample of participants and clinics
Baseline characteristics of the 915 patients and 65 clinics
are shown in Table 2. People meeting the criteria for
MDE in the past year were mostly female (75%), married
or living common-law (51%) and 45% had completed a
high school education. The majority (78%) had at least
one chronic medical condition with 35% having three or



Table 1 Quality of treatment for depression according to different indicators based on patients’ self-reported data in
the Dialogue Project in 2008

Quality indicator Patients (n) Observed% (n) Indicator description

Detection of depression 915 68.1% (623) In the past 12 months, the respondent was told s/he
was suffering from depression OR received an
antidepressant prescription

Use of services

Use of services for mental health reason 915 86.2% (789) At least one consultation for mental health reason in
the past 12 months (family doctor/ general practitioner,
psychiatrist, other physicians, psychologist, nurse, social
worker/counselor/ psychotherapist, other health
provider or professional)

Watchful waiting (monitoring
of untreated patients)

137 40.1% (55) 3 or more medical consultation for mental health
reason in the past year (among untreated respondents,
i.e. respondents with at least one consultation for mental
health reason in the past 12 months but no
antidepressant prescription and no help in the form of
psychotherapy or counseling)

Psychotherapy

Any form of psychotherapy
or counseling

789 56.1% (443) Help in the form of psychotherapy or counseling in the
past 12 months (among those with at least one
consultation for mental health reason)

Adequate length session for
psychotherapy or counseling

443 88.9% (394) At least one session lasting 15 minutes or more of
psychotherapy or counseling with one or other of the
professionals consulted (among those who received
help in the form of psychotherapy or counseling)

At least one of the recommended
psychotherapy

394 83.2% (328) Cognitive behavior therapy AND/OR Interpersonal
therapy (among those who received at least one
session for counseling of adequate length)

Complete course of psychotherapy 443 60.7% (269) 12 or more consultations for mental health reason in
the past year. According to the Canadian
recommendations, a minimum of 12 visits is required
for a full course of psychotherapy (among those who
received help in the form of psychotherapy or counseling)

Adequate psychotherapy 443 49% (217) At least one of the recommended psychotherapy +
complete course of psychotherapy (among those who
received help in the form of psychotherapy or counseling)

Medication

Antidepressant prescription in the past year 915 59.5% (544) In the past 12 months, the respondent received an
antidepressant prescription

Adequate follow-up of the
prescription

544 77.9% (424) The respondent consulted 3 times or more the
professional who prescribed the medication(among
those who received an anti-depressant prescription)

Compliance support 544 80.1% (436) Any one or other of the professionals who prescribed
the medication helped the respondent follow the
course of treatment (among those who received an
anti-depressant prescription)

Patient education about antidepressant
prescription

Any one or other of the professionals who prescribed
the medication provided information on the subject
of. . . (among those who received an anti-depressant
prescription)

The effectiveness of treatment 544 72.8% (396)

The possible side effects 544 74.8% (407)

The probable length of treatment 544 59.2% (322)

Side effects you may expect to experience if you
stop taking the medication of your own accord

544 61.6% (335)

Adequate length of treatment 83 59% (49) The respondent have been taking the antidepressant
medication for 180 days or more (among those who
stopped their treatment)
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Table 1 Quality of treatment for depression according to different indicators based on patients’ self-reported data in
the Dialogue Project in 2008 (Continued)

Adequate dosage of antidepressant medication 458 88.9% (407) The respondent received at least one antidepressant
prescription at the minimum recommended dosage
(among those taking antidepressant medication at
the time of interview)

At least one minimally adequate treatment 789 60.5% (477) Adequate psychotherapy AND / OR
Antidepressant prescription in the past year with
adequate follow-up (≥ 3 times) (among those
with at least one consultation for mental health
reason or among the entire sample)

915 52.2% (477)

Patient education - information

General patient education -information 789 62.5% (493) In the past 12 months, the respondent received information
about mental health problems, existing treatments or
available services (among those with at least one
consultation for mental health reason)

Specific patient education - information The respondent received information about . . .
(among those who received general education – information)

Anxiety 493 72.8% (359)

Depression 493 83.6% (412)

Medication 493 78.7% (388)

Psychotherapy 493 55.6% (274)

Support and self-help groups in your area 493 39.8% (196)

Information sources such as books and Internet sites 493 50.3% (248)

Consideration of patient’s preferences 493 47.1% (232) The respondent received information about
medication AND psychotherapy

Advice or encouragement to do physical exercise 789 74.7% (589) With any one of the professionals, the respondent received
advice or encouragement to do physical exercise to improve
well-being, emotions and mental health (among those with
at least one consultation for mental health reason)

Duhoux et al. BMC Psychiatry 2012, 12:142 Page 7 of 15
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-244X/12/142
more. More than half of respondents (55%) also met cri-
teria for an episode of anxiety disorder in the past year.
For 70% of the sample, the first symptoms of depression
appeared more than 5 years ago. This implies that many
of these patients could be characterized as complex
cases. These characteristics also confirm that patients
were not all recruited at the same stage of their MDE.
Indeed, the average score on the HADS-D was less than
the cut-point of 8 that would indicate a possible depres-
sion and for 25% of the sample, the MDE occurred more
than 6 months ago.
The 65 clinics retained for this study included 21 com-

munity clinics (public funded clinics characterized by a
multidisciplinary and collaborative practice), 14 family
medicine groups (groups of physicians who work closely
with nurses, in an environment that promotes the prac-
tice of family medicine to registered individuals), 9 large
private clinics (6 GPs and more), 13 small private clinics
(2 to 5 GPs), and 8 “solo” clinics (one GP). Large and
small private clinics and solo clinics are characterized by
a variable mix of walk-in and family practice in a private
context. We found that for a large proportion of the
clinics, the inadequate mode of remuneration and the
lack of time for follow-up were significant barriers. In
32% of clinics, all or most of the GPs used treatment
algorithms for the treatment of MDE or anxiety disor-
ders. For 62% of the clinics, psychotherapy was available
on-site and that may be explained by a large proportion
of clinics being community clinics or large family medi-
cine groups.
Prevalence of minimally adequate treatment according to
quality indicators
In our sample of primary care adults meeting the criteria
for MDE in the past 12 months, 68% were detected, 86%
had a consultation for mental health reasons, 49% of
those treated by psychotherapy received adequate psy-
chotherapy, and 78% of those treated by ATD medica-
tion received adequate follow-up (Table 1). Overall,
28.5% received minimally adequate pharmacotherapy
only, 6.7% received minimally adequate psychotherapy
only, and 17% received both (Figure 2). More than half
of the respondents received some information about
mental health problems, existing treatments or available
services (62.5%) and almost 75% received advice or en-
couragement to do physical exercise to improve well-
being, emotions, and mental health.



