
 jpbs.hapres.com 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

Grant Report 

Community Psychosis Risk Screening: An 
Instrument Development Investigation † 

Lauren M. Ellman 1,*, Jason Schiffman 2, Vijay A. Mittal 3 

1 Department of Psychology, Temple University, Philadelphia, 19122, PA, USA 
2 Department of Psychology, University of Maryland-Baltimore County, 

Baltimore, 21228, MD, USA 
3 Departments of Psychology and Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences, 

Northwestern University, Evanston, 60208, IL, USA 

† This research was funded by the National Institute of Mental Health (Grant 

Numbers: R01MH112613, R01MH112612, R01MH112545). 

* Correspondence: Lauren M. Ellman, Email: ellman@temple.edu. 

ABSTRACT 

Schizophrenia and other psychotic disorders are serious psychiatric 
disorders that are associated with substantial societal, family, and 
individual costs/distress. Evidence suggests that early intervention can 
improve prognostic outcomes; therefore, it is essential to accurately 
identify those at risk for psychosis before full psychotic symptoms emerge. 
The purpose of our study is to develop a brief, valid screening 
questionnaire to identify individuals at risk for psychosis in non-clinical 
populations across 3 large, community catchment areas with diverse 
populations. This is a needed study, as the current screening tools for at-
risk psychotic populations in the US have been validated only in clinical 
and/or treatment seeking samples, which are not likely to generalize 
beyond these specialized settings. The specific aims are as follows: (1) to 
determine norms and prevalence rates of attenuated positive psychotic 
symptoms across 3 diverse, community catchment areas and (2) to develop 
a screening questionnaire, inclusive of both symptom-based and risk 
factor-based questions. Our study will develop an essential screening tool 
that will identify which individuals have the greatest need of follow-up 
with structured interviews in both research and clinical settings. Our 
study has the potential for major contributions to the early detection and 
prevention of psychotic disorders. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

SIPS, Structured Interview for Psychosis-Risk Syndromes; PPVs, positive 
predictive values; CHR, clinical high risk; APPS, attenuated positive 
psychotic symptoms; MAP, Multi-site Assessment of Psychosis-risk study; 
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APS, Attenuated Psychosis Syndrome; PQ, Prodromal Questionnaire; PQ-B, 
Prodromal Questionnaire-Brief; SPS, Social Phobia Scale ; LCA, latent class 
analysis; Fhx, familial high risk variable; UTC, unusual thought content; 
QHR, Questionnaire High Risk; QLR, Questionnaire Low Risk; T1, Time 1; 
T2, Time 2; PROD, Prod-screen; STAI, State-Trait Anxiety Inventory; GBI, 
General Behavior Inventory-Patient Version; TEPS, The Temporal 
Experience of Pleasure Scale; PSQI, Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index; TRHQ, 
Treatment History Questionnaire; LEC, Life Events Checklist; TLEs, 
traumatic life events; CTQ, The Childhood Trauma Questionnaire Short-
Form; PSS, Perceived Stress Scale; SFS, Social Functioning Scale; SCID, The 
Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-5, Research Version; IRT, item 
response theory; EFA, exploratory factor analysis; CFA, confirmatory 
factor analysis; RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation; DIF, 
differential item functioning; BIC, Bayesian Information Criterion; BLRT, 
bootstrap likelihood ratio test; RP, recursive partitioning; NPV, Negative 
predictive value; AUC, area under the curve; ROC, receiver operating 
curve; MCAR, Missing Completely At Random; FIML, full information 
maximum likelihood; DFA, discriminant function analysis 

INTRODUCTION 

Longer duration of untreated psychosis has been repeatedly associated 
with more severe courses of psychosis [1–5], creating an urgency for the 
detection and identification of individuals in the early phases of psychosis, 
including the at-risk period of illness. It is now clear that a period 
characterized by functional decline and subthreshold psychotic symptoms 
exists prior to the onset of a full-blown psychotic disorders, such as 
schizophrenia [5]. This period is termed the prodrome of psychosis and can 
range in duration from brief to approximately 5 years, with the majority 
of cases developing a psychotic disorder within 1 year [6–9]. Prodromal 
signs include changes in perceptual and thought processes within the past 
year, such as hearing things that others do not hear without clear 
conviction that the experiences occurred [5]. Previous studies of clinically-
referred samples (i.e., those seeking treatment), in which high-risk clinical 

states were empirically defined as a recent onset or worsening of 
subsyndromal psychotic symptoms (termed clinical high risk for psychosis 
or CHR), have reported conversion rates to psychotic disorders of 9% to 
76% across 1- to 9-year follow-up intervals, with most large-scale studies 
reporting conversion rates of 20–40% [9,10]. Clinical interviews such as the 
Structured Interview for Psychosis-Risk Syndromes (SIPS) remain the gold 
standard for accurate identification of those at risk for psychosis, 
however, this approach is time intensive, requires extensive clinical 
training, and tends to be effective only among clinical populations [11,12]. 
Questionnaire-based methods of detecting individuals at risk for psychosis 
offer advantages to complement interview approaches, with the promise 
of facilitating more accurate and widespread identification that could 
have implications for the reduction of duration of untreated psychosis. 
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Self-report approaches to identification of those at risk for psychosis have 
been investigated in a series of studies and demonstrate good validity and 
promising positive predictive values (PPVs) when compared with semi-
structured interviews [13,14]. Although there are findings from Europe of 
successful community psychosis risk screening [15,16], nearly all of the 
existing screening tool-to-interview validation studies have used 
treatment seeking and/or clinical high risk (CHR) for psychosis samples, 
carefully selected and recruited for genetic risk or suspected clinical risk, 
through referrals or preliminary phone screenings [6]. Thus, valid and 
effective early screening in non-clinical US samples is needed. Further 
motivating this work, the vast majority of those who develop psychotic 
disorders do not seek treatment until well after the onset of a psychotic 
disorder suggesting a need for broader outreach [1–3].  

The preponderance of existing screening tools are based solely on 
report of attenuated positive psychotic symptoms (APPS), such as 
perceptual abnormalities, paranoid ideation, etc. [13]. Although these 
symptoms are primarily used to determine CHR for psychosis status with 
semi-structured interviews, they are very common in the population and 
may not be sufficiently specific to differentiate CHR from psychosis status 
from non-clinical APPS in a questionnaire format [17–19]. More 
importantly, there now is increasing evidence that positive-symptom-only 
screening tools perform sub-optimally in non-clinical samples [20] (see 
“Preliminary Studies”). In part, this is likely due to unmeasured variables 
that improve performance of these screening tools in CHR specialty clinics 
(e.g., clients who connect with specialty clinics are effectively “pre-
screened”, given that they have either self-identified or been identified by 
someone else as being at risk for psychosis). Additionally, there are a 
number of other symptom domains and risk factors that are commonly 
found in both the prodromal and premorbid periods of psychosis, that 
likely can improve prediction of CHR for psychosis when assessed along 
with APPS (see Preliminary Studies) and have been demonstrated to 
improve prediction of conversion to psychosis in “risk-calculator studies” 
(despite the fact that conversion is solely based on psychotic-level positive 
symptoms) [9,11,21,22]. While our study will not examine conversion to 
psychosis, the aforementioned findings indicate that prediction can be 
substantially improved using diverse symptom measures combined with 
APPS.  

Our collaborative R-01, named the Multi-site Assessment of Psychosis-
risk (MAP) study, will address the aforementioned issues by developing a 
screening tool to identify individuals at CHR for psychosis in a sample of 
adolescents/young adults (aged 16–30 years) drawn from 3 large, US 
community catchment areas. This screening tool will incorporate APPS 
items from 3 widely used psychosis screening questionnaires (See 
Psychosis-Risk Measures) and non-APPS and risk factor-based measures 
that are associated with psychosis risk.  
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Inclusion of Non-APPS Clinical Measures 

Multiple non-APPS clinical domains have been repeatedly found in the 
premorbid and prodromal periods of psychotic disorders and therefore 
may hold potential to improve prediction of who may be at CHR. For 
instance, symptoms of depression, anxiety, social anxiety, and dissociative 
experiences all have been found to occur in the prodrome of psychotic 
disorders [23–27]. Further, other clinical correlates, such as reduced 
hedonic functioning (particularly for anticipatory pleasure), and negative 
symptoms, are not only representative of the psychosis prodrome, but are 
cardinal clinical symptoms of psychotic disorders [23,28–34]. These 
constructs have not been the primary focus of risk screening, likely 
because of their smaller effect sizes relative to APPS [13]. Nonetheless, 
including these established precursors may increase potential to predict 
risk, and screening questionnaires that incorporate both APPS and non-
APPS information may facilitate more accurate prediction than APPS 
alone. The MAP study will examine constructs that tap into both categories 
and, thereby, be positioned to develop an effective general population 
screening tool (Aim 2).  

Inclusion of Risk Factor-Based Measures 

A number of constructs that can be reliably measured via 
questionnaire are associated with risk for psychosis, but have not yet been 
incorporated in psychosis-risk screening questionnaires, including: 
genetic high risk for psychotic and related disorders, decreases in social 
and role functioning, moderate-to-heavy substance use (e.g., cannabis 
use), a history of traumatic life events, increases in perceived stress, 
perceived racial discrimination, immigrant status, race/ethnicity (e.g., 
African American status), familial stress, and increased sleep disturbance 
[9,35–45]. The MAP study will be the first to incorporate a number of 
primary risk factors for psychotic disorders into the development of a 
psychosis-risk screening tool. Based on preliminary findings, we anticipate 
that the combination of APPS, non-APPS, and risk factor-based measures 
will maximize our ability to use self-report information to predict 
psychosis risk (Aim 2, see Improving prediction of CHR for psychosis 
using questionnaires).  

SVariation in APPS in the United States (US) 

Although a number of studies outside the US have examined 
prevalence rates of APPS in the general population (particularly in 
Europe) and have linked these symptoms to many of the primary risk 
factors for psychosis, only one study in the US has established normed 
prevalence rates of APPS in non-clinical populations and this study was 
based on younger participants [46,47]. Similarly, no study in the US has 
determined whether prevalence of APPS varies in multiple diverse 
samples by demographic factors, such as immigrant status, which has 
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been repeatedly found in European samples [48]. Determining the rate of 
APPS in risk questionnaires in non-clinical samples in the US is vital to 
psychosis-risk assessment, given that the primary psychosis-risk 
assessment measures have only been examined in clinical samples. The 
MAP study will also allow us to determine whether European findings are 
generalizable to US populations (Aim 1).  

INNOVATION 

This is the first study to attempt to develop a questionnaire to identify 
individuals at risk for psychosis in a non-clinical US sample incorporating 
both symptom and risk-factor based items. Although many of these 
constructs have been associated with only incremental increases in 
psychosis risk, this study will rely on algorithms that combine constructs 
to predict overlapping and non-overlapping groups of individuals at CHR 
for psychosis. Not only is this an innovative approach to detecting those at 
potential risk for psychosis (as the preponderance of studies solely focus 
on APPS for screening purposes), but this strategy is more consonant with 
current concepts of psychopathology that suggest that there likely are 
multiple pathways to the same clinical outcomes (i.e., equifinality). The 
MAP study also will be the first to establish norms for and demographic 
correlates of APPS across multiple, diverse, US, catchment areas [46]. This 
aim (Aim 1) is aligned with NIMH priorities to examine psychopathology 
and risk on continuums (e.g., RDoC) [49,50], and findings from this aim 
could substantially enhance efforts to examine psychosis on a dimensional 
scale.   

The Potential Impact 

The proposed study has the potential to substantially influence 
strategies for early detection of individuals at risk for psychosis in the 
general US population. The questionnaire developed by this study could 
be used to determine who might benefit from additional assessments in 
treatment settings and in a variety of other community settings (e.g., 
schools, medical settings). It is important to note that this tool would not 
be meant to replace detailed clinical assessments, but rather to improve 
detection of individuals likely to have the greatest need for clinical and/or 
research follow-up. With the addition of Attenuated Psychosis Syndrome 
(APS) as a condition for further study in the DSM-5, along with Other 
Specified Schizophrenia Spectrum and Other Psychotic Disorder which 
includes APS, valid screening of suspected APS may become important for 
practitioners with little background in psychosis-risk who may be 
increasingly assessing for APS. This is the time for such a screening tool to 
be developed, when APS is still a condition for further study, as it is 
essential to prepare for wide-spread use of the diagnosis. As noted, those 
who develop psychotic disorders often do not seek treatment until after 
the onset of psychotic symptoms, and longer duration of untreated 
psychosis has been repeatedly associated with more severe courses of 
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psychotic disorders, suggesting that a valid early screening tool could be 
of great benefit to individual and public health outcomes [1–3]. Given that 
untreated mental illness can also have significant implications for 
academic, occupational and social outcomes, a valid early screening tool 
could potentially offer additional long-term benefits for individuals and 
the public [51–53]. Further, even those at CHR for psychosis who do not 
convert to psychosis often experience other adverse mental health 
outcomes; therefore, focusing on predicting CHR accurately is an 
extremely important clinical area, irrespective of conversion outcomes 
[54–57]. Finally, a valid screening questionnaire could also provide a 
useful tool for recruitment of CHR samples for both basic and applied 
research. Such studies typically administer the SIPS to determine risk 
status and eligibility for study participation, which can be resource-
intensive; therefore, effective screening could maximize assessors’ time by 
identifying individuals most likely to be true positives on the SIPS. Overall, 
the MAP study could have a substantial impact on mental and public 
health initiatives for early detection of severe mental disorders. 

