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Abstract
Background: When studying health-related quality of life (QOL), disease-

specific instruments have the advantage of measuring the unique effects of
particular medical conditions. Almost every disease-specific QOL instrument
uses its own metric, and measures QOL in its own content areas. The
unfortunate result is that scores from different disease-specific QOL
instruments cannot be compared. In contrast, the seven-item Quality of Life
Disease Impact Scale (QDIS-7) has response choices on only one scale (one
metric) and its content is standardized. Thus, the QDIS-7 should allow disease-
specific QOL to be compared across different diseases. We therefore tested
whether, unlike scores from the traditional mutually-incompatible metrics,
those from the single-metric QDIS-7 are comparable across diseases.

Methods: Responses to the QDIS-7 questions (regarding global QOL, physical
functioning, role functioning, social functioning, vitality, mental health, and
health outlook) were used to compute a single score, based on an item-response
model. When the QDIS-7 was completed by respondents with different
diseases, the content of the question-items was the same, and the only
difference was the name of the disease to which the respondents explicitly
attributed any impact on their QOL. In an online survey, 2,627 adults who had
sought care for headache, low-back pain, asthma, or diabetes, each responded
to the QDIS-7 and to a previously-validated disease-specific QOL instrument
(“legacy scale”) that was developed to measure QOL in their specific disease.
We examined the slopes from four regressions of legacy-scale scores on QDIS-7
scores. Similarity of those slopes would support the hypothesis that the QDIS-7
enables quantitative comparisons of disease-specific QOL across those four
different medical conditions.

Results: For all four groups, the regression-line slopes were nearly the same:
0.12 to 0.14 legacy-scale standard deviations per 1-point difference in QDIS-7
score. Thus, each 10-point difference in QDIS-7 scores is equal to slightly more
than one standard-deviation difference in legacy-scale scores, for all four
groups.

Conclusions: The relationships of score differences on the legacy measures to
score differences on the QDIS-7 (i.e., the slopes) were similar across the four
groups, which is consistent with the idea that the QDIS-7 enables comparisons
of disease-specific QOL across different medical conditions.

350 words
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79 Introduction

80
81  Health-related quality of life (QOL) is generally thought of as either generic or
82  disease-specific. Instruments for measuring generic QOL can provide
83 information not only about patients but also about people who have not been
84  given a diagnosis and are not undergoing medical evaluation or treatment. In
85  contrast, an instrument for measuring disease-specific QOL provides
86  meaningful information only about people who have the specific medical
87  condition for which that instrument was designed. Disease-specific QOL
88  instruments have one important advantage: They are especially sensitive and
89  responsive to the unique effects of particular medical conditions on QOL (1)
90  Dozens, perhaps hundreds (2, 3), of such instruments have been used in
91 research and in daily clinical practice.
92
93  Nonetheless, disease-specific instruments have an important disadvantage:
94  They do not facilitate comparisons across diseases. That disadvantage stems
95  from two facts (a) they differ in the QOL domains (i.e., the content) that they
96 measure, and (b) each instrument measures QOL on its own unique metric: The
97  question-items (i.e., the content) and the response choices used in the Headache
98  Impact Test differ from the question-items and the response choices used in the
99  Asthma Control Test, etc. The result is that disease-specific QOL scores for
100  different diseases are difficult or impossible to compare. These instruments
101  provide no answers to questions about differences in disease-specific QOL
102 across different medical conditions. For example, is the asthma-specific impact
103 on QOL in people with moderately severe asthma greater or less than the
104  diabetes-specific impact on QOL in people with moderately severe diabetes?
105  That question cannot be answered using asthma-specific and diabetes-specific
106  QOL instruments (4, 5), because those instruments measure QOL in different
107  domains (content areas) and on different metrics. Similarly, in a person who has
108  both diabetes and low-back pain, which condition has a greater impact on that
109  person’s disease-specific QOL? As above, that question cannot be answered using
110  diabetes-specific and low-back-pain-specific QOL instruments (5, 6), because
111 those instruments measure QOL in different domains (content areas) and on
112 different metrics.
113
114  Those considerations motivated the construction and testing of the seven-item
115 Quality of Life Disease Impact Scale (QDIS-7) (7, 8). Unlike other disease-
116  specific QOL instruments, the QDIS-7 uses only one set of question items,

117  together with response choices on only one scale, to measure the QOL impact
3
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attributed by the respondent to any namable disease. Its items are sufficiently
homogeneous (or unidimensional) to justify the simplicity of a 1-factor disease-
specific measurement model, which consistently yields highly reliable scores
quantifying QOL impact for different diseases (7, 9). It is also flexible enough to
allow measurement of QOL impact attributed not only to diseases but also to
symptoms, treatments, exposures, etc. Strictly speaking, rather than being

merely disease-specific, the QDIS-7 is attribution-specific.

The QDIS-7 is sui generis in two ways. To the best of our knowledge, no other
instrument allows comparisons of disease-specific QOL impacts between
individuals with different health conditions, and no other instrument allows
comparisons of disease-specific QOL impacts of different health conditions

within a single individual.

Given the potential advantages of the QDIS-7 over the many disease-specific
measures of QOL that are already in widespread use (i.e., “legacy” measures),
and also given the increasing prevalence and importance of multimorbidity in
rapidly aging populations, this new instrument has the potential to be useful
worldwide for multiple purposes. Proliferation of the QDIS-7 will require
further evidence that it can be used to quantify the disease-specific magnitudes
of QOL impact across diseases in meaningfully comparable standardized units

of QOL, in various social-cultural contexts.