Table 2 Characteristics of respondents meeting DSM-IV
MDE criteria (n =915) and of clinics where they sought
care (n = 65) in the Dialogue Project in 2008

Characteristics of respondents

Predisposing factors

Age (mean (sd)) 43.8 (13.9)

Sex

Female 75%

Male 25%

Education level

High school or less 45%

College 29%

University 26%

Marital status

Married / living common-law 51%

Widowed / separated / divorced 22%

Single 28%

Enabling factors

Perception of Economic Situation

Poor or Very Poor 30%

Well off / meet basic needs 70%

Have a family physician

Yes 83%

No 17%

Have a supplementary insurance coverage

Yes 58%

No 42%

Need factors

Severity of depressive symptoms
(HADS depression sub-scale (mean (sd))

7.7 (4.4)

At least one comorbid Anxiety Disorder(GAD, Agoraphobia, SP, PD)

Yes 55%

No 45%

Perceived Mental Health as

Poor or Moderate 43%

Good or Very Good or Excellent 57%

Depression Episode

in Previous 6 months 75%

Between 6 and 12 months ago 25%

First Occurrence of Symptoms

> 5 years 70%

≤ 5 years 30%

Comorbid Chronic Illnesses

0 22%

1 23%

2 20%

3 or more 35%

Table 2 Characteristics of respondents meeting DSM-IV
MDE criteria (n =915) and of clinics where they sought
care (n = 65) in the Dialogue Project in 2008 (Continued)

Characteristics of clinics

Psychotherapy available on-site

Yes 62%

No 38%

Presence of a case manager for patients
suffering from anxiety or depressive disorders

Yes 46%

No 54%

Number of GP using treatment algorithms with
individuals suffering from anxiety or depressive disorders

None/Some 68%

All/Most 32%

Inadequate mode of remuneration to offer an “optimal level” of care
for patients suffering from anxiety or depressive disorders

Not at all / Slightly 14%

Fairly 31%

Highly 35%

Lack of time for follow-up to offer an “optimal level” of care for
patients suffering from anxiety or depressive disorders

Not at all / Slightly 14%

Fairly 46%

Highly 40%
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Empty model – variation across clinics in the likelihood of
receiving at least one minimally adequate treatment
Findings showed non-significant between-clinic variation
in the likelihood of receiving at least one minimally ad-
equate treatment (level-2 variance component = 0.015;
p > 0.5).
The average probability of receiving at least one min-

imally adequate treatment was 52.1%. Computation of
the 95% plausible value range [43] indicated that this
probability varied between 46% and 58% across clinics.
However, since the variance component is not
Figure 2 Receipt of minimally adequate treatment for
depression among a sample of 915 adults consulting in
primary care and meeting criteria for past year MDE in the
Dialogue Project in 2008.



Table 3 Factors associated with minimally adequate treatment for 915 respondents meeting DSM-IV MDE criteria
nested in 65 clinics in the Dialogue Project in 2008

Model with level 1 factors only Final model

Coefficient OR 95% CI Coefficient OR 95% CI

Individual characteristics

Intercept −0.72** 0.49 0.31 - 0.78 −1.34*** 0.26 0.14 - 0.48

Age

18-24 −0.43 0.65 0.4 - 1.05 −0.50* 0.61 0.37 - 0.99

25-44 (ref) - 1.00 - - 1.00 -

45-64 −0.18 0.83 0.61 - 1.13 −0.20 0.82 0.60 - 1.11

65+ −1.33*** 0.27 0.14 - 0.52 −1.45*** 0.23 0.12 - 0.47

Sex

Male −0.06 0.94 0.68 - 1.3 −0.13 0.88 0.63 - 1.22

Female (ref) - 1.00 - - 1.00 -

Has a family physician

Yes 0.47* 1.61 1.1 - 2.36 0.52** 1.68 1.14 - 2.48

No (ref) - 1.00 - - 1.00 -

Has a supplementary insurance coverage

Yes 0.55*** 1.73 1.3 - 2.3 0.53*** 1.70 1.27 - 2.27

No (ref) - 1.00 - - 1.00 -

At least one comorbid Anxiety Disorder

Yes 0.58*** 1.8 1.35 - 2.39 0.58*** 1.79 1.35 - 2.39

No (ref) - 1.00 - - 1.00 -

Severity of depressive symptoms
(HADS depression sub-scale)

0.07*** 1.07 1.04 - 1.11 0.07*** 1.07 1.04 - 1.11

Clinics characteristics

Psychotherapy available on-site

Yes 0.38* 1.46 1.06 - 2.02

No (ref) - 1.00 -

Number of GP using treatment algorithms with individuals suffering from anxiety or depressive disorders

All/Most 0.40* 1.49 1.07 - 2.08

None/Some (ref) - 1.00 -

Inadequate mode of remuneration to offer an “optimal level” of care for patients suffering from anxiety or depressive disorders

Not at all / Slightly 0.46* 1.58 1.07 - 2.35

Fairly 0.29 1.33 0.91 - 1.95

Highly (ref) - 1.00 -

* p < 0.05 **p < 0.01 ***p < 0.001.
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significantly different from 0, the plausibility value range
reflects sampling variance and not differences between
the clinics due to a real difference in quality.