PRELIMINARY STUDIES 

Each collaborating site has published extensively on topics relevant to 
the study aims and is among only a handful of US sites examining risk 
factors for psychosis in non-clinical samples. Our pilot data focused 
primarily on non-clinical, undergraduate samples (as well as some 
community volunteers); as a result, reported estimates may be 
conservative, in that college populations could be self-selected to have less 
frequent and less severe serious mental health issues than the broader 
community.  

Prevalence of APPS Symptoms in Non-Clinical Populations 

At the Temple University (TU) site, the prevalence of participants 
scoring above the established Prodromal Questionnaire (PQ) cut-off 
(endorsing 8 or more distressing positive symptoms; PQhigh) is 13.69% out 
of 724 undergraduate students [58]. This rate is lower than 17.9% found in 
a non-clinical undergraduate sample comprised primarily of ethnic 
minorities from City College in New York [17], suggesting that 
demographic factors (e.g., race/ethnicity) may influence APPS rates, as has 
been found repeatedly in European samples [59–61]. Further, in the TU 
sample there were a number of APPS items that were commonly endorsed 
and, therefore, may not be predictive of CHR status in this population [58]. 
Interestingly, some of these commonly endorsed items have been retained 
in the brief version of the PQ (PQ-B), which excludes items that were 
commonly endorsed in the PQ’s original sample of UCLA undergraduates, 
suggesting variability in item-level APPS responding by site [62,63]. To 
account for this potential variability, the MAP study will use the original 
PQ instead of the PQ-B (as all PQ-B items overlap with the PQ, allowing 
both versions to be examined). Further, these results reinforce the need 
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not only to develop APPS norms across multiple samples, but also to 
determine the correlates of item-level endorsement of APPS across sites. 
We estimate that 13% of our sample will score above at least one of 2 
psychosis screening measure cut-offs, based on the preliminary results 
found with the PQ screening measure alone.  

Convergent and Discriminant Validity of CHR Screening Measures 

At the UMBC site, 3 CHR screening measures (PQ-B, Prime Screen, and 
Youth Psychosis At-Risk Questionnaire-Brief) have demonstrated a pattern 
of convergent validity with each other (r = 0.61–0.77), discriminant validity 
with measures of other constructs (e.g., Beck Depression Inventory, r = 
0.20–0.52), and high test-retest reliability (r = 0.78–0.82) [64]. Similarly, the 
TU site found that APPS items on the PQ had discriminant validity with the 
Social Phobia Scale (SPS), loading onto different factors, despite being 
correlated constructs (r = 0.44 to 0.48, SPS with APPS subscales) [65]. These 
findings indicate an established record of examining psychometrics of 
psychosis-risk screening tools and strongly suggest that non-psychosis 
measures contribute unique variance to risk prediction. 

Criterion Validity 

The UMBC site administered psychosis-risk screens prior to full SIPS 
interviews in a sample of 48 services-seeking youth, many at CHR for 
psychosis. The screening measures demonstrated strong predictive 
properties in comparison to the SIPS, with predictive accuracy between .69 
and 0.80 [14]. In contrast, in non-clinical TU undergraduates—using 
established cut-off criteria for the PQ (PQhigh) and both 3 or fewer 
distressing APPS and 8 or fewer total APPS for the lower risk group (PQlow; 
cut points equivalent to the means of the sample) [66]—initial results 
found that 18.57% (13 out of 70) of the PQhigh group met SIPS criteria for 
CHR for psychosis. Conversely, 3.9% (2 out of 51) of the PQlow group met 
SIPS criteria for CHR for psychosis. Collectively, these studies suggest that 
more work in non-clinical samples is needed to create effective APPS 
screening tools for the general population.  

Risk Factors Potentially Associated with CHR for Psychosis in Non-
Clinical Populations 

First, a number of symptom domains outside of psychotic symptoms 
have been consistently associated with increases in APPS and with risk of 
crossing the cut-off scores for psychosis-risk screening measures. 
Specifically, increases in co-occurring symptoms found in CHR and 
psychosis populations, such as social anxiety, generalized anxiety, 
depressive symptoms, and decreases in anticipatory (but not 
consummatory) pleasure all have been associated with increases in APPS, 
as well as with potentially higher risk for psychotic disorders (based on 
questionnaire cut-offs) [19,65,67]. Second, a number of risk factors that 
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have been found in CHR and psychotic populations have also been 
associated with increases in APPS and increased odds of crossing 
psychosis-risk screening questionnaire cut-offs. Specifically, family 
history of substance use, family history of mood/anxiety symptoms, and 
family history of psychotic symptoms were related to a higher likelihood 
of college students at TU being classified as PQhigh [58]. Further, a history 
of trauma, moderate-to-heavy cannabis use, living in low ethnic density 
neighborhoods (only for Black participants), increases in perceived racial 
discrimination, low social functioning and increases in perceived stress all 
have been associated with increases in APPS and increased odds of being 
classified as PQhigh in a series of studies using TU, City College of New 
York (a collaborating site with TU), and UMBC undergraduates [17–
19,68,69]. Similarly, the Northwestern site has a number of findings in 
non-clinical undergraduate populations, including (but not limited to) 
increases in movement abnormalities, specific genetic polymorphisms, 
and fronto-striatal dysfunction being linked to increases in APPS [70–
74]. Cumulatively, these findings suggest that many of the risk factors that 
have been associated with CHR for psychosis also occur in non-clinical 
populations. This body of work also supports the feasibility of the MAP study, 
highlighting that each study site has published extensively on risk factors for 
psychosis in non-clinical populations. 

 

Figure 1. LCA Profiles depicts LCA means for the two classes on y-axis (N = 2836). The x-axis categories are 
the following (abbreviations and descriptions can be found in s5a “Self-report Measures”): 0. PSS 1. LEC 2. 
SPS 3. CESD 4. STAI-Trait 5 & 6 TEPS (anticipatory and consummatory) 7–12 SFS subdomains 13. Cannabis 
use 14. Opiod use 15. Amphetamine Use 16. PSQI 17.PQ-Unusual thought content 18. PQ-Paranoia 19. PQ-
Perceptual Disturbances 20. PQ-Disorganization.  

Improving Prediction of CHR for Psychosis Using Questionnaires  

A series of questionnaires were administered to 2836 TU, nonclinical 
undergraduates, and then a portion of the PQhigh and PQlow groups were 
followed up with the SIPS (51 PQlow and 70 PQhigh). A two-class latent 
class analysis (LCA) model best fit the data (Figure 1). Class 2 was elevated 
on a number of variables associated with psychosis (e.g., depression, 
anxiety, perceived stress, and subdomains of the PQ, etc.). Being in class 2 
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was associated with a 14.54 increased odds of being at CHR for psychosis 
(p = 0.001) compared with a 5.59 odds using the PQ cut-off alone (p = 0.028). 
Further, 3 permutations were created to determine whether adding 
variables to the PQ could improve prediction of those at CHR for psychosis: 
1. PQ cut-off plus a broad familial high risk variable (Fhx; chosen based on 
previously preliminary data, not included in LCA), including any family 
history of mood/anxiety or psychosis symptoms in first through third 
degree relatives (which was endorsed by 57.93% of participants and is a 
broader definition of familial risk than any CHR study), 2. High unusual 
thought content (UTC) and elevations on perceived stress, depression, 
generalized anxiety, or social phobia (using the class 2 LCA means as cut-
offs) and, 3. UTC and Fhx. As Table 1 indicates, compared to the PQ alone, 
the 3 permutations of variables substantially improve prediction of CHR 
for psychosis without any changes in sensitivities or negative predictive 
values. Specifically, the PQ cut-off was associated with an 18.6% PPV, while 
combining high UTC (as this domain differentiated the classes more than 
the other PQ domain) with Fhx improved the PPV more than 10 percentage 
points to 28.89%. Adding additional variables substantially reduced the 
false positive rates and substantially increased specificity with no losses to 
sensitivity. Specifically, the false positive rate was reduced by 56% in the 
last permutation listed in Table 1 and specificity was improved by 24%, 
meaning that considerably fewer individuals would need to be screened 
in order to identify those at CHR. Further, it appears as if these 
questionnaire risk groups are only partially overlapping, as 10.78% of the 
full sample were high on the non-APPS LCA clinical symptoms, but 
reported no family history of mood or psychosis symptoms and 34.87% of 
the sample reported a family history of mood or psychosis symptoms, but 
were not elevated on the non-psychosis clinical symptoms. This latter 
point supports our aim of identifying overlapping and non-overlapping 
patterns of questionnaire responding among individuals who are at CHR 
for psychosis. We also will have substantially more power in the MAP 
study; therefore increasing the likelihood of even higher PPVs than those 
obtained in these preliminary findings. 

Table 1. Prediction of CHR using questionnaires. 

Variable permutations Sensitivity Specificity PPV NPV 
1. PQ cut-off alone 86.7 46.2 18.6 96.1 
2. PQ + Broad Fhx 86.7 63.2 25.0 97.1 
3. UTC + LCA Clinical Symptoms 80.0 66.0 25.0 95.9 
4. UTC + Broad Fhx 86.7 69.8 28.9 97.4 

THE APPROACH 

The MAP study was funded in July of 2017. This study will use a 
prospective, longitudinal design across 3 demographically diverse 
catchment areas. In years 1–4, 12,000 participants will complete an online 
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battery of self-report questionnaires assessing risk factors for psychosis, 
clinical correlates of psychosis, and 3 psychosis-risk screening 
questionnaires. Based on established cut-off scores from 2 of these 
psychosis-risk screening measures, the PQ and the Prime (see Psychosis-
Risk Measures; the Prod Screen was not used for selection of participants 
due to substantial over endorsement of symptoms in pilot testing prior to 
the study beginning), an estimated 26% of participants (13% questionnaire 
higher risk-QHR; 13% questionnaire lower risk-QLR) will complete 
structured diagnostic interviews that assess psychosis-risk syndromes and 
DSM-5 Psychopathology (2000 interviews total across the 3 sites). These 
projected sample sizes are based on pilot data in Criterion Validity (P 
selection is described further in S4d) and accounts for 36% potential loss to 
follow-up (i.e., 13% of 12,000 participants = 1560 QHR; therefore interviewing 
1,000 of these individuals allows for loss-to-follow-up). We also have strategies 
in place to encourage retention, including incentivizing the in-person 
interview more than the online battery. 

Participants 

Participants will be a socioeconomically, racially, and ethnically 
diverse sample of male and female adolescents/young adults (ages 16–30) 
from 3 catchment areas: Philadelphia County (PA), Cook (IL; includes 
Chicago) and Baltimore City/County (MD). There will be an equal gender 
distribution (see Table 2 for projected demographic and gender 
distributions by site).  

Table 2. Anticipated distribution of gender and race by site. 

Race Categories Greater Philadelphia, PA Greater Chicago, IL Greater Baltimore, MD 

% female 51.9% 51.6% 52.8% 

American Indian/ Alaska Native 0.2% 0.5% 0.3% 

Asian 5.4% 7.0% 3.9% 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 

Islander <0.1% 0.04% 0.04% 

Black or African American 21.7% 27.7% 43.2% 

White 63.5% 62.0% 50.2% 

More Than One Race 1.6% 2.8% 2.3% 

Rationale for Participant Selection 

Previous studies suggest that our recruitment age range overlaps with the 
peak age of onset of psychotic disorders (ages 17–35) [23]. Although it is 
possible that a small minority of participants will meet formal diagnostic 
criteria for a psychotic disorder, the vast majority of our sample will be 
within the risk period for psychotic disorders (mean age = 20.5, consistent 
with recently noted ages of onset between 20’s and mid-30’s) [75]. 
Comparable to our ongoing studies of youth at CHR, we selected 16 as the 
lower age limit, as it represents the youngest age CHR for psychosis can be 
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detected without compromising the possible validity of the measure given 
potential differences in questionnaire responding and neurodevelopment 
among individuals younger than 16 [76,77]. Further, our sample will be a 
non-clinical, community sample drawn from flyers and advertisements on 
websites (e.g., Facebook, Craig’s List, etc.). This method should produce a 
more diverse sample than random number dialing methods that rely 
entirely on landlines (especially in this age group) and, therefore, should 
increase generalizability to same-aged populations.  

Participant Recruitment and Feasibility  

In order to obtain a representative sample across the 3 catchment areas, 
we will recruit our participants from flyers posted around our catchments 
areas (e.g., coffee shops, community centers, religious meeting places, etc.) 
and ads on a variety of websites. Interested participants will be asked to 
complete the baseline questionnaires on the internet, after which they will 
receive a $10 gift card, with the knowledge that some participants will be 
selected for follow up (see Interviews and Neurocognitive battery). The 
target goals for the initial screening portion of the study are feasible, as each 
site has recruited comparable sample sizes in their ongoing studies of non-
clinical populations. There are no exclusion criteria for this portion of the 
study beyond being within the age range of 16–30. However, at 4-month 
intervals, the gender, ethnic, and racial distributions of the sample will be 
examined at each site, and recruitment will be modified accordingly in order 
to maintain equal gender distributions and racial/ethnic distributions 
representative of the catchment areas.  

Interviews and Neurocognitive Battery 

Two-thousand (1000 QHR and 1000 QLR) of study participants will be 
included in the interview portion of the study based on 2 methods: (1) all of 
those who cross the established cut-offs of at least 1 of 2 psychosis screening 
tools (see Psychosis-Risk Measures and Figure 2) will be considered QHR 
and be contacted for interviews (out of an anticipated pool of 1560), and (2) 
randomly selected individuals below both psychosis screening measure cut-
offs (QLR) will be invited to participate in the interview portions of the study. 
We anticipate that over 13–18% of each study sample will cross the cut-off of 
at least one of the 2 psychosis-risk screening measures (13–18% is a low 
estimate based solely on using 1 screening measure, see Prevalence of APPS 
symptoms in Non-Clinical Populations); therefore, planning to interview 
1000 participants deemed QHR accounts for the possibility of 
refusal/disinterest in continued participation in the study. The same sample 
size of QLR participants will be randomly selected from the remaining 85–
87% of the sample. To increase retention for the clinical interview portions of 
the study, participants will receive reminder calls and emails near the day of 
their scheduled follow-up assessment, as well as $80 for their participation 
and $20 for travel ($100 total). We also will collect alternate contact 
information in order to track participants for potential follow-up studies.  

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 12 of 39 

Procedure (See Figure 2) 

Time 1 (T1)  

The initial screening will take place on the internet, following eligibility 
assessment by callers. Participants will receive a link to complete study 
consent/assent, as well as a battery of questionnaires (see SELF-REPORT 
MEASURES (T1 AND T2), Psychosis-Risk Measures, Non-Psychotic Clinical 
Measures Associated with Psychosis, Risk Factor Measures). All 
questionnaires will be completed using the online program Qualtrics (Provo, 
Utah) and will be administered to the entire 12,000 participants at T1, given 
that T1 responses will determine QHR and QLR groups. Further, this approach 
will allow for supplementary analyses examining potential contributors to 
variations in APPS across the sites. This battery should take approximately 45 
min based on pilot testing. 

Time 2 (T2) 

Approximately 1 week after T1, QHR and QLR participants will be invited 
to complete diagnostic interviews (see Semi-Structured Interviews (T2)), 
with interviewers blind to potential risk status. participants also will complete 
a brief, computerized cognitive battery, an IQ estimate, and will repeat the 
self-report questionnaire battery (this session will take an average of 5 h). 

SELF-REPORT MEASURES (T1 AND T2)  

Note that some measures (none of the primary measures) were altered 
in order to reduce participant burden and to remove questions that may 
indicate safety concerns, given that participants completed the initial 
phase of questionnaires online prior to meeting study staff.  

Infrequency/random responding 

Given the possibility of careless and fraudulent responding to self-
report items, the project will include the embedded infrequency and 
reliability scales from the Assessment of Depression Inventory [78]. This 
approach was developed in a validation study examining groups of 
clinical, feigning populations, and computer-generated random profiles, 
which found that elevations on either scale detected 94.9% of random 
responders [79]. These measures include a total of 10 self-report items that 
will be interspersed throughout the proposed battery [79]. These items 
were added to determine if participants were paying attention and to 
determine whether the participant was a bot or engaged in fraudulent 
responding. We also have a series of security checks in place to ensure that 
participant responding is not fraudulent, including extra protections in 
Qualtrics and vetting of contact information. Random and/or fraudulent 
responders will be removed from subsequent analyses and will not be 
invited to participate in the remainder of the study protocol. 
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Figure 2. Participant recruitment and sample sizes. 

Psychosis-Risk Measures 

PQ 

The positive items of the PQ will be administered to evaluate the 
frequency and distress of these symptoms in the past month [62,80]. 
Participants are instructed to endorse items only if not under the influence 
of drugs, alcohol or other medications while experiencing these 
symptoms. Endorsing ≥ 8 APPS has been found to have 90% sensitivity and 
49% specificity with CHR status using the SIPS in a clinical population, and 
in undergraduate samples 13–18% met this criterion if 8 or more APPS 
were endorsed as distressing (this threshold will be used in the MAP study) 
[17–19].  

Prime screen  

The PRIME screen is a questionnaire similar in content and structure to 
positive symptom items within the SIPS [81]. The original author-
recommended screening threshold (≥2 endorsements of “somewhat” or 
“definitely agree”, which will be used in the MAP study) to indicate a 
possible positive case yielded sensitivity of 0.90 and specificity of 1.00 with 
regard to SIPS CHR for psychosis diagnoses in a sample of 36 US 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 14 of 39 

adolescents and young adults referred for CHR evaluation [81] and 
sensitivity of 0.80, specificity of 0.48, and PPV of 0.52 in a sample of US 
adolescents and young adults receiving mental health services [14]. 

PROD-screen 

The PROD-screen is a questionnaire assessing positive, negative, 
disorganized, general, and basic (e.g., subtle, self-experienced, self-
reported deficits that often remain solely in the self-perception of the 
patient and do not show in behavior) symptoms present over the past year 
[64,82]. Although this questionnaire will be administered to all 
participants in the MAP study, the authors’ threshold of ≥2 symptoms was 
found to be too low in pilot testing, such that the majority of participants 
were meeting this threshold. In other studies, this threshold has been 
found to identify individuals with mild forms of delusions, hallucinations, 
or cognitive disturbances and has been found to have sensitivity of 0.80, 
specificity of 0.75, and PPV of 0.57 with regard to CHR status as determined 
by SIPS in a sample of 132 Finnish adults (mixed community/clinical 
sample) [82]. A self-report score of ≥2 yielded sensitivity of 1.00, specificity 
of 0.50, and PPV of 0.70 in a sample of Finnish adolescents who were 
referred for CHR evaluation [83]. This measure was chosen in part as it 
includes “basic” symptoms, symptoms that are qualitatively distinct from 
the other two psychosis screening measures in the MAP study, but as 
previously mentioned, in non-clinical samples we found very high rates of 
over endorsement of PROD items and removed it as part of the criteria for 
study entry. Although the PROD was not used for selection of participants 
for follow-up assessments, we will continue to use the PROD in our 
analyses to determine whether other psychosis-risk constructs, such as 
basic symptoms, improves identification of those at CHR for psychosis in 
combination with other questionnaires. 

Non-Psychotic Clinical Measures Associated with Psychosis 

Dissociative experiences scale  

The Dissociative Experience Scale assesses dissociative symptoms and 
experiences and is regarded as the gold standard for evaluating 
dissociation, demonstrating good reliability and validity, and has been 
associated with various psychosis outcomes [24,84]. Specifically, findings 
indicate a high test-retest reliability coefficient (0.84), high item agreement 
within the scale (Kendall coefficient = 0.70), and non-significant 
associations with theoretically unrelated variables (e.g., age) [84]. 

Center for epidemiologic studies—Depression scale 

A shortened version of the Center for Epidemiologic Studies- 
Depression Scale will be used to assess the presence and severity of 
depressive symptoms in the past week. This scale has been found to be 
reliable and valid [85,86]. Reliability analyses suggest good internal 
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consistency for the shortened scale [85], with a Cronbach’ s alpha of .76, 
high test retest reliability (0.9), and high sensitivity to identify depressive 
disorders (above 75%) [85,86].  

State-trait anxiety inventory-trait form—anxiety subscale (STAI-trait)  

The STAI-Trait [87] ascertains symptoms of generalized anxiety, with 
this version containing only items that load onto the anxiety factor, and 
excluding items loading on a depression factor. It has been found to be 
psychometrically sound [88,89]. Specifically, test-rest reliability for trait 
anxiety have been found to be high (0.73–0.86) and concurrent validity 
with other anxiety questionnaires also has been found to be high [87]. 

Social phobia scale (SPS)  

The SPS is intended to measure social anxiety symptoms and has been 
found to be reliable and valid [90]. Specifically, the SPS has demonstrated 
high internal consistency (Cronbach’s α’s range from 0.89–0.94), high test-
retest reliability (ranging from 0.91–0.93), and high discriminant validity 
(successfully discriminating between socially phobic and agoraphobic 
samples) [90]. 

General behavior inventory-patient version (GBI)  

In order to assess manic and hypomanic symptoms, we will administer 
the GBI that asks participants to assess any observable elevations in their 
mood or behavior in the past year [91]. The GBI has been widely used in 
young adult populations [92,93], has been well validated and shows 
excellent psychometric properties, with fair to good positive predictive 
power (75–85%) and good to excellent negative predictive power (98–99%) 
[94]. The GBI also has been used to assess hypomanic symptoms in 
schizophrenia samples [95] and in psychosis-prone young adults [96,97]. 

The temporal experience of pleasure scale (TEPS) 

The TEPS is a measure designed to index distinct trait dispositions to 
experience anticipatory pleasure (e.g., pleasure associated with 
expectation of reward) and consummatory pleasure (e.g., pleasure derived 
while engaged in an activity) [98]. The TEPS has exhibited good internal 
consistency (Cronbach’s alphas of 0.71–0.80) [98–100], high test-retest 
reliability [98,99], and strong construct and discriminant validity 
[98,99,101]. 

Pittsburgh sleep quality index (PSQI) 

The PSQI is a self-report questionnaire that evaluates sleeping habits in 
the past month [102]. The component scores of the PSQI had an overall 
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83, indicating a high degree of internal consistency 
[103] and have shown diagnostic sensitivity of 89.6% and specificity of 
86.5% in distinguishing good and poor sleepers [103]. Sleep disruptions 
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also have been associated with CHR for psychosis status at the 
Northwestern site using this measure [103]. 

Treatment history questionnaire  

The Treatment History Questionnaire assesses past and current 
experiences with mental health services including therapy, medications, 
diagnoses, and hospitalizations, as well as whether, to what degree, and 
for what type of mental health issues participants are considering seeking 
treatment. The UMBC site created this questionnaire and collected data 
from over 400 undergraduate participants, with initial validity findings 
suggesting that students who reported current anxiety diagnoses had 
significantly elevated Beck Anxiety Index scores (means indicating 
“severe” anxiety) compared to non-endorsers and students who reported 
current depression diagnoses had significantly elevated Beck Depression 
Inventory-II scores (means indicating “moderate” depression) compared 
to non-endorsers. 

Risk Factor Measures 

Family history of mental disorders  

The screening questions from the Family Interview for Genetic Studies 
[104] were adapted into an inventory to get a general sense of family 
history of mental disorders, which has been used at the TU site and has 
been associated with one psychosis-risk screening tools, the PQ, (see Risk 
factors potentially associated with CHR for psychosis in non-clinical 
populations).  

Sociodemographic questionnaire 

This questionnaire is based on the face sheet of the Cross Racial Identity 
Scale (particularly relevant for ethnically diverse populations) with 
additional questions added [105]. Demographic information including 
gender, age, ethnic background (including detailed information on 
immigrant status and country(ies) of origin of self/family members), race, 
importance of religion, type of religion, family income, family 
socioeconomic status, parental occupation, neighborhood characteristics 
from childhood (e.g., ethnicity/population densities from childhood), 
academic status/performance, current employment, and information on 
developmental milestones will be assessed. In addition, participants will 
provide the ZIP code of the neighborhood in which they were 
raised/current ZIP code as validation tools for neighborhood characteristic 
questions (i.e., to geocode neighborhood-level characteristics per 
participant).  
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Life events checklist (LEC)  

The LEC assesses exposure to discrete traumatic life events (TLEs) 
[106,107], with an “other” category that will be supplemented with being 
severely bullied during childhood and adolescence, given the associations 
between bullying and psychotic symptoms [108]. Rates of TLEs are 
particularly high in psychosis samples compared to non-psychiatric 
controls and other clinical samples (e.g., depression, substance abuse) 
[109]. The LEC has been shown to have good convergent validity with well-
established measures of trauma histories, such as The Traumatic Life 
Events Questionnaire, and moderate temporal stability [107]. Specifically, 
test-retest reliability has been found to be high (with Kappa = 0.61 and 
retest correlation = 0.82), has been significantly correlated with similar 
trauma and life event measures, and has been significantly correlated 
with psychopathology associated with traumatic life events [107].  