Individual and clinic characteristics associated with the
likelihood of receiving at least one minimally adequate
treatment
Table 3 presents results regarding the association of pa-
tient predisposing characteristics, enabling resources,
and need factors as well as clinic characteristics and the
receipt of at least one minimally adequate treatment.
Predisposing factors included only age: compared to
middle age people, younger (OR= 0.61; 95% CI [0.37 -
0.99]) and older people (OR=0.23; 95% CI [0.12 -
0.47]) were significantly less likely to receive adequate
treatment for depression. Among the enabling factors,
having a family physician (OR= 1.68; 95% CI [1.14 -
2.48]) and having a supplementary insurance coverage
(OR= 1.70; 95% CI [1.27 - 2.27]) were both associated
with more adequate treatment, as well as two need fac-
tors: severity of depressive symptoms (OR= 1.07; 95%
CI [1.04 - 1.11]) and suffering from at least one
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comorbid anxiety disorder (OR= 1.79; 95% CI [1.35 -
2.39]).
There were no significant differences between the

model with only level 1 factors and the full model, indi-
cating that level 2 variable effects are independent from
level 1 variables effects. Three clinic characteristics were
associated with adequacy of treatment: psychotherapy
available on-site (OR= 1.46; 95% CI [1.06 - 2.02]); all or
most GPs using treatment algorithms with individuals
suffering from anxiety or depressive disorders (OR= 1.49;
95% CI [1.07 - 2.08]); and the mode of remuneration to
offer an “optimal level” of care for patients suffering from
anxiety or depressive disorders perceived as “not at all”
or “slightly” inadequate (OR= 1.58; 95% CI [1.07 - 2.35]).
The presence of a case manager for patients suffering

from anxiety or depressive disorders was not associated
with the adequacy of treatment as we define it. Neither
were the lack of time for follow-up or the type of clinic.
To illustrate the impact of clinics characteristics, we

predicted the likelihood of receiving at least one minim-
ally adequate treatment for three virtual patients as a
function of clinic characteristics using estimates from the
final multilevel analysis model (Figure 3). The first virtual
patient is a “standard” patient (i.e. in the reference cat-
egory for all level-1 variables). The second patient has a
low probability of receiving minimally adequate treat-
ment. For the third patient, this probability is high. We
Figure 3 Estimated probability of receipt of at least one minimally ad
year MDE across two virtual clinics in the Dialogue Project in 2008. Le
25 and 44, No family physician, No supplementary insurance coverage, No
Virtual patient 2 (“Low probability” Patient): •Male, Aged 65 or more, No
anxiety disorder, Grand mean minus 1 as score on the HADS scale. Virtual
and 44, Family physician, Supplementary insurance coverage, Comorbid an
clinic): No psychotherapy on-site, None or some GP using treatment algori
Mode of remuneration to offer an “optimal level” of care for patients suffer
inadequate. Virtual clinic B (“Best” clinic): Psychotherapy on-site, All or m
anxiety or depressive disorders, Mode of remuneration to offer an “optimal
disorders perceived as not at all or slightly inadequate.
contrasted those three patients in two virtual clinics: vir-
tual clinic A which doesn’t have the attributes associated
with increased probability of receipt of minimally ad-
equate treatment according to the multilevel model
(i.e. in the reference category for all level-2 variables),
and virtual clinic B which has those attributes.
The probability of receiving at least one minimally ad-

equate treatment varies between 5.1% and 89.3% de-
pending on the virtual patient and the virtual clinic.
Whatever the characteristics of the patient, the increase
in probability of receipt of minimally adequate treatment
associated with clinic characteristics is substantial. This
probability is more than doubled for virtual patient 1
and multiplied by 3 for virtual patient 2, the "low prob-
ability" patient. Even patients with a high probability of
adequate treatment, as virtual patient 3, can benefit from
being treated in clinics with the most favorable charac-
teristics, with a probability of adequate care increased by
almost 20%.

Discussion
The first objective of this study was to estimate the pro-
portion of primary care patients meeting DSM-IV criteria
for MDE who receive adequate treatment as assessed by
indicators derived from clinical practice guidelines. The
rates reported for the 27 indicators, with many of them
reported for the first time for patient suffering from
equate treatment for 3 virtual patients meeting criteria for past
gend: Virtual patient 1 (“Standard” patient): •Female, Aged between
comorbid anxiety disorder, Grand mean score on the HADS scale.
family physician, No supplementary insurance coverage, No comorbid
patient 3 (“High probability” Patient): •Female, Aged between 25
xiety disorder, Score on the HADS scale = 15. Virtual clinic A (“Worst”
thms with individuals suffering from anxiety or depressive disorders,
ing from anxiety or depressive disorders perceived as highly
ost of GP using treatment algorithms with individuals suffering from
level” of care for patients suffering from anxiety or depressive
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depression and consulting in primary care, offer a bench-
mark for future studies or quality improvement programs.
The second objective was to examine the individual and

organizational characteristics associated with the receipt
of at least one minimally adequate treatment for depres-
sion. Two enabling variables were significantly associated
with the outcome indicating that difficulty of access to
uncovered care and to a family physician represents a bar-
rier to depression treatment quality. The fact that two
need factors are significantly associated with the outcome
suggests that people more in need receive more adequate
care. Finally, three clinic-level factors were significantly
associated with more adequate care, pointing important
target to services quality improvement for patient suffer-
ing from depression.

Prevalence of adequate treatment according to quality
indicators
Adherence to guidelines was high (>75%) for one third of
the quality indicators that were measured but was low
(<60%) for nearly half of the measures, pointing to specific
targets for quality improvement. For example, untreated
patient are monitored (“watchful waiting”) in only 40% of
cases, which is lower than previously reported [10].
Educating patients about depression and its treatment

is often promoted in practice guidelines and its evalu-
ation seems relevant. Just over 60% of respondents who
consulted for mental health reasons reported receiving
information about mental health problems, existing
treatments or available services. Although this propor-
tion is almost three times higher than previously
reported [44,45], there remains room for improvement.
In our sample, the proportion of patients who received
education regarding pharmacotherapy (on the topic of
side effects, the expected efficacy of medication, the con-
sequences of discontinuing treatment prematurely, etc.)
ranged between 59% and 75% and were lower than esti-
mates observed in the Netherlands by Smolders et al.
[46]. In their study, proportions ranged from 93% to
98%, but physician self-report data were used. Dickinson
et al. [33] observed significantly lower proportions for
this type of indicator (43%) when using data that were
self-reported by patients. This difference in prevalence
may demonstrate a difference in perception between the
education practitioners think they have provided and
that which patients feel they have received.
We didn’t find previous data on advice or encourage-