The childhood trauma questionnaire short-form (CTQ)  

The CTQ is a self-report inventory for ages 12+ that taps into 5 types of 
maltreatment: emotional, physical and sexual abuse, and emotional and 
physical neglect [110,111]. The CTQ is the most widely used self-report 
measure of trauma exposure in the psychosis literature and also has 
strong reliability and validity [110,111]. Specifically, the CTQ has been 
found to have high internal consistency, ranging from 0.79 to 0.94, good 
test-retest reliability over a 2- to 6-month interval (intraclass correlation = 
0.88), as well as convergence with the Childhood Trauma Interview [110]. 

Perceived stress scale (PSS)  

The PSS is a measure of perceived global stress and coping ability that 
focuses on the predictability and controllability of events in the past 
month [112]. This scale has established high concurrent and predictive 
validity with physical outcomes (e.g., colds), psychiatric outcomes (e.g., 
depression, social anxiety), and with other measures of stress such as 
negative affect and impact of life event scales, as well as moderate internal 
and test-retest reliability (α = 0.89) [113–117]. Higher PSS scores have 
discriminated between those at psychosis populations and non-psychiatric 
control samples, and have been associated with schizotypy [116–118]. 

Experiences of discrimination instrument  

This measure assesses participants’ reactions to being treated unfairly 
and types of situations in which the participant may have experienced 
discrimination based on race, ethnicity, or color. Frequency of these 
situations/reactions also is assessed [119]. The measure has been 
psychometrically validated, showing good reliability and validity [119], 
and we already have found that this scale is related to APPS in a young 
adult sample [120]. This scale also has shown good internal consistency 
(Cronbach’s α = 0.74 or higher), high test-retest reliability (correlations = 
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0.69 or higher), and high concordance between respondents and key 
informants (68%) [119]. 

Drug use frequency  

The Drug Use Frequency measures frequency of use of various 
substances and has been established to have adequate reliability and 
validity [121]. Specifically, this measure shows high concordance with 
similar measures (percent agreement between 0.83–0.98) and significant 
correlations (moderate to good agreement) with partner collateral reports 
[121]. Additional questions were added to this measure based on relevant 
psychosis studies, as well as preliminary data from UMBC and TU sites. 
Specifically, information on setting of substance use (i.e., alone or with 
others), whether the substance use interferes with various areas of 
functioning, age at first use, estimations of lifetime frequency, and period 
of last use (e.g., >1 year ago).   

Social functioning scale (SFS) 

The SFS is a scale normed on a sample of individuals with schizophrenia 
and non-psychiatric controls from the general population [122]. It assesses 
functioning in social engagement, interpersonal contact, recreation, 
competence in independent activities, and engagement in daily 
activity/occupation. It has high internal reliability and consistency, with 
strong discriminative power [122]. Specifically, internal consistency has 
been shown to be high (Cronbach’s α = 0.80), inter-rater reliability with 
collateral reports of social functioning also have been found to be high 
(Cronbach’s α = 0.94), and this scale can distinguish between schizophrenia 
patients and non-psychiatric control participants [122]. In addition, we 
have previously found significant associations between the SFS in and the 
PQ, suggesting that it is an appropriate measure to use when examining 
subthreshold psychotic symptoms [123].  

The quality of life enjoyment and satisfaction questionnaire—Short form  

This is a questionnaire assessing enjoyment and satisfaction with 
several areas of daily functioning within the past week [124]. Test-retest 
reliability ranged from 0.63 to 0.89 and internal consistency ranged from 
0.90 to 0.96 in a validation sample of adults with depression receiving 
outpatient care [124].  

Lubben social network scale-revised 

The Lubben Social Network Scale-Revised is a questionnaire developed 
to capture social support by measuring the size, perceived closeness, and 
frequency of contacts of a respondent’s social network across two 
subscales (family and friendships) [125]. Cronbach’s alphas have been 
found to range from 0.78 [125] to 0.90 [126]. Similarly, among 
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undergraduates at UMBC, Cronbach’s alphas ranged from 0.78 to 0.79 
(unpublished UMBC data).  

Semi-Structured Interviews (T2) 

Structured interview for psychosis-risk syndromes (SIPS) version 5.6  

The SIPS is the most commonly used interview in the US for assessing 
psychosis-risk syndromes and has established predictive validity of 
conversion to psychosis, specificity, and inter-rater reliability 
[9,11,12,127,128]. Participants will be deemed at CHR for psychosis by meeting 
criteria for one or more (out of 3) of the psychosis-risk syndromes. Low 
clinical risk status will be defined as not meeting criteria for any of the 
psychosis-risk syndromes. We also will examine the DSM-5 attenuated 
psychosis syndrome (assessed through the SIPS) and other SIPS risk 
syndromes (e.g., persistence) in supplementary analyses. The Negative 
Symptom Inventory—Psychosis Risk (NSI-PR) also was administered to assess 
the full range of negative symptoms, as this interview as developed 
specifically for CHR sample [129].  

The structured clinical interview for DSM-5, research version (SCID)  

Presence of DSM-5 mental diagnoses will be determined using the SCID 
[130], which has demonstrated moderate-to-strong reliability and is the “gold 
standard” in determining the accuracy of clinical diagnoses [131].  

Semi-structured interviews training and reliability 

Interviewers are advanced level clinical doctoral students, postdoctoral 
employees, and advanced level research assistants (with at least a bachelor’s 
degree and 2–3 years of experience working with clinical populations). 
Training and reliability will involve multiple procedures in order to ensure 
accurate and consistent diagnoses across the study sites. It should be noted 
that the 3 PIs (and most of their staff) all have extensive training and expertise 
with the SIPS and the SCID, with over 17 years of experience with these 
measures for each PI. The training/reliability procedures will be as follows:  

1. All study PIs and clinical interviewers will attend a Gold Standard SIPS 
training at TU at the MAP study and every year of the MAP study for new 
staff (note: this is the same procedure employed by the NAPLS 
consortium). This training (which will be a repeat training for many) will 
ensure consistency in ratings across the site interviewers. All 
interviewers earn a SIPS certification at the end of this training (one of 
the PIs is a Yale certified SIPS trainer). 

2. Following SIPS training, each interviewer will be required to rate 3 SIPS 
and 3 SCID videos from previous studies, which the PIs have rated and 
established agreed upon ratings. Interviewers will be required to reach 
inter-rater reliability of Kappa ≥0.80 for all ratings prior to conducting 
interviews. In addition, each interviewer will be required to observe a 
minimum of 2 SIPS/SCID interviews, followed by being observed 
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conducting a minimum of 2 interviews by an experienced interviewer. 
Each PI will be responsible for ensuring proper implementation of the 
aforementioned procedures. Interviewers will be blind to participants’ 
potential psychosis risk status (i.e., QHR or QLR). 

3. Following completion of interviews, a narrative will be written by the 
interviewer with a detailed explanation of the ratings that contributed to 
risk syndrome and DSM-5 diagnoses, available prior to consensus 
diagnostic meetings. 

4. Consensus review will involve 1. Consensus diagnostic phone meetings 
held twice a week by 3 experienced interviewers (one from each site) to 
independently review the diagnostic material (decisions will be made 
by majority vote). The clinician-raters will join these conference calls 
to discuss specific interviews. More complicated cases will be triaged 
to the PIs of the study for additional consensus calls and the PIs will 
alternate reviewing the less complicated decisions bi-weekly to ensure 
agreement with decisions. Any disagreement by a PI after reviewing 
cases will be addressed in the PI consensus call and 2. The PIs will have 
bi-weekly consensus calls to review more complicated cases, as well as 
disagreements in the initial stage of review. Decisions will be decided 
based on a majority vote among the 3 PIs. 

5. Reliability will be assessed by randomly selecting 10% of interviews 
across the sites and coding interviews based on video recordings every 6 
months by study interviewers. Kappa scores of 0.80 or higher will be 
judged reliable. If Kappa scores fall below 0.80, discrepancies will be 
examined and discussed among the PIs and all study interviewers to 
address potential drift and site differences.  

Brief Computerized Neuropsychological Battery & IQ Estimate (T2) 

For exploratory purposes, to ascertain if there are cognitive differences 
between the study sites and to determine whether cognitive performance 
is similarly predictive of CHR status in non-clinical samples compared to 
clinical samples, we will administer the Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of 
Intelligence-II subscales vocabulary and matrix reasoning (to ascertain an 
IQ estimate [132]) and the University of Pennsylvania Computerized 
Neuropsychological Testing battery [133]. It should be noted that the aims 
of the MAP study do not include assessment of cognitive functioning; 
however, given the novelty of the sample, neuropsychological 
characterization of these participants could potentially influence future 
CHR identification and treatment designs.  

HYPOTHESES 

Based on our preliminary data (see Criterion Validity), we anticipate 
that approximately 186 participants (18.6% of 1000) of the QHR group who 
are interviewed will be classified as CHR by the SIPS. While the analyses 
used in the MAP study are data-driven, based on our preliminary data (see 
Criterion Validity), we anticipate that higher unusual thought content, a 
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family history of major mental disorders, and higher levels of anxiety and 
depression will be important variables in our final questionnaire. 
Although the prediction of CHR for psychosis likely only partially overlaps 
with prediction to conversion to psychosis, “risk calculators” for 
conversion to psychosis have determined that decreases in social 
functioning contribute to improved prediction of conversion [21], which 
likely will be the case in the proposed study. Nevertheless, every 
questionnaire included in the proposed project has been linked to risk for 
psychosis in our preliminary data and published CHR studies; which 
supports the likelihood that additional meaningful latent classes will 
emerge, as was the case in our preliminary findings (see Inclusion of Non-
APPS Clinical Measures, Inclusion of Risk Factor-Based Measures & 
Preliminary Studies). 

Analytic Plan 

The following section sets forth an analytic plan based on the specific 
aims of the study. It should be noted that the present study has assembled 
an analytic team of researchers who are established experts in the 
methods described below. All analyses described below will be conducted 
in SAS version 9.4 (Cary, NC, USA), Mplus version 7.4 (Los Angeles, CA, 
USA), and R version 3.1.1 (Vienna, Austria).  

To Determine Norms and Prevalence Rates of APPS across 3 Diverse 
Sites 

The proposed study aims to determine commonalities among responses 
to APPS using 3 well-known questionnaires across 3 sites, as well as APPS 
prevalence rates and norms for adolescents/young adults in the US (using 
all 12,000 participants). We also aim to identify demographic variability in 
APPS across sites. Initial analyses will focus on descriptive characteristics 
of item and total scale scores for APPS from the 3 psychosis-risk screening 
measures. Item-based analyses will (1) determine prevalence rates for 
each APPS (i.e., rates of endorsement of each question) for each scale, 
which will allow us to descriptively identify items that are endorsed at 
high rates, but may not be clinically-relevant (tested in #2 below), and (2) 
determine demographic and site differences in prevalence rates at the 
symptom level (i.e., by age, gender, and race/ethnicity) with simple 
bivariate analyses. We also will use previously established cut-off scores 
for the three self-report screening measures to descriptively determine if 
prevalence rates above these cut-offs are similar in non-clinical samples 
compared to published clinical samples (in addition to determining 
whether these prevalence rates differ by site and demographic factors). 
Frequency of item endorsement across sites and demographic categories 
(e.g., race, gender) will be examined using chi-square tests, and total scale 
score differences will be examined using analysis of variance. 

While not part of Aim 1, as an auxiliary analysis we also will employ 
item response theory (IRT) to determine the items that best tap into APPS 
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across the 3 screening measures, which is the best method for this type of 
analysis [134,135]. We will evaluate unidimensionality of the construct by 
using both exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) procedures. In the EFA, unidimensionality will be 
supported if the ratio of the first to second eigenvalue exceeds 4 [136,137]. 
We will confirm unidimensionality using CFA and will evaluate a one-
factor model using multiple fit indices, including the Comparative Fit 
Index (>0.90) and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; 
<0.05 and upper limit of 90% CI < 0.08). IRT parameters may demonstrate 
differential item functioning (DIF), which suggests that items may provide 
different information across different identifiable individuals. We will 
probe DIF as a function of demographic characteristics and site of 
participation using model-based log-likelihood difference tests. This latter 
analysis will provide information about whether the APPS construct is 
psychometrically equivalent across sites and participant characteristics. If 
item pools do not satisfy these criteria, we will examine alternative 
structures, including multidimensional IRT models [134,138], that may 
provide a better account for the data [139]. If necessary, these models will 
be examined by fitting exploratory bifactor models [140] to the data (using 
the bigeomin rotation [141]), and we will rely on traditional goodness-of-
fit indices for these models to identify well-fitting models. Test information 
function also will be examined to assess whether to keep or eliminate 
questionnaire items.  