ment to do physical exercise to improve mental health
for this type of population. In our study, even if evidence
of the benefits of physical activity for MDE is recent [47-
49], we found a surprisingly high rate on this indicator:
physical activity was recommended to three quarters of
the sample.
Some indicators of pharmacotherapy quality revealed
good results. As demonstrated in other studies [50-52],
dosage of ATD is often adequate. The follow-up recom-
mended is often described in the guidelines as this as-
pect of depression care is critical given its role in
preventing relapse and recurrence and ensuring patient
safety [3,21]. In our sample, we found a high proportion
of adequate follow-up after a prescription of ATD in the
past year. Even if this result is similar to those found by
Hepner et al.[10], indicators related to the intensity of
follow-up have often suggested poor performance on
this aspect of care [33,53,54]. However, shorter periods
(3 or 6 months) were considered in those studies to
complete the number of follow-up visit required.
This study is one of the first to provide detailed data

on psychotherapy quality [28]. At 56%, our result is simi-
lar with that reported by Olfson et al. [55] who showed
that 60% of depressed individuals that had had at least
one contact with the health system for their depression
had received psychotherapy over a period of 12 months.
Some studies found lower proportions, ranging from
18% to 28%, but those lower rates can be explained by a
period of interest of only 6-months [8,13,56] or the con-
sideration of a larger population of people suffering from
depression (not only service users) as denominator [57].
We found a higher proportion of patients receiving

the recommended types of psychotherapy among people
receiving psychotherapy than Hepner et al. [10] (83% vs
55%), but their indicator considered only cognitive-
behavioral therapy whereas we considered also interper-
sonal therapy as adequate.
The proportion of patients who received at least one

adequate treatment among those who received a con-
sultation for mental health reason (60.5%) is in the
higher range of earlier findings [28]. When comparing
rates of quality indicators for depression treatment, we
have to be cautious as we demonstrated earlier [7,28]
that there seems to be three main factors that lead to di-
vergent results between studies, namely the populations
studied, the indicators used, and the sources of data
used. However our results support the conclusion that a
significant proportion of persons suffering from depres-
sion do not receive treatment considered to be minim-
ally adequate. This finding is all the more alarming
considering that it is based on indicators defined using
minimal criteria for quality and as such the actual qual-
ity of care may be even lower.

Individual characteristics associated with the likelihood of
receiving at least one minimally adequate treatment
Identifying the factors associated with adequate treat-
ment is a key factor for the development of interven-
tions to improve mental health treatment for patients
suffering from a MDE.
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As in previous studies [57,58], we found that age was
associated with treatment adequacy: younger and espe-
cially older people were less likely to receive adequate
care for depression. However, young adults and elderly
are less likely to use health services for mental health
reasons [59]. This can explain our finding, as our indica-
tor of minimally adequate treatment relies partly on a
minimal number of visits. In a study of primary care
patients with anxiety or depression, Prins et al. [60]
showed that the individuals in the 18–24 years group are
significantly more likely to perceive a need for mental
health care, especially for information about mental ill-
ness, its treatment and available services compared to
the older age groups. The observation that young adults
would like to receive more information but are less likely
to receive adequate care for depression suggests that this
group should be prioritized in efforts to improve the
quality of care.
In our multilevel model, two enabling variables were

significantly associated with a higher probability of re-
ceipt of adequate treatment for depression: having a
family physician and having supplementary insurance.
The province of Quebec has a universal health insurance
for all citizens to obtain medical services and hospital
care they need. However, access to a regular family doc-
tor remains a challenge in Quebec and only 73.2% (95%
CI [71.1% - 75.2%]) of the population has one [61]. In
our sample, this proportion was higher (83%), which can
be explained by the recruitment of respondents in the
waiting rooms of primary care clinics. However, the
results of this study suggest that improving access to
family physicians may increase the likelihood of receiv-
ing adequate treatment for depression and reinforce the
relevance of current efforts in this direction.
The literature suggests that the effect of insurance on

quality is inconsistent. Having a private health insurance
is a factor for adequacy of care found in several studies
[58,62,63]. On the contrary, other authors [7,57] showed
that those without private insurance for health care were
not less likely to receive adequate treatment for depres-
sion. In Quebec, private psychotherapy sessions are not
covered by the universal health insurance. The consider-
ation of psychotherapy in our indicator of minimally ad-
equate care may explain why having supplementary
insurance is associated with adequate care.
On a positive note, it is reassuring to note that the

other predisposing factors (sex, education, and marital
status) and perceived poverty are not associated with the
receipt of adequate treatment for depression.
The fact that two evaluated need factors, severity of

depressive symptoms and comorbid anxiety disorder,
were retained in the multilevel model is encouraging:
people more in need are more likely to receive adequate
care. It is a well-known fact that anxiety and depression
are often co-occurring [64]. In our sample, more than
half of the respondents also had experienced at least one
comorbid anxiety disorder in the last year, which is asso-
ciated with adequacy of treatment for depression. Other
investigators [7,58,63,65] found the same association.
Young et al. [58] suggested that depressive symptoms
were easier to detect in people presenting both condi-
tions and that those requiring treatment for anxiety may
be more willing or have more opportunities to receive
treatment for their depressive disorder. In our study, we
evaluated need of care with objective clinical factors
only. Considering the patient’s perceived needs for care
could provide a different perspective, as individuals
meeting DSM-IV criteria for MDE do not necessarily
want help or believe they need therapy. Indeed, in a
similar study performed in the Netherlands, Prins et al.
[32] demonstrated that patients’ perceived needs for care
were more strongly associated with the delivery of
guideline-concordant care for anxiety and depression
than clinical need factors.

Clinic characteristics associated with the likelihood of
receiving at least one minimally adequate treatment
Three clinic-level factors were significantly associated
with more adequate care, pointing to important targets
for quality improvement in services for patient suffering
from depression.
Among the resources, psychotherapy on-site is a factor

related to adequate care for depression. The important
role of evidence-based psychotherapy in the treatment
of depression is underscored in many clinical guidelines
[3,21]. Richards et al. [66] showed that implementation
of evidence-based psychological therapies into routine
service settings are associated with improvement of de-
pressive symptoms. However access to those treatments
is still limited [67] and poor coordination with mental
health specialists can explain less than optimal depres-
sion care [45,68]. The ability to deliver psychotherapy on
site could improve the accessibility of psychotherapeutic
treatment and/or could make it easier to refer the pa-
tient to a professional that can deliver psychotherapy or
to engage in collaborative care. Indeed, it has been
shown in other circumstances that the actions of GPs
could be influenced by the resources available in an im-
mediate environment [69].
The use of treatment algorithms by all or most of the

GPs for patients with depression is also a factor asso-
ciated with adequate treatment at the clinic level. This is
consistent with the results of Wells et al. [8] who showed
that standardized treatment guidelines lead to better
quality of care, but also improved clinical outcome, men-
tal health– related functioning, and retention in employ-
ment of depressed patients. Use of treatment algorithms
can also be viewed as a reflect of GP knowledge to treat
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depression. Previous studies reported that clinicians with
greater knowledge about treatment of depression were
more likely to care for patients with depression and to
deliver high-quality depression care [70,71].
It has been demonstrated that payment mechanisms

and financial incentives have significant effects on clin-
ical decision making [72,73]. It is therefore not surpris-
ing that this barrier is associated with the quality of the
treatment of depression in our study. Moreover, this is
consistent with the findings of Dickinson et al. [33] who
demonstrated that clinicians who provide more care for
chronic medical problems may have a practice style,
based on a model such as the chronic care model [74]
and mostly associated with payment by capitation, that
makes them more willing to provide greater depression
treatment intensity to their patients.
Henke et al. [45] underscored that even highly trained

and motivated clinicians will have difficulty providing
guideline-concordant depression practices without sup-
port from their clinic. Our results support this notion, as
we found both variables related to the clinicians know-
ledge (use of treatment algorithms) and related to the
clinic's organization (psychotherapy on-site and mode of
remuneration) associated with the quality of depression
treatment.

Limitations
The "Dialogue" Project provided high quality data on
common mental disorders and service utilization.
Nevertheless, results should be interpreted in light of
the characteristics of the present study, which was based
on self-reported cross sectional data.
Self-report data on the utilization of mental health ser-

vices are subject to social desirability and recall bias [75]
even though investigators reported acceptable concord-
ance between self-report and administrative data [76,77].
In this study, we were unable to assess the reliability of
the self-reported data, by a comparison with case notes
for example. However, efforts were made to help partici-
pants answering accurately. For example, for the medica-
tion dosage, participants were asked to get and read
their prescription or their pills box.
Temporality constitutes another limitation of cross-

sectional studies. Participants that were diagnosed shortly
before the administration of the survey may have just
begun treatment and may not have had enough time to
fulfill the consultation requirements. Likewise, services
may have been received by participants before the onset of
their depression.
Comorbidity with other mental health disorders is fre-

quent. Some indicators may include care received for
those comorbid conditions. Also, our definition of min-
imally adequate treatment did not consider the attitude
of patients, such as non-compliance to or refusal of
treatment; nor did it consider particular cases for which
deviating from the guidelines may have been appropriate.
Due to the sampling strategy, our sample may not rep-

resent the entire population of adults consulting a GP in
Quebec. The clinics response rate was less than 25%.
Generalization of the results of this study is therefore
limited.
Although our measure of minimally adequate treatment

has not been directly linked to outcomes, it is concordant
with guideline recommendations for high-quality depres-
sion treatment [19]. However, future research should focus
on the validation of these quality indicators, for instance
by studying their association with outcomes such as the
reduction in depressive symptoms.

Conclusions
This study enabled us to assess a large range of quality
indicators covering many important components of de-
pression treatment, and to examine the factors asso-
ciated with treatment adequacy in primary care at the
patient and the clinic levels. We found notable strengths
in the care received by the patients. However, we also
found important areas for quality improvement. As a
large proportion of depressed people receive treatment
only in primary care, the potential impact of targeting
those indicators in this sector is all the more relevant.
This study also highlights an important public health

problem: among patients reporting past-year MDE, only 1
out of 2 receive minimally adequate treatment. Our find-
ings suggest that interventions are needed to increase the
extent to which primary mental health care conforms to
evidence-based recommendations. These interventions
should target specific populations (i.e. the younger adults
and the elderly), enhance accessibility to psychotherapy
and to a regular family physician, and support primary
care physicians in their clinical practice with patients suf-
fering from depression in different ways such as develop-
ing knowledge to treat depression and adapting mode of
remuneration.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors' contributions
AD participated in the coordination of the study, performed the statistical
analysis and drafted the manuscript. LF conceived the study, participated in
its design and coordination and helped to draft the manuscript. LG
participated in the statistical analysis and helped to draft the manuscript. PR
participated in the design and coordination of the study, and helped to draft
the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
The Dialogue Project was funded by the Canadian Health Services Research
Foundation (CHSRF), the Fonds de la recherche en santé du Québec (FRSQ),
the Institut national de santé publique du Québec (INSPQ), the Groupe
interuniversitaire de recherche sur les urgences (GIRU) and the Ministry of
Health and Social Services of Quebec.
AD received PhD grants from the Fonds de Recherche en Santé du Québec
(FRSQ), the Research in Addictions and Mental Health Policy & Services



Duhoux et al. BMC Psychiatry 2012, 12:142 Page 14 of 15
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-244X/12/142
(RAMHPS), the Analyse et Évaluation des Interventions en Santé (AnEIS) and
the Groupe de Recherche sur l'Équité d'Accès et l'Organisation des Services
de Première Ligne (GREAS1).
LF holds an Applied Public Health Chair on population mental health from
the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR), the Fonds de Recherche
en Santé du Québec (FRSQ) and the Ministry of Health and Social Services of
Quebec.
LG holds a CIHR/CRPO (Canadian Institutes of Health Research/Centre de
recherche en prévention de l’obésité) Applied Public Health Chair on
Neighborhoods, Lifestyle, and Healthy Body Weight.
PR holds a FRSQ Junior 1 new investigator award.