To Develop a Screening Questionnaire That Is Validated against the 
SIPS in Order to Identify Those at CHR for Psychosis Using Both 
Symptom-Based and Risk-Factor Based Measures (QHR and QLR 
Participants n = 2000) 

First, we will use LCA to identify distinct profiles of symptoms and risk 
factors [142]. The optimal solution will be identified using the Bayesian 
Information Criterion (BIC) and bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT) 
[143]. The BIC is a relative fit index that permits comparisons across model 
solutions. The BLRT examines improvement in fit when models increase 
in the number of classes by one. Comparisons of solutions across 
recruitment sites and/or sampling methodology will be conducted using 
multiple group latent class models using log-likelihood difference tests 
between models with and without equality constraints across model 
parameters. Second, we will use the LCA profiles to distinguish between 
classes predominantly inclusive of individuals at CHR status versus classes 
without individuals at CHR status. To reduce the number of items for the 
resultant screening tool, the LCA results will identify the specific scales 
that discriminate between CHR-risk classes. Those discriminating scales 
will then be subjected to IRT analyses on a scale-by-scale basis. These 
analyses will be conducted to remove redundant items (identified by 
difficulty and discrimination parameters [144] and model-based tests of 
total information) from each scale. However, we will be mindful to not 
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eliminate items that are highly relevant to the substantive construct at 
hand. Critically, these analyses will be conducted on the initial sample of 
12,000 to maximize reliability of the results. 

Following LCA, recursive partitioning (RP) primarily will be used to 
obtain cut-off scores for scales/items included in the final questionnaire. 
While some of the variables entered into RP will be summed scaled scores, 
these summed scores will be entered after IRT analyses to reduce the 
number of items. RP is a nonparametric exploratory data mining 
procedure that builds a “tree” to identify exhaustive orthogonal subgroups 
of a population whose members share common characteristics that 
influence the dependent variable [145,146]. First, items and summed 
scores will be entered from each class defined in the LCA (in separate 
models for each class) to determine cut-off scores and appropriate items 
for each class. In RP, sample participants are split into smaller and smaller 
groups using a recursive procedure until each group is perfectly 
homogenous. RP also will provide cut-off scores for each variable for each 
split of the tree, which will allow for proper development of a scale. The 
strength of this method is that it detects and describes complex 
interactions that identify a parsimonious subset of independent variables 
that is sufficient to predict the specified outcome variable, in this case, CHR 
for psychosis. The second stage of the RP procedure consists of using cross 
validation to prune the full tree to an “appropriate size” to reach this goal 
(cross-validation procedures described below), which consists of repeated 
re-estimation of the RP tree using random samples (with replacement) 
from the original dataset. The cross-validation procedure estimates the 
prediction error, and related standard error, for each of the splits in order 
to improve standard errors. Appropriate tree size is usually determined 
by cost, model complexity, or cross validation. Breiman and colleagues 
[147] suggested using a ± 1 standard error rule to choose appropriate tree 
size. Hence, a good-fitting tree is one with the least number of splits and 
the smallest cross-validation error, given that the tree's cross-validation 
error plus its standard error is less than 1, as 1 is equal to the relative error 
of a model with no splits, or guessing. We will then determine sensitivity, 
specificity, PPV, and negative predictive value (NPV) for each subgroup 
identified with RP. 

For the analyses described above, the final questionnaire will include 
subgrouped items, potentially including summed scores from reduced 
scales, which have between a 40–60% PPV for CHR for psychosis, 
representing a substantial improvement over existing measures. Given 
that the proposed questionnaires take approximately 45 min to complete, 
the goal for a maximum completion time of 20 min for the final 
questionnaire appears achievable using the above steps. The final 
questionnaire, as well as the PPV, area under the curve (AUC), and 
accuracy of the final model, will be cross-validated using k-fold cross-
validation, in this case 5-fold [148–150]. With 5-fold cross-validation, the 
data are randomly split into 5 subsets. The complete questionnaire 
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development approach is applied to 4/5 of the data, the “training set,” with 
the remaining 1/5 used for validation (the “testing set”). In this case, the 
BIC will be assessed for the 1/5 validation data. This is repeated for each of 
the 5 validation data sets. The average BIC across all 5 trials is computed, 
as well as the variation of the BIC measures, with higher BIC variability 
indicating an overfit model for the selection of the questionnaire items. 
Thus, the variance of the metric (BIC, AUC, PPV, accuracy) across the 5 runs 
is as important as the mean, where a good model should show similar 
performance across all the splits. The mean and variability of the 5 PPV, 
AUC, and accuracy measures for the 5 validation data sets will then be 
computed to assess the questionnaire. A graphic illustrating k-fold cross-
validation is provided in Figure 3. At each step, accuracy, BIC, AUC, and 
PPV, will be calculated for each of the 5 folds, with the average and 
variance of each of these statistics calculated over the folds. Omega values 
and other metrics of reliability will be calculated to assess reliability of the 
final questionnaire. All analyses will be conducted for the progressive 
syndromes on the SIPS and the DSM-5 attenuated psychosis syndrome; 
additional SIPS syndromes (e.g., persistence) will be examined in auxiliary 
analyses. 

 

Figure 3. K-fold cross-validations.  

Also, once data collection is complete, we will re-evaluate the statistical 
analyses plan to include any new methods that may be more appropriate 
for our primary aims (e.g., network models).  

Secondary Analyses  

As a secondary analysis, we will conduct receiver operating curve 
(ROC) analyses for each psychosis-risk screening measure to determine 
whether previously established cut-off scores from clinically based 
samples correspond to cut-off scores from non-clinical samples compared 
against the SIPS. Although our main aim is to utilize measures that tap into 
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APPS, as well as other domains, it remains critical to determine whether 
the existing cut-off scores from psychosis-risk screening measures are 
applicable to non-clinical populations. ROC curves plot the true positive 
rate against the false positive rate for the different possible cut-points of a 
measure, such that any increase in sensitivity likely will be accompanied 
by a decrease in specificity. Statistical significance is determined when the 
confidence interval for the AUC is greater than 0.50, indicating that the test 
predicts diagnosis better than chance [151]. For exploratory purposes, we 
also will determine whether non-psychosis symptoms, risk factors, and 
neurocognitive functioning is similar among a non-clinical CHR sample 
compared to published clinical CHR samples.  

Exploratory analyses  

For exploratory analyses, we will examine the role of gender. Gender 
will be evaluated as a moderator of the relationship between class 
membership and CHR status. Finally, we will examine consistency in the 
general pattern of results in the LCA, data reduction procedures, and 
development of short-form screening measures across sexes by stratifying 
our sample by gender. While the primary aims of the MAP study are to 
develop a screening tool that is effective regardless of gender, given the 
potential for gender differences in responding to questionnaires, we will 
create separate screening tools for males and females if stratifying by 
gender substantially improves PPV, AUC, and measures of accuracy. 

Managing missing data 

We will examine the pattern of missing data using Littleʼs Missing 
Completely At Random MCAR test [152]. We anticipate low enough levels 
of missing data (based on our studies) and that we will find a non-
significant MCAR test, which would indicate that full information 
maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation will be appropriate for the LCA 
and IRT analyses. Thus, we plan to include all participants in those 
analyses. Further, the DFA will also be conducted with 5-fold replication.  

Power Considerations 

For parametric statistical tests (based on GPower Software), power 
estimates are based on alpha = 0.05 and identification of small effect sizes 
(i.e., d = 0.20; r = 0.10; OR = 1.5). Where noted below, we consider 
corrections to alpha based on multiple tests. Before analyses are 
conducted, distributions of variables will be examined to identify non-
normality in variables. Analyses that examine non-normal dependent 
variables will rely on robust maximum likelihood estimation methods that 
correct analyses for violations of non-normality, while retaining the raw 
distribution of the variables or transform the variable depending on the 
variable’s distribution. Aim 1 emphasizes the description of and 
comparisons between individual items and total scale scores on 
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demographic characteristics and site of participation using the full self-
report sample (n = 12,000). Comparisons across racial groups and 
participation sites for self-report measures all have sufficient power 
(>0.95) after correcting for multiple comparisons using a corrected p-value 
of .008 (the most conservative value estimable for this type of analysis in 
GPower). As an auxiliary analysis to Aim 1, the underlying dimension of 
APPS across all three psychosis-risk screening measures using IRT (or 
similar methods, if unidimensionality is not met) also will be examined. 
Recommendations for implementing IRT-based analyses include having at 
least 700 participants or having at least 100 participants per response 
option for the measure with the greatest number of response options 
[134,153]. The present sampling design satisfies both of these conditions. 
Power for detecting changes in model fit (DIF) by demographics (e.g., 
gender) and other variables (e.g., site) exceeds 0.95 (R software package). 
Aim 2 will develop a self-report questionnaire that will be useful in 
predicting CHR status in a non-clinical sample. There are no established 
means of estimating power for LCA. However, recommendations in the 
literature suggest that there are often concerns about identified classes 
being too small, often described as representing less than 5% of the 
sample. In our sample, a class of 5% would still include 600 (if based on the 
12,000 total) or 100 (if based on the interview sample only, n = 2000). Thus, 
there is sufficient power to detect differences between classes—published 
reports with clinically meaningful results have relied on samples with as 
few as 200 cases. Further, RP analyses, PPVs, NPVs, sensitivity and specify 
are not constrained by sample size; therefore, there is sufficient power for 
these analyses [147]. Finally, power estimates suggest that our planned 
examination of gender differences is feasible.  

REPRODUCIBILITY AND RIGOR 

The MAP study has taken numerous steps to ensure reproducibility and 
rigor of results including 1. Ensuring adequate power for the main study 
aims; 2. A detailed statistical plan (with expertise relevant to this plan); 3. 
Recruitment of a community-based sample across multiple suburban, rural, 
and urban areas with variability in anticipated P characteristics across sites 
(e.g., variations in rates of substance use, treatment seeking, and prodromal 
symptoms among participants), which should increase the generalizability of 
our findings, produce prevalence rates of important risk factors that are 
sufficient for proposed analyses—ultimately, variability in P characteristics is 
necessary to improve precision and reduce variability in our proposed 
findings; 4. Inclusion and exclusion criteria are based on known risk periods 
for psychosis, including consideration of different ages of onset for males and 
females; 5. Careful procedures are in place for blind and independent 
assessment of the main study variables; 6. An appropriate plan for handling 
of missing data; and 6. A sophisticated cross-validation procedure to ensure 
replicability of findings.  
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STUDY LIMITATIONS 

The MAP study is somewhat limited by constraints of self-reported data, 
as our preliminary findings and findings from others have demonstrated 
that questionnaires can be limited by a number of factors, such as 
participants’ ability to comprehend questions and potential differences in 
participants’ reading ability and other individual-level factors that make 
influence responding. One benefit of the MAP study is our ability to 
determine 1. If there are questions that are over-endorsed by participants 
(potentially indicating lack of comprehension, which we have found in our 
pilot studies), and 2. If cognitive factors (or other individual-level factors) 
influence responding to specific items. Reliance on self-report data also 
comes with potential difficulties due to lack information about how 
cultural context influences responding. For instance, findings suggest that 
race, age, and gender influence responding on psychosis-risk 
questionnaires [154–157]. Part of the advantages of this study will be an 
ability to determine whether a variety of factors influence questionnaire 
responding (e.g., cognitive functioning, gender, race, ethnicity, etc.), which 
we can incorporate into the final questionnaire. In addition, there always 
is a possibility that the questionnaire produced by this study will be used 
(or misused) in lieu of clinical interviews. Although a disclaimer will be 
included with the questionnaire stating that it is not meant to replace 
clinical diagnoses and should be used as a first step to determine whether 
in person assessment is necessary, any psychosis-risk screening through 
questionnaires comes with potential limitations. While limitations of 
questionnaires will inherently be present, we will be well-suited to explore 
prominent concerns relevant to these types of studies. 

SUMMARY OF THE MAP STUDY 

The MAP study will be the first to develop a valid psychosis-risk 
screening measure (both a long and short version) using non-clinical 
adolescent/young adult populations in the US, incorporating both clinical 
and risk-factor based measures. Additionally, this will be the first study to 
establish norms for APPS in the US among adolescents/young adults 
during the highest risk period for the onset of psychotic symptoms. The 
MAP study has major public health and mental health implications, as it 
has the ability to dramatically improve identification of those at risk for 
psychosis, which is critically important as duration of untreated psychosis 
has been associated with a worsened course of psychotic disorders. 