Author details
1CRCHUM (Centre de recherche du Centre Hospitalier de l’Université de
Montréal), Edouard-Asselin Pavilion, 264, René-Lévesque Blvd. East, Montreal,
QC, Canada H2X 1P1. 2Université de Montréal, C.P. 6128, succursale
Centre-ville, H3C 3 J7, Montreal, QC, Canada. 3Institut National de Santé
Publique du Québec, 190 Crémazie Blvd. East, H2P 1E2, Montreal, QC,
Canada. 4Université de Sherbrooke, 3001, 12e Avenue Nord, J1H 5 N4,
Sherbrooke, QC, Canada.

Received: 23 March 2012 Accepted: 9 August 2012
Published: 17 September 2012

References
1. Patten SB, Wang JL, Williams JVA, Currie S, Beck CA, Maxwell CJ, el-Guebaly

N: Descriptive Epidemiology of Major Depression in Canada. Can J
Psychiatry 2006, 51:84–90.

2. WHO: The global burden of disease: 2004 update. Geneva: World Health
Organization; 2008.

3. Patten SB, Kennedy SH, Lam RW, O'Donovan C, Filteau MJ, Parikh SV,
Ravindran AV: Canadian Network for Mood and Anxiety Treatments
(CANMAT) clinical guidelines for the management of major depressive
disorder in adults. I. Classification, burden and principles of
management. J Affect Disord 2009, 117(Suppl 1):S5–S14.

4. WHO: The world health report 2001 - Mental Health: New Understanding, New
Hope. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2001.

5. Pincus HA, Pechura CM, Elinson L, Pettit AR: Depression in primary care:
linking clinical and systems strategies. Gen Hosp Psychiatry 2001,
23:311–318.

6. Gilbody SM, Whitty PM, Grimshaw JM, Thomas RE: Improving the detection
and management of depression in primary care. Qual Saf Health Care
2003, 12:149–155.

7. Duhoux A, Fournier L, Nguyen CT, Roberge P, Beveridge R: Guideline
concordance of treatment for depressive disorders in Canada. Soc
Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 2009, 44:385–392.

8. Wells KB, Sherbourne C, Schoenbaum M, Duan N, Meredith L, Unutzer J,
Miranda J, Carney MF, Rubenstein LV: Impact of disseminating quality
improvement programs for depression in managed primary care: a
randomized controlled trial. JAMA 2000, 283:212–220.

9. Asarnow JR, Jaycox LH, Duan N, LaBorde AP, Rea MM, Murray P, Anderson
M, Landon C, Tang L, Wells KB: Effectiveness of a quality improvement
intervention for adolescent depression in primary care clinics: a
randomized controlled trial. JAMA 2005, 293:311–319.

10. Hepner KA, Rowe M, Rost K, Hickey SC, Sherbourne CD, Ford DE, Meredith
LS, Rubenstein LV: The effect of adherence to practice guidelines on
depression outcomes. Ann Intern Med 2007, 147:320–329.

11. Rost K, Williams C, Wherry J, Smith GR Jr: The process and outcomes of
care for major depression in rural family practice settings. J Rural Health
1995, 11:114–121.

12. Sturm R, Wells KB: How can care for depression become more
cost-effective? JAMA 1995, 273:51–58.

13. Melfi CA, Chawla AJ, Croghan TW, Hanna MP, Kennedy S, Sredl K: The
effects of adherence to antidepressant treatment guidelines on relapse
and recurrence of depression. Arch Gen Psychiatry 1998, 55:1128–1132.

14. Sood N, Treglia M, Obenchain RL, Dulisse B, Melfi CA, Croghan TW:
Determinants of antidepressant treatment outcome. Am J Manag Care
2000, 6:1327–1336.

15. Pyne JM, Rost KM, Zhang M, Williams DK, Smith J, Fortney J:
Cost-effectiveness of a primary care depression intervention. J Gen Intern
Med 2003, 18:432–441.
16. American Psychiatric Association: Practice guideline for major depressive
disorder in adults. Am J Psychiatry 1993, 150:1–26.

17. AHCPR Depression Guideline Panel: Clinical Practice Guideline Number 5.
Depression in Primary Care: Vol. 2. In Treatment of Major Depression.
AHCPR Pub. No. 93-0551. Rockville, MD. Washington, DC: Agency for
Healthcare Policy and Research. Public Health Services: US Department of
Health and Human Services; 1993.

18. British Association for Psychopharmacology: Guidelines for treating
depressive illness with antidepressants. J Psychopharmacol 1993,
7:19–23.

19. Canadian Psychiatric Association; Canadian Network for Mood and Anxiety
Treatments (CANMAT): Clinical guidelines for the treatment of depressive
disorders. Can J Psychiatry 2001, 46:5S–90S.

20. Ellis P: Australian and New Zealand clinical practice guidelines for the
treatment of depression. Aust N Z J Psychiatry 2004, 38:389–407.

21. National Institute for Clinical Excellence: Depression: Management of
Depression in Primary and Secondary Care. Clinical Guideline. London: NICE;
2004.

22. Brugha TS, Lindsay F: Quality of mental health service care: the forgotten
pathway from process to outcome. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol 1996,
31:89–98.

23. Tugwell P: A methodological perspective on process measures of the
quality of medical care. Clin Invest Med 1979, 2:113–121.

24. Donabedian A: Evaluating the quality of medical care. Milbank Mem Fund
Q 1966, 44(Suppl):166–206.

25. Charbonneau A, Rosen AK, Owen RR, Spiro A 3rd, Ash AS, Miller DR, Kazis L,
Kader B, Cunningham F, Berlowitz DR: Monitoring depression care: in
search of an accurate quality indicator. Med Care 2004,
42:522–531.

26. Micossi P, Carbone M, Stancanelli G, Fortino A: Measuring products of
healthcare systems. Lancet 1993, 341:1566–1567.

27. Hermann RC, Palmer RH: Common ground: a framework for selecting
core quality measures for mental health and substance abuse care.
Psychiatr Serv 2002, 53:281–287.

28. Duhoux A, Fournier L, Menear M: Quality Indicators for Depression
Treatment in Primary Care: A Systematic Literature Review. Current
Psychiatry Reviews 2011, 7:104–137.

29. Andersen RM, Newman JF: Societal and individual determinants of
medical care utilization in the United States. Milbank Memorial Fund
Quarterly 1973, 51:95–124.

30. Starkes JM, Poulin CC, Kisely SR: Unmet need for the treatment of
depression in Atlantic Canada. Can J Psychiatry 2005, 50:580–590.

31. Katz SJ, Kessler RC, Lin E, Wells KB: Medication management of depression
in the United States and Ontario. J Gen Intern Med 1998, 13:77–85.

32. Prins MA, Verhaak PF, Smolders M, Laurant MG, van der Meer K,
Spreeuwenberg P, van Marwijk HW, Penninx BW, Bensing JM: Patient
factors associated with guideline-concordant treatment of anxiety and
depression in primary care. J Gen Intern Med 2010, 25:648–655.

33. Dickinson LM, Dickinson WP, Rost K, DeGruy F, Emsermann C, Froshaug D,
Nutting PA, Meredith L: Clinician burden and depression treatment:
disentangling patient- and clinician-level effects of medical comorbidity.
J Gen Intern Med 2008, 23:1763–1769.

34. Smolders M, Laurant M, Verhaak P, Prins M, van Marwijk H, Penninx B,
Wensing M, Grol R: Which physician and practice characteristics are
associated with adherence to evidence-based guidelines for depressive
and anxiety disorders? Med Care 2010, 48:240–248.

35. Dialogue Project. http://www.qualaxia.org/ms/dialogue/index.php?lg=en.
36. World Medical Association (WMA): WMA Declaration of Helsinki - Ethical

Principles for Medical Research Involving Human Subjects. http://www.wma.
net/en/30publications/10policies/b3/index.html.

37. Pineault R, Levesque J-F, Roberge D, Hamel M, Lamarche P, Haggerty J:
L’accessibilité et la continuité des services de santé: une étude sur la première
ligne au Québec. Montreal: Centre de recherche de l'Hôpital Charles
LeMoyne - Agence de la santé et des services sociaux de Montréal-
Direction de la santé publique - Institut national de santé publique du
Québec; 2008.

38. Zigmond AS, Snaith RP: The hospital anxiety and depression scale. Acta
Psychiatr Scand 1983, 67:361–370.

39. Bjelland I, Dahl AA, Haug TT, Neckelmann D: The validity of the Hospital
Anxiety and Depression Scale. An updated literature review. J Psychosom
Res 2002, 52:69–77.

http://www.wma.net/en/30publications/10policies/b3/index.html
http://www.wma.net/en/30publications/10policies/b3/index.html


Duhoux et al. BMC Psychiatry 2012, 12:142 Page 15 of 15
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-244X/12/142
40. Cameron IM, Crawford JR, Lawton K, Reid IC: Psychometric comparison of
PHQ-9 and HADS for measuring depression severity in primary care. Br J
Gen Pract 2008, 58:32–36.

41. Kovess V, Fournier L, Lesage A, Lebigre F, Caria A: Two validation studies of
the CIDIS: a simplified version of the Composite International Diagnostic
Interview. Psychiatric Networks 2001, 4:10–24.

42. American Psychiatric Association: Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders. 4th edition. Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association;
1994.

43. Raudenbush S, Bryk A: Hierarchical linear models: Applications and data
analysis methods. 2nd edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage; 2002.

44. Dobscha SK, Gerrity MS, Corson K, Bahr A, Cuilwik NM: Measuring
adherence to depression treatment guidelines in a VA primary care
clinic. Gen Hosp Psychiatry 2003, 25:230–237.

45. Henke RM, McGuire TG, Zaslavsky AM, Ford DE, Meredith LS, Arbelaez JJ:
Clinician- and organization-level factors in the adoption of
evidence-based care for depression in primary care. Health Care Manage
Rev 2008, 33:289–299.

46. Smolders M, Laurant M, Roberge P, Akkermans R, Wensing M, Grol R: How
well do GPs fulfill their educator role in consultations for depression and
anxiety? Patient Educ Couns 2008, 73:389–395.

47. Herring MP, Puetz TW, O'Connor PJ, Dishman RK: Effect of Exercise
Training on Depressive Symptoms Among Patients With a Chronic
Illness: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis of Randomized
Controlled Trials. Arch Intern Med 2012, 172:101–111.

48. Harvey SB, Hotopf M, Overland S, Mykletun A: Physical activity and
common mental disorders. Br J Psychiatry 2010, 197:357–364.

49. Mead GE, Morley W, Campbell P, Greig CA, McMurdo M, Lawlor DA:
Exercise for depression. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2008,
doi:10.1002/14651858.CD004366.pub3. Issue 4. Art. No. CD004366.

50. Pinto-Meza A, Fernandez A, Serrano-Blanco A, Haro JM: Adequacy of
antidepressant treatment in Spanish primary care: a naturalistic
six-month follow-up study. Psychiatr Serv 2008, 59:78–83.

51. Charbonneau A, Rosen AK, Ash AS, Owen RR, Kader B, Spiro A 3rd, Hankin
C, Herz LR, Jo VPM, Kazis L, et al: Measuring the quality of depression care
in a large integrated health system. Med Care 2003, 41:669–680.

52. Spettell CM, Wall TC, Allison J, Calhoun J, Kobylinski R, Fargason R, Kiefe CI:
Identifying physician-recognized depression from administrative data:
consequences for quality measurement. Health Serv Res 2003,
38:1081–1102.

53. Cully JA, Zimmer M, Khan MM, Petersen LA: Quality of depression care
and its impact on health service use and mortality among veterans.
Psychiatr Serv 2008, 59:1399–1405.

54. Simon GE, Von Korff M, Rutter CM, Peterson DA: Treatment process and
outcomes for managed care patients receiving new antidepressant
prescriptions from psychiatrists and primary care physicians. Arch Gen
Psychiatry 2001, 58:395–401.