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS 

LME conceived of the MAP study, is the coordinating PI on the funded 
grant, and wrote the manuscript. VAM and JS contributed to the 
development of the study protocol and substantially contributed to the 
development of the grant application over the course of 4 years of 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 28 of 39 

iterations of the application. VAM and JS also read this manuscript and 
contributed edits and ideas to the final submission.  

ETHICAL APPROVAL 

Ethical approval for this study was obtained from Temple University, 
Northwestern, and University of Maryland-Baltimore County Institutional 
Review Boards (IRBs).  

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

The authors report no conflicts of interest.  

FUNDING 

This work was supported by the National Institute of Mental Health 
Collaborative R01 linked grants R01 MH112613 (Coordinating PI, Ellman), 
R01 MH112612 (PI, Schiffman), R01 MH112545 (PI, Mittal).  

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

We would like to thank Evan Calvo, Alexis Cruz, and Raana Mohyee for 
their helpful edits on this manuscript. We also would like to thank our 
teams at Temple, UMBC, and Northwestern for continuing to contribute 
ideas to this project and for their enormous help carrying out the study 
aims. Finally, our NIMH program officers (first Dr. Stacia Friedman-Hill 
and now Dr. Sarah Morris) have been and continue to offer invaluable 
support and advice, which made this project possible.  

REFERENCES 

1. OʼCallaghan E, Turner N, Renwick L, Jackson D, Sutton M, Foley SD, et al. First 

episode psychosis and the trail to secondary care: help-seeking and health-

system delays. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol. 2010;45(3):381-91. 

doi: 10.1007/s00127-009-0081-x 

2. Marshall M, Lewis S, Lockwood A, Drake R, Jones P, Croudace T. Association 

between duration of untreated psychosis and outcome in cohorts of first-

episode patients: a systematic review. Arch Gen Psychiatry. 2005;62(9):975-83. 

doi: 10.1001/archpsyc.62.9.975 

3. Norman RM, Lewis SW, Marshall M. Duration of untreated psychosis and its 

relationship to clinical outcome. Br J Psychiatry. 2005;187(S48):s19-23. doi: 

10.1192/bjp.187.48.s19 

4. Fusar-Poli P, Davies C, Solmi M, Brondino N, De Micheli A, Kotlicka-Antczak 

M, et al. Preventive Treatments for Psychosis: Umbrella Review (Just the 

Evidence). Front Psychiatry. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00764  

5. Fusar-Poli P, McGorry PD, Kane JM. Improving outcomes of first-episode 

psychosis: an overview. World Psychiatry. 2017;16(3):251–65. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20446 

6. Fusar-Poli P, de Pablo GS, Correll CU, Meyer-Lindenberg A, Millan MJ, 

Borgwardt S, et al. Prevention of psychosis: advances in detection, prognosis, 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 29 of 39 

and intervention. JAMA Psychiatry. 2020. doi: 

10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2019.4779 

7. Woods SW, Bearden CE, Sabb FW, Stone WS, Torous J, Cornblatt BA, et al. 

Counterpoint. Early intervention for psychosis risk syndromes: Minimizing 

risk and maximizing benefit. Schizophr Res. 2020;S0920-9964(20)30227-9. 

8. Powers AR, Addington J, Perkins DO, Bearden CE, Cadenhead KS, Cannon TD, 

et al. Duration of the psychosis prodrome. Schizophrenia Res. 2020;216:443-9. 

9. Cannon TD, Cadenhead K, Cornblatt B, Woods SW, Addington J, Walker E, et 

al. Prediction of psychosis in youth at high clinical risk: a multisite 

longitudinal study in North America. Arch Gen Psychiatry. 2008;65(1):28-37. 

10. Fusar-Poli P, Bonoldi I, Yung AR, Borgwardt S, Kempton MJ, Valmaggia L, et 

al. Predicting psychosis: meta-analysis of transition outcomes in individuals 

at high clinical risk. Arch Gen Psychiatry. 2012;69(3):220-9. 

11. Woods SW, Addington J, Cadenhead KS, Cannon TD, Cornblatt BA, Heinssen 

R, et al. Validity of the prodromal risk syndrome for first psychosis: findings 

from the North American Prodrome Longitudinal Study. Schizophr Bull. 

2009;35(5);894-908. doi: 10.1093/schbul/sbp027 

12. Miller TJ, McGlashan TH, Rosen JL, Cadenhead K, Cannon T, Ventura J, et al. 

Prodromal assessment with the structured interview for prodromal 

syndromes and the scale of prodromal symptoms: predictive validity, 

interrater reliability, and training to reliability. Schizophr Bull. 

2003;29(4):703-15. 

13. Kline E, Schiffman J. Psychosis risk screening: A systematic review. Schizophr 

Res. 2014;158(1-3):11-8. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2014.06.036 

14. Kline E, Wilson C, Ereshefsky S, Denenny D, Thompson E, Pitts SC, et al. 

Psychosis risk screening in youth: a validation study of three self-report 

measures of attenuated psychosis symptoms. Schizophr Res. 2012;141(1):72-

7. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2012.07.022 

15. Kelleher I, Murtagh A, Molloy C, Roddy S, Clarke MC, Harley M, et al. 

Identification and characterization of prodromal risk syndromes in young 

adolescents in the community: a population-based clinical interview study. 

Schizophr Bull. 2012;38(2):239-46. 

16. Schultze-Lutter F, Michel C, Ruhrmann S, Schimmelmann BG. Prevalence and 

clinical relevance of interview-assessed psychosis-risk symptoms in the 

young adult community. Psychol Med. 2018;48(7):1167-78. 

17. Anglin DM, Lighty Q, Greenspoon M, Ellman LM. Racial discrimination is 

associated with distressing subthreshold positive psychotic symptoms among 

US urban ethnic minority young adults. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol. 

2014;49(10):1545-55. 

18. Gibson LE, Anglin D, Klugman J, Reeves LE, Fineberg AM, Maxwell SD, et al. 

Stress sensitivity mediates the relationship between traumatic life events and 

attenuated positive psychotic symptoms differentially by gender in a college 

population sample. J Psychiatr Res. 2014;53:111-8. 

19. Reeves LE, Anglin D, Heimberg, RG, Gibson LE, Fineberg AM, Maxwell SD, et 

al. Anxiety mediates the association between cannabis use and attenuated 

positive psychotic symptoms. Psychiatry Res. 2014;218(1-2):180-6. 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 30 of 39 

20. Cicero DC, Martin EA, Becker TM, Docherty AR, Kerns JG. Correspondence 

between psychometric and clinical high risk for psychosis in an 

undergraduate population. Psychol Assess. 2014;26(3):901. 

21. Cannon TD, Yu C, Addington J, Bearden CE, Cadenhead KS, Cornblatt BA, et al. 

An individualized risk calculator for research in prodromal psychosis. Am J 

Psychiatry. 2016;173(10):980-8. 

22. Carrión RE, Cornblatt BA, Burton CZ, Tso IF, Auther AM, Adelsheim S, et al. 

Personalized prediction of psychosis: external validation of the NAPLS-2 

psychosis risk calculator with the EDIPPP project. Am J Psychiatry. 

2016;173(10):989-96. 

23. DSM-IV. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders. 4th ed. 

Washington, DC (US): American Psychiatric Association; 1994. 

24. Braehler C, Valiquette L, Holowka D, Malla AK, Joober R, Ciampi A, et al. 

Childhood trauma and dissociation in first-episode psychosis, chronic 

schizophrenia and community controls. Psychiatry Res. 2013;210(1):36-42.  

25. Hui C, Morcillo C, Russo DA, Stochl J, Shelley GF, Painter M, et al. Psychiatric 

morbidity, functioning and quality of life in young people at clinical high risk 

for psychosis. Schizophr Res. 2013;148(1-3):175-80. 

doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2013.05.026 

26. Lencz T, Smith CW, Auther A, Correll CU, Cornblatt B. Nonspecific and 

attenuated negative symptoms in patients at clinical high-risk for 

schizophrenia. Schizophr Res. 2004;68(1):37-48. doi: 10.1016/S0920-

9964(03)00214-7 

27. Meyer SE, Bearden CE, Lux SR, Gordon JL, Johnson JK, OʼBrien MP, et al. The 

psychosis prodrome in adolescent patients viewed through the lens of DSM-

IV. J Child Adolesc Psychopharmacol. 2005;15(3):434-51. 

doi: 10.1089/cap.2005.15.434 

28. Mote J, Minzenberg MJ, Carter CS, Kring AM. Deficits in anticipatory but not 

consummatory pleasure in people with recent-onset schizophrenia spectrum 

disorders. Schizophr Res. 2014;159(1):76-9. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2014.07.048  

29. Chan RC, Wang Y, Huang J, Shi Y, Hong X, Ma Z, et al. Anticipatory and 

consummatory components of the experience of pleasure in schizophrenia: 

cross-cultural validation and extension. Psychiatry Res. 2010;175(1-2):181-3. 

doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2009.01.020 

30. Kring AM, Barch DM. The motivation and pleasure dimension of negative 

symptoms: neural substrates and behavioral outputs. Eur 

Neuropsychopharmacol. 2014;24(5):725-36. doi: 

10.1016/j.euroneuro.2013.06.007 

31. Phillips LK, Seidman LJ. Emotion processing in persons at risk for 

schizophrenia. Schizophr Bull. 2008;34(5):888-903. doi: 10.1093/schbul/sbn085 

32. Turetsky BI, Kohler CG, Indersmitten T, Bhati MT, Charbonnier D, Gur RC. 

Facial emotion recognition in schizophrenia: when and why does it go awry? 

Schizophr Res. 2007;94(1-3):253-63. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2007.05.001 

33. Habel U, Gur RC, Mandal MK, Salloum JB, Gur RE, Schneider F. Emotional 

processing in schizophrenia across cultures: standardized measures of 

discrimination and experience. Schizophr Res. 2000;42(1):57-66. 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 31 of 39 

34. Gur RE, McGrath C, Chan RM, Schroeder L, Turner T, Turetsky BI, et al. An 

fMRI study of facial emotion processing in patients with schizophrenia. Am J 

Psychiatry. 2002;159(12):1992-9. 

35. Walker E, Mittal V, Tessner K. Stress and the hypothalamic pituitary adrenal 

axis in the developmental course of schizophrenia. Annu Rev Clin Psychol. 

2008;4:189-216.  

36. March D, Hatch SL, Morgan C, Kirkbride JB, Bresnahan M, Fearon P, et al. 

Psychosis and place. Epidemiol Rev. 2008;30(1):84-100. 

37. Marcelis M, Navarro-Mateu F, Murray R, Selten JP, Van Os J. Urbanization and 

psychosis: a study of 1942-1978 birth cohorts in The Netherlands. Psychol 

Med. 1998;28(4):871-9. 

38. Bresnahan M, Begg MD, Brown A, Schaefer C, Sohler N, Insel B, et al. Race and 

risk of schizophrenia in a US birth cohort: another example of health 

disparity? Int J Epidemiol. 2007;36(4):751-8. 

39. Morgan C, Fisher H. Environment and schizophrenia: environmental factors 

in schizophrenia: childhood trauma—a critical review. Schizophr Bull. 

2007;33(1):3-10. 

40. Hooley JM, Hiller JB. Origins and Develoment of Schizophrenia. Lezenweger 

MF, editor. Washington, DC (US): American Psychological Association; 1998. 

p. 447-91. 

41. Murray RM, Morrison PD, Henquet C, Di Forti M. Cannabis, the mind and 

society: the hash realities. Nat Rev Neurosci. 2007;8(11):885-95. 

42. Cornblatt BA, Auther AM, Niendam T, Smith CW, Zinberg J, Bearden CE, et al. 

Preliminary findings for two new measures of social and role functioning in 

the prodromal phase of schizophrenia. Schizophr Bull. 2007;33(3):688-702. 

doi: 10.1093/schbul/sbm029 

43. Walker EF, Neumann CC, Baum K, Davis DM, DiForio D, Bergman A. The 

developmental pathways to schizophrenia: Potential moderating effects of 

stress. Dev Psychopathol. 1996;8(4):647-65. 

44. Monti JM, BaHammam AS, Pandi-Perumal SR, Bromundt V, Spence DW, 

Cardinali DP, et al. Sleep and circadian rhythm dysregulation in 

schizophrenia. Prog Neuropsychopharmacol Biol Psychiatry. 2013;43:209-16. 

doi: 10.1016/j.pnpbp.2012.12.021 

45. Zanini M, Castro J, Coelho FM, Bittencourt L, Bressan RA, Tufik S, et al. Do 

sleep abnormalities and misaligned sleep/circadian rhythm patterns 

represent early clinical characteristics for developing psychosis in high risk 

populations? Neurosci Biobehav Rev. 2013;37(10):2631-7. 

doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2013.08.012 

46. Johns LC, van Os J. The continuity of psychotic experiences in the general 

population. Clin Psychol Rev. 2001;21(8):1125-41. 