55. Olfson M, Marcus SC, Druss B, Elinson L, Tanielian T, Pincus HA: National
trends in the outpatient treatment of depression. JAMA 2002,
287:203–209.

56. Rollman BL, Hanusa BH, Lowe HJ, Gilbert T, Kapoor WN, Schulberg HC:
A randomized trial using computerized decision support to improve
treatment of major depression in primary care. J Gen Intern Med 2002,
17:493–503.

57. Harman JS, Edlund MJ, Fortney JC: Disparities in the adequacy of
depression treatment in the United States. Psychiatr Serv 2004,
55:1379–1385.

58. Young AS, Klap R, Sherbourne CD, Wells KB: The quality of care for
depressive and anxiety disorders in the United States. Arch Gen Psychiatry
2001, 58:55–61.

59. Wang PS, Aguilar-Gaxiola S, Alonso J, Angermeyer MC, Borges G, Bromet EJ,
Bruffaerts R, de Girolamo G, de Graaf R, Gureje O, et al: Use of mental
health services for anxiety, mood, and substance disorders in 17
countries in the WHO world mental health surveys. Lancet 2007,
370:841–850.

60. Prins MA, Verhaak PF, van der Meer K, Penninx BW, Bensing JM: Primary
care patients with anxiety and depression: need for care from the
patient's perspective. J Affect Disord 2009, 119:163–171.

61. Statistics Canada: Table 105–3024 - Population reporting a regular family
physician, household population aged 15 and over, Canada, provinces and
territories, occasional, CANSIM (database). http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/
a01?lang=eng.

62. Wang PS, Berglund P, Kessler RC: Recent care of common mental
disorders in the United States: prevalence and conformance with
evidence-based recommendations. J Gen Intern Med 2000, 15:284–292.

63. Lagomasino IT, Dwight-Johnson M, Miranda J, Zhang L, Liao D, Duan N,
Wells KB: Disparities in depression treatment for Latinos and site of care.
Psychiatr Serv 2005, 56:1517–1523.

64. Enns MW, Swenson JR, McIntyre RS, Swinson RP, Kennedy SH: Clinical
guidelines for the treatment of depressive disorders. VII. Comorbidity.
Can J Psychiatry 2001, 46(Suppl 1):77S–90S.

65. Grolleau A, Cougnard A, Begaud B, Verdoux H: Congruence between
diagnosis of recurrent major depressive disorder and psychotropic
treatment in the general population. Acta Psychiatr Scand 2008,
117:20–27.

66. Richards DA, Borglin G: Implementation of psychological therapies for
anxiety and depression in routine practice: two year prospective cohort
study. J Affect Disord 2011, 133:51–60.

67. Shafran R, Clark DM, Fairburn CG, Arntz A, Barlow DH, Ehlers A, Freeston M,
Garety PA, Hollon SD, Ost LG, et al: Mind the gap: Improving the
dissemination of CBT. Behav Res Ther 2009, 47:902–909.

68. Nutting PA, Rost K, Dickinson M, Werner JJ, Dickinson P, Smith JL, Gallovic B:
Barriers to initiating depression treatment in primary care practice. J Gen
Intern Med 2002, 17:103–111.

69. Shipman C, Addington-Hall J, Barclay S, Briggs J, Cox I, Daniels L, Millar D:
How and why do GPs use specialist palliative care services? Palliat Med
2002, 16:241–246.

70. Kravitz RL, Franks P, Feldman M, Meredith LS, Hinton L, Franz C, Duberstein
P, Epstein RM: What drives referral from primary care physicians to
mental health specialists? A randomized trial using actors portraying
depressive symptoms. J Gen Intern Med 2006, 21:584–589.

71. Arean PA, Alvidrez J, Feldman M, Tong L, Shermer R: The role of provider
attitudes in prescribing antidepressants to older adults: leverage points
for effective provider education. Int J Psychiatry Med 2003, 33:241–256.

72. Geneau R, Lehoux P, Pineault R, Lamarche P: Understanding the work of
general practitioners: a social science perspective on the context of
medical decision making in primary care. BMC Fam Pract 2008, 9:12.

73. Shen J, Andersen R, Brook R, Kominski G, Albert PS, Wenger N: The effects
of payment method on clinical decision-making: physician responses to
clinical scenarios. Med Care 2004, 42:297–302.

74. Wagner EH: Chronic disease management: what will it take to improve
care for chronic illness? Eff Clin Pract 1998, 1:2–4.

75. Drapeau A, Boyer R, Diallo FB: Discrepancies between survey and
administrative data on the use of mental health services in the general
population: findings from a study conducted in Quebec. BMC Public
Health 2011, 11:837.

76. Saunders K, Simon G, Bush T, Grothaus L: Assessing the feasibility of using
computerized pharmacy refill data to monitor antidepressant treatment
on a population basis: a comparison of automated and self-report data.
J Clin Epidemiol 1998, 51:883–890.

77. Kwon A, Bungay KM, Pei Y, Rogers WH, Wilson IB, Zhou Q, Adler DA:
Antidepressant use: concordance between self-report and claims
records. Med Care 2003, 41:368–374.

doi:10.1186/1471-244X-12-142
Cite this article as: Duhoux et al.: Quality of care for major depression
and its determinants: a multilevel analysis. BMC Psychiatry 2012 12:142.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD004366.pub3
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a01?lang=eng
http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a01?lang=eng

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Design
	Participants
	Sampling of clinics
	Sampling of persons within clinics

	Measures
	Quality indicators for depression treatment
	Dependent variable
	Individual-level characteristics
	Organizational (i.e., clinic-level) characteristics

	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Description of the sample of participants and clinics
	Prevalence of minimally adequate treatment according to quality indicators
	Empty model &ndash; variation across clinics in the likelihood of receiving at least one minimally adequate treatment
	Individual and clinic characteristics associated with the likelihood of receiving at least one minimally adequate treatment

	Discussion
	Prevalence of adequate treatment according to quality indicators
	Individual characteristics associated with the likelihood of receiving at least one minimally adequate treatment
	Clinic characteristics associated with the likelihood of receiving at least one minimally adequate treatment
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	Competing interests
	Authors' contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References