47  Calkins ME, Moore TM, Merikangas KR, Burstein M, Satterthwaite TD, Bilker 

WB, et al. The psychosis spectrum in a young US community sample: findings 

from the Philadelphia Neurodevelopmental Cohort. World Psychiatry. 

2014;13(3):296-305. 

48. van Os J, Linscott RJ, Myin-Germeys I, Delespaul P, Krabbendam L. A 

systematic review and meta-analysis of the psychosis continuum: evidence 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 32 of 39 

for a psychosis proneness-persistence-impairment model of psychotic 

disorder. Psychol Med. 2009;39(2):179-95. doi: 10.1017/S0033291708003814 

49. Durand MV, Barlow DH. Essentials of Abnormal Psychology, 6th ed. Boston 

(US): Wadsworth Cengage Learning; 2013. 

50. Sanislow CA, Pine DS, Quinn KJ, Kozak MJ, Garvey MA, Heinssen RK, et al. 

Developing constructs for psychopathology research: research domain 

criteria. J Abnorm Psychol. 2010;119(4):631. doi: 10.1037/a0020909 

51. Hafner H, Maurer K, Loffler W, Riecher-Rossler A. The influence of age and 

sex on the onset and early course of schizophrenia. Br J Psychiatry. 

1993;162(1):80-6. 

52. Breslau J, Lane M, Sampson N, Kessler RC. Mental disorders and subsequent 

educational attainment in a US national sample. J Psychiatr Res. 

2008;42(9):708-16. doi: 10.1016/j.jpsychires.2008.01.016 

53. Kessler RC, Walters EE, Forthofer MS. The social consequences of psychiatric 

disorders, III: probability of marital stability. Am J Psychiatry. 

1998;155(8):1092-6. 

54. Thompson E, Kline E, Ellman L, Mittal V, Reeves G, Schiff-man J. Emotional 

and behavioral symptomatology re-ported by help-seeking youth at clinical 

high-risk for psychosis. Schizophr Res. 2015;162(1-3):79-85. doi: 

10.1016/j.schres.2015.01.023 

55. Falkenberg I, Valmaggia L, Byrnes M, Frascarelli M, Jones C, Rocchetti M, et 

al. Why are help-seeking subjects at ultra-high risk for psychosis help-

seeking? Psychiatry Res. 2015;228(3):808-15. 

56. Rapado-Castro M, McGorry PD, Yung A, Calvo A, Nelson B. Sources of clinical 

distress in young people at ultra high risk of psychosis. Schizophr Res. 

2015;165(1):15-21. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2015.03.022 

57. Power L, Polari AR, Yung AR, McGorry PD, Nelson B. Distress in relation to 

attenuated psychotic symptoms in the ultra‐high‐risk population is not 

associated with increased risk of psychotic disorder. Early Interv Psychiatry. 

2016;10(3):258-62. doi: 10.1111/eip.12233 

58. Ellman LM, Gibson LE, Fineberg AM, Lombardo LE, Kern DM, Maxwell SD, et 

al. Detection of youth at clinical high risk for psychosis in a non-clinical, 

undergraduate population. Schizophr Bull. 2013;39:S3-4. 

59. Cooper C, Morgan C, Byrne M, Dazzan P, Morgan K, Hutchinson G, et al. 

Perceptions of disadvantage, ethnicity and psychosis. Br J Psychiatry. 

2008;192(3):185-90. 

60. Karlsen S, Nazroo JY, McKenzie K, Bhui K, Weich S. Racism, psychosis and 

common mental disorder among ethnic minority groups in England. Psychol 

Med. 2005;35(12):1795-803. 

61. Veling W. Ethnic minority position and risk for psychotic disorders. Curr Opin 

Psychiatry. 2013;26(2):166-71.  

62. Loewy RL, Johnson JK, Cannon TD. Self-report of attenuated psychotic 

experiences in a college population. Schizophr Res. 2007;93(1-3):144-51. 

63. Loewy RL, Pearson R, Vinogradov S, Bearden CE, Cannon TD. Psychosis risk 

screening with the Prodromal Questionnaire—brief version (PQ-B). Schizophr 

Res. 2011;129(1):42-6. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2011.03.029 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 33 of 39 

64. Kline E, Wilson C, Ereshefsky S, Tsuji T, Schiffman J, Pitts S, et al. Convergent 

and discriminant validity of attenuated psychosis screening tools. Schizophr 

Res. 2012;134(1):49-53. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2011.10.001 

65. Cooper S, Klugman J, Heimberg RG, Anglin DM, Ellman LM. Attenuated 

positive psychotic symptoms and social anxiety: Along a psychotic continuum 

or different constructs? Psychiatry Res. 2016;235:139-47. 

66. Ellman LM, Anglin DM. Validity of a Screening Tool for Those at Clinical High 

Risk for Psychosis in a Non-treatment Seeking, Undergraduate Population. 

Biol Psychiat. 2014;75(9):343s-4. 

67. Cooper S, Sandt A, Ellman LM. Anticipatory pleasure deficits in individuals 

experiencing attenuated positive psychotic symptoms. Presented at Twenty 

Sixth Annual Meeting of the Society for Research in Psychopathology; 2015 

Oct 1-4; New Orleans, USA. 

68. Reeves L, Gibson L, Cooper S, Ellman L. Social functioning and cannabis use 

in individuals experiencing attenuated positive psychotic symptoms. Soc Biol 

Psychiatry. 2016;79(1):89S. 

69. Lui F, Ellman L, Schneider M, Anglin D. Changes in Neighborhood Ethnic 

Density Over the Life Course are Associated with Attenuated Positive 

Psychotic Symptoms. Biol Psychiat. 2014;75:342s-3. 

70. Mittal VA, Dean DJ, Pelletier A, Caligiuri M. Associations between spontaneous 

movement abnormalities and psychotic-like experiences in the general 

population. Schizophr Res. 2011;132(2-3):194-6. 

doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2011.06.028  

71. Mittal VA, Smolen A, Dean DJ, Pelletier AL, Lunsford-Avery J, Smith A. BDNF 

Val66Met and spontaneous dyskinesias in non-clinical psychosis. Schizophr 

Res. 2012;140(1-3):65-70. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2012.06.018 

72. Mittal VA, Dean, DJ, Pelletier A. Dermatoglyphic asymmetries and fronto-

striatal dysfunction in young adults reporting non-clinical psychosis. Acta 

Psychiatr Scand. 2012;126(4):290-7. doi: 10.1111/j.1600-0447.2012.01869.x 

73. Pelletier AL, Dean DJ, Lunsford-Avery JR, Smith AK, Orr JM, Gupta T, et al. 

Emotion recognition and social/role dysfunction in non-clinical psychosis. 

Schizophr Res. 2013;143(1):70-3. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2012.10.039 

74. Mittal VA, Dean DJ, Pelletier A. Internet addiction, reality substitution and 

longitudinal changes in psychotic-like experiences in young adults. Early 

Interv Psychiatry. 2013;7(3):261-9. doi: 10.1111/j.1751-7893.2012.00390.x 

75. de Girolamo G, Dagani J, Purcell R, Cocchi A, McGorry PD. Age of onset of 

mental disorders and use of mental health services: needs, opportunities and 

obstacles. Epidemiol Psychiatr Sci. 2012;21(1):47-57. 

76. Østby Y, Walhovd KB, Tamnes CK, Grydeland H, Westlye LT, Fjell, AM. Mental 

time travel and default-mode network functional connectivity in the 

developing brain. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2012;109(42):16800-4. 

77. Peters BD, Ikuta T, DeRosse P, John M, Burdick KE, Gruner P, et al. Age-related 

differences in white matter tract microstructure are associated with cognitive 

performance from childhood to adulthood. Biol Psychiatry. 2014;75(3):248-56. 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 34 of 39 

78. Koenig HG, Meador KG, Cohen HJ, Blazer DG. Self-rated depression scales and 

screening for major depression in the older hospitalized patient with medical 

illness. J Am Geriatr Soc. 1988;36(8):699-706. 

79. LePage JP, Mogge NL, Garcia-Rea EA. Detecting random responding using the 

Assessment of Depression Inventory: a brief screening measure of 

depression. Depress Anxiety. 2009;26(6):592-5. doi: 10.1002/da.20397 

80. Loewy RL, Bearden CE, Johnson JK, Raine A, Cannon TD. The prodromal 

questionnaire (PQ): preliminary validation of a self-report screening measure 

for prodromal and psychotic syndromes. Schizophr Res. 2005;79(1):117-25. 

81. Miller TJ, Cicchetti D, Markovich PJ, McGlashan TH, Woods SW. The SIPS 

screen: A brief self-report screen to detect the schizophrenia prodrome. 

Schizophr Res. 2004;70:78. 

82. Heinimaa M, Salokangas RK, Ristkari T, Plathin M, Huttunen J, Ilonen T, et al. 

PROD-screen--a screen for prodromal symptoms of psychosis. Int J Methods 

Psychiatr Res. 2003;12(2):92-104. 

83. Grano N, Karjalainen M, Itkonen A, Anto J, Edlund V, Heinimaa M, et al. 

Differential results between self-report and interview-based ratings of risk 

symptoms of psychosis. Early Interv Psychiatry. 2011;5(4):309-14. 

doi: 10.1111/j.1751-7893.2011.00266.x 

84. Bernstein EM, Putnam FW. Development, reliability, and validity of a 

dissociation scale. J Nerv Ment Dis. 1986;174:727-35. 

85. Kohout FJ, Berkman LF, Evans DA, Cornoni-Huntley J. Two shorter forms of 

the CES-D depression symptoms index. J Aging Health. 1993;5(2):179-193.  

86. Roberts RE, Vernon SW, Rhoades HM. Effects of language and ethnic status on 

reliability and validity of the Center for Epidemiologic Studies-Depression 

Scale with psychiatric patients. J Nerv Ment Dis. 1989;177:581-92. 

87. Bieling PJ, Antony MM, Swinson RP. The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, Trait 

version: structure and content re-examined. Behav Res Ther. 1998;36(7-

8):777-88. 

88. Rule WR, Traver MD. Test-retest reliabilities of State-Trait Anxiety Inventory 

in a stressful social analogue situation. J Pers Assess. 1983;47(3):276-7. 

doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa4703_8 

89. Peterson RA, Reiss RL. The anxiety sensitivity index: construct validity and 

factor analytic structure. J Anxiety Disord. 1987;1(2):117-21. 

90. Mattick RP, Clarke JC. Development and validation of measures of social 

phobia scrutiny fear and social interaction anxiety. Behav Res Ther. 

1998;36(4):455-70. 

91. Youngstrom EA, Frazier TW, Demeter C, Calabrese JR, Findling RL. Developing 

a 10-item mania scale from the Parent General Behavior Inventory for 

children and adolescents. J Clin Psychiatry. 2008;69(5):831. 

92. Gjerde PF. Alternative pathways to chronic depressive symptoms in young 

adults: gender differences in developmental trajectories. Child Dev. 

1995;66(5):1277-300. 

93. Reichart CG, van der Ende J, Wals M, Hillegers MH, Nolen WA, Ormel J, et al. 

The use of the GBI as predictor of bipolar disorder in a population of 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 35 of 39 

adolescent offspring of parents with a bipolar disorder. J Affect Disord. 

2005;89(1-3):147-55. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2005.09.007 

94. Klein DN, Dickstein S, Taylor EB, Harding K. Identifying chronic affective 

disorders in outpatients: validation of the General Behavior Inventory. J 

Consult Clin Psychol. 1989;57(1):106. 

95. Katsanis J, Iacono WG, Beiser M, Lacey L. Clinical correlates of anhedonia and 

perceptual aberration in first-episode patients with schizophrenia and 

affective disorder. J Abnorm Psychol. 1992;101(1):184. 

96. Allen JJ, Chapman LJ, Chapman JP, Vuchetich JP, Frost LA. Prediction of 

psychoticlike symptoms in hypothetically psychosis-prone college students. J 

Abnorm Psychol. 1987;96(2):83. 

97. Lenzenweger, MF, Moldin SO. Discerning the latent structure of hypothetical 

psychosis proneness through admixture analysis. Psychiatry Res. 

1990;33(3):243-57. 

98. Gard DE, Gard MG, Kring AM, John OP. Anticipatory and consummatory 

components of the experience of pleasure: A scale development study. J Res 

Pers. 2006;40(6):1086-102.  

99. Favrod J, Ernst F, Giuliani F, Bonsack C. Validation of the Temporal 

Experience of Pleasure Scale (TEPS) in a French-speaking environment. 

Encephale. 2009;35(3):241-8. doi: 10.1016/j.encep.2008.02.013 

100. Strauss GP, Wilbur RC, Warren KR, August SM, Gold JM. Anticipatory vs. 

consummatory pleasure: what is the nature of hedonic deficits in 

schizophrenia? Psychiatry Res. 2011;187(1-2):36-41. 

doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2011.01.012 

101. Gard DE, Gard MG, Mehta N, Kring AM, Patrick CJ. Impact of motivational 

salience on affect modulated startle at early and late probe times. Int J 

Psychophysiol. 2007;66(3):266-70. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2007.05.005 

102. Buysse DJ, Reynolds CF III, Monk TH, Berman SR, Kupfer DJ. The Pittsburgh 

Sleep Quality Index: a new instrument for psychiatric practice and research. 

Psychiatry Res. 1989;28(2):193-213. 

103. Lunsford-Avery JR, Orr JM, Gupta T, Pelletier-Baldelli A, Dean DJ, Smith Watts 

AK, et al. Sleep dysfunction and thalamic abnormalities in adolescents at ultra 

high-risk for psychosis. Schizophr Res. 2013;151(1-3):148-53. 

doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2013.09.015 

104. Maxwell E. The Family Interview for Genetic Studies (FIGS). Bethesda (US): 

National Institute of Mental Health; 1992. 

105. Vandiver BJ, Cross WE, Worrell FC, Fhagen-Smith PE. Validating the Cross 

Racial Identity Scale. J Couns Psychol. 2002;49(1):71.  

106. Blake DD, Weathers FW, Nagy LM, Kaloupek DG, Gusman FD, Charney DS, et 

al. The development of a Clinician-Administered PTSD Scale. J Trauma Stress. 

1995;8(1):75-90. 

107. Gray MJ, Litz BT, Hsu JL, Lombardo TW. Psychometric properties of the life 

events checklist. Assessment. 2004;11(4):330-41. 

doi: 10.1177/1073191104269954 

108. Fisher HL, Schreier A, Zammit S, Maughan B, Munafo MR, Lewis G, et al. 

Pathways between childhood victimization and psychosis-like symptoms in 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 36 of 39 

the ALSPAC birth cohort. Schizophr Bull. 2013;39(5):1045-55. 

doi: 10.1093/schbul/sbs088 

109. Read J, van Os J, Morrison AP, Ross CA. Childhood trauma, psychosis and 

schizophrenia: a literature review with theoretical and clinical implications. 

Acta Psychiatr Scand. 2005;112(5):330-50. doi: 10.1111/j.1600-

0447.2005.00634.x 

110. Bernstein DP, Fink L, Handelsman L, Foote J, Lovejoy M, Wenzel K, et al. Initial 

reliability and validity of a new retrospective measure of child abuse and 

neglect. Am J Psychiatry. 1994;151:1132-6. 

111. Bernstein DP, Fink L. Childhood trauma questionnaire: A retrospective self-

report: Manual. Orlando (US): Psychological Corporation; 1998. 

112. Cohen S, Kamarck T, Mermelstein R. A global measure of perceived stress. J 

Health Soc Behav. 1983;385-96. 

113. Cohen S. Psychosocial models of the role of social support in the etiology of 

physical disease. Health Psychol. 1988;7(3):269. 

114. Cohen S, Tyrrell DA, Smith AP. Negative life events, perceived stress, negative 

affect, and susceptibility to the common cold. J Pers Soc Psychol. 

1993;64(1):131. 

115. Hewitt PL, Flett GL, Mosher SW. The Perceived Stress Scale—Factor Structure 

and Relation to Depression Symptoms in a Psychiatric Sample. J Psychopathol 

Behav. 1992;14(3):247-57.  

116. Palmier-Claus JE, Dunn G, Lewis SW. Emotional and symptomatic reactivity 

to stress in individuals at ultra-high risk of developing psychosis. Psychol 

Med. 2012;42(5):1003-12.doi: 10.1017/S0033291711001929 

117. Horan WP, Brown SA, Blanchard JJ. Social anhedonia and schizotypy: the 

contribution of individual differences in affective traits, stress, and coping. 

Psychiatry Res. 2007;149(1-3):147-56. doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2006.06.002 

118. Mondelli V, Dazzan P, Hepgul N, Di Forti M, Aas M, DʼAlbenzio A, et al. 

Abnormal cortisol levels during the day and cortisol awakening response in 

first-episode psychosis: the role of stress and of antipsychotic treatment. 

Schizophr Res. 2010;116(2-3):234-42. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2009.08.013 

119. Krieger N, Smith K, Naishadham D, Hartman C, Barbeau EM. Experiences of 

discrimination: validity and reliability of a self-report measure for population 

health research on racism and health. Soc Sci Med. 2005;61(7):1576-96. 

doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2005.03.006 

120. Anglin DM, Lighty Q, Greenspoon M, Ellman LM. Racial discrimination is 

associated with distressing subthreshold positive psychotic symptoms among 

US urban ethnic minority young adults. Soc Psychiatry Psychiatr Epidemiol. 

2014;49(10):1545-55. doi: 10.1007/s00127-014-0870-8 

121. OʼFarrell TJ, Fals-Stewart W, Murphy M. Concurrent validity of a brief self-

report drug use frequency measure. Addict Behav. 2003;28(2):327-37. 

122. Birchwood M, Smith J, Cochrane R, Wetton S, Copestake S. The Social 

Functioning Scale. The development and validation of a new scale of social 

adjustment for use in family intervention programmes with schizophrenic 

patients. Br J Psychiatry. 1990;157:853-9. 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 37 of 39 

123. Chun CA, Cooper S, Ellman LM. Associations of psychotic-like experiences, 

related symptoms, and working memory with functioning. Eur Psychiatry. 

2020;63(1):e20. 

124. Endicott J, Nee J, Harrison W, Blumenthal R. Quality of Life Enjoyment and 

Satisfaction Questionnaire: a new measure. Psychopharmacol Bull. 

1993;29:321-6. 

125. Lubben J, Gironda M, Lee A. Refinements to the Lubben Social Network Scale: 

The LSNS-R. Behav Meas Lett. 2002;7(2):2-11. 

126. Wells M. Resilience in older adults living in rural, suburban, and urban areas. 

Online J Rural Nurs Health Care. 2012;10(2):45-54. 

127. Miller TJ, McGlashan TH, Rosen JL, Somjee L, Markovich PJ, Stein K, et al. 

Prospective diagnosis of the initial prodrome for schizophrenia based on the 

Structured Interview for Prodromal Syndromes: preliminary evidence of 

interrater reliability and predictive validity. Am J Psychiatry. 2002;159(5):863-5. 

128. Woods SW, Walsh BC, Addington J, Cadenhead KS, Cannon TD, Cornblatt BA, 

et al. Current Status Specifiers for Patients at Clinical High Risk for 

Psychosis. Schizophr Res. 2014;158(1-3):69-75. 

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2014.06.022 

129. Pelletier A, Strauss G, Visser K, Mittal VA. Initial development and preliminary 

psychometric properties of the Prodromal Inventory of Negative Symptoms 

(PINS). Schizophr Res. 2017;189:43-9. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2017.01.055 

130. First MB, Spitzer RL, Gibbon M, Williams JBW. Structured clinical interview 

for DSM-IV Axis I disorders. Washington, DC (US): American Psychiatric Press; 

1995. 

131. Steiner JL, Tebes JK, Sledge WH, Walker ML. A comparison of the structured 

clinical interview for DSM-III-R and clinical diagnoses. J Nerv Ment Dis. 

1995;183:365-9. 

132. Lezak MD, Howieson DB, Bigler ED, Tranel D. Neuropsychological 

Assessment, 5th ed. Oxford (UK): Oxford University Press; 2012. 

133. Moore TM, Reise SP, Gur RE, Hakonarson H, Gur RC. Psychometric Properties 

of the Penn Computerized Neurocognitive Battery. Neuropsychology. 

2015;29(2):235.doi: 10.1037/neu0000093 

134. Embretson SE, Reise SP. Item response theory for psychologists. Mahwah (US): 

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates; 2000. 

135. Embretson SE. The new rules of measurement. Psychol Assess. 1996;8(4):341. 

136. Lord FM. Applications of item response theory to practical testing problems. 

London (UK): Routledge; 1980. 

137. Reise SP, Waller NG. Fitting the two-parameter model to personality data: The 

parameterization of the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire. Appl 

Psychol Meas. 1990;14(1):45-58. 

138. Reckase MD. The past and future of multidimensional item response theory. 

Appl Psychol Meas. 1997;21(1):25-36. 

139. Jennrich RI, Bentler PM. Exploratory bi-factor analysis. Psychometrika. 

2011;76(4):537-49. 

140. Muthén B, Asparouhov T. Item response modeling in Mplus: a multi-

dimensional, multi-level, and multi-timepoint example. In: Handbook of Item 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 38 of 39 

Response Theory: Models, Statistical Tools, and Applications; 2013. p. 1-29. 

Available from: https://www.statmodel.com/download/IRT1Version2.pdf. 

Accessed 2020 Aug 10. 

141. Jennrich RI, Bentler PM. Exploratory bi-factor analysis: The oblique case. 

Psychometrika. 2012;77(3):442-54. 

142. McLachlan GJ, Peel D. Finite mixture models. Hoboken (NJ, US): John Wiley & 

Sons; 2004. 

143. Nylund KL, Asparoutiov T, Muthen BO. Deciding on the number of classes in 

latent class analysis and growth mixture modeling: A Monte Carlo simulation 

study. Struct Equ Modeling. 2007;14(4):535-69. 

144. Streiner DL, Norman GR, Cairney J. Health measurement scales: a practical 

guide to their development and use. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2014. 

145. Lemon SC, Roy J, Clark MA, Friedmann PD, Rakowski W. Classification and 

regression tree analysis in public health: methodological review and 

comparison with logistic regression. Ann Behav Med. 2003;26(3):172-81. 

146. Zhang H, Singer B. Recursive partitioning in the health sciences. Statistics for 

biology and health. New York (US): Springer; 1999. 

147. Breiman L, Freidman JH, Olshen RA, Stone CJ. Classification and regression 

trees. Wadsworth (OH, US): Wadsworth International; 1984. 

148. Stone M. Asymptotics for and against cross-validation. Biometrika. 

1977;64(1):29-35. 

149. Efron B, Tibshirani R. Improvements on cross-validation: the 632+ bootstrap 

method. J Am Stat Assoc. 1997;92(438):548-60. 

150. Styerberg EW, Harrell FE, Bosboom GJJM, Eijkemans MJC, Vergouwe Y, 

Habbema JDF. Internal validation of predictive models: efficiency of some 

procedures for logistic regression analysis. J Clin Epidemiology. 

2001;54(8):774-81. 

151. Zweig MH, Campbell G. Receiver Operating Characteristic (Roc) Plots—a 

Fundamental Evaluation Tool in Clinical Medicine. Clin Chem. 1993;39(4):561-77. 

152. Little RJ. A test of missing completely at random for multivariate data with 

missing values. J Am Stat Assoc. 1988;83(404):1198-202. 

153. Reise SP, Yu J. Parameter recovery in the graded response model using 

MULTILOG. J Educ Meas. 1990;27(2):133-44. 

154. Millman ZB, Rakhshan Rouhakhtar PJ, DeVylder JE, Smith ME, Phalen PL, 

Woods SW, et al. Evidence for differential predictive performance of the 

prime screen between black and white help-seeking youths. Psychiatr Serv. 

2019;70(10):907-914. 

155. Rakhshan Rouhakhtar PJ, Pitts SC, Schiffman J. Associations between race, 

discrimination, community violence, traumatic life events, and psychosis-like 

experiences in a sample of college students. J Clin Med. 2019;8(10):1573. 

156. Rouhakhtar PR, Pitts SC, Millman ZB, Andorko ND, Redman S, Wilson C, et al. 

The impact of age on the validity of psychosis-risk screening in a sample of 

help-seeking youth. Psychiatry Res. 2019;274:30-35. 
  

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019


 
Journal of Psychiatry and Brain Science 39 of 39 

157. Schiffman J, Ellman LM, Mittal VA. Individual differences and psychosis-risk 

screening: Practical suggestions to improve the scope and quality of early 

identification. Front Psychiatry. 2019;10:6. 

 

 

How to cite this article: 

Ellman LM, Schiffman J, Mittal VA. Community Psychosis Risk Screening: An Instrument Development Investigation. 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

J Psychiatry Brain Sci. 2020;5:e200019. https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019 

https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019
https://doi.org/10.20900/jpbs.20200019