With that in mind, we compared the QDIS-7 with legacy measures of disease-
specific QOL in people with headache, low-back pain, asthma, and diabetes,
and we tested whether the disease-specific QOL impacts of those four different

medical conditions could be quantified on a single metric.

Methods
Participants, and minimization of potential bias

For this cross-sectional-study, the participants were in four online panels.
Because these QOL data come from self-reports, bias might have been
introduced if the participants’ identities were known to the researchers, and
particularly if their identities were known to people involved in their health
care. Those possibilities were minimized by having a third-party survey-
research company (Cross Marketing Inc.) assemble the online panels, collect the

data, and anonymize the data to ensure that the researchers did not know the
4
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participants’ identities, and that the participants identities were also not known
to anyone involved in their health care. The anonymization procedures were
described in the informed-consent document that was distributed to all
participants. The survey-research company also ensured that in this online

survey there were no missing data.

The research was planned to include women and men aged 16-84 years of age.
Balancing budgetary constraints against the need to acquire enough data for
valid and reliable comparisons and psychometric tests, each of the four online
panels had at least 500 participants. Each panel comprised people who reported
having sought care for one of four medical conditions: headache, low-back pain,

asthma, or diabetes. Basic demographic information is in Table 1.
The QDIS-7

The QDIS-7 is uniquely flexible and adaptable because of the structure of its
question-items and the uniformity of its response choices (7, 8, 10). Briefly, each
question-item refers to one aspect of the respondents” QOL, and it asks the
respondents to rate the QOL impact that they attribute to a named condition. To
do that, each question-item uses a fill-in-the-attribution (fill-in-the-condition)
structure. For example, one of the QDIS-7 question-items is “In the past 4
weeks, how often did [CONDITION] limit your usual social activities with
family, friends, or others close to you?”. For participants who have headache,
[CONDITION] is replaced with “headache”. For those who have diabetes,
[CONDITION] is replaced with “diabetes”, etc. (7). Translation and
psychometric testing of the QDIS-7 are described in Appendix 1.

Disease-specific QOL instruments for each of the medical conditions studied

After responding to the QDIS-7, each participant also responded to a well-
established (i.e., “legacy”) disease-specific instrument for the medical condition
that they reported having: Those with headache responded to the 6-item
Headache Impact Test (HIT6 (11, 12)), those with low-back pain responded to
the 24-item Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire (RDQ (6, 13)), those with
asthma responded to the 5-item Asthma Control Test (ACT (4, 14)), and those
with diabetes responded to the 20-item Problem Areas In Diabetes scale (PAID
(5, 15)).
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196  Analyses

197

198  The QDIS-7 scores reported here are norm-based. Norm-based scoring began
199  with a sample of the population of Japan. That sample was recruited and

200  studied separately from the present study’s participants described above. The
201  methods used to derive the norm-based scores are described in Appendix 2.
202

203  For each of the four groups, we computed the norm-based QDIS-7 scores and
204  the scores on the applicable legacy disease-specific measure (i.e., HIT6, RDQ,
205 ACT, or PAID). For the legacy disease-specific measures, scores were computed
206  as previously reported for each instrument (4-6, 11). For all further

207  computations, we reverse-scored the ACT, so that higher ACT scores would
208  indicate stronger impact of disease. That gave the QDIS-7 scores and all four
209  legacy scores the same directionality, which simplifies comparisons. Readers
210  who are familiar with the ACT should keep that reverse-scoring in mind when
211  reading this report.

212

213 We computed Pearson’s r for each of the four groups, to quantify the strength
214  of the associations between legacy-scale scores and QDIS-7 scores. We also

215  computed internal-consistency reliability (alpha) and examined the frequency
216  distributions of legacy-scale and QDIS-7 scores..

217

218  One important question is whether the QDIS-7 indeed allows the disease-

219 specific QOL impact of different medical conditions to be quantified on the
220  same scale. To answer that question, we hypothesized that the differences in
221  legacy scores associated with a unit difference in QDIS-7 scores are consistent
222 across the four groups. Testing that hypothesis required computing the slope of
223 the relationship between legacy scores and QDIS-7 scores for each group, and
224 then comparing those slopes among the four groups. First we standardized the
225  legacy scores within each of the four groups, such that all four distributions of
226  legacy scores had the same mean (i.e., zero) and the same standard deviation
227  (i.e., 1). The legacy scores thus became z scores. Linear regression of those z
228  scores on the norm-based QDIS-7 scores provided the slopes used to test the
229  hypothesis posed above.

230

231  Patient and public involvement

232

233 Neither patients nor the general public were involved in planning or carrying
234 out this study.

235
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236

237  Results

238

239  Participants

240 A total of 2,627 people responded to the QDIS-7 and to one of the legacy

241  instruments. Table 1 shows the numbers of participants in each of the four

242 groups, along with basic demographic information.

243

244  Descriptive statistics

245  The means of legacy QOL measures differ but cannot be meaningfully

246  compared, but all of the QDIS-7 means are on the same metric, so they can be
247  compared. They show that the QOL impacts of the four conditions were, from
248  highest to lowest, low-back pain > headache > asthma > diabetes. The QOL
249  impact of low-back pain was 1.61 standard deviations greater than that of

250  diabetes.

251

252 Correlations, reliability, and frequency distributions (Figure 1, Table 1)

253 Correlations: The correlations (Pearson’s r) between QDIS-7 scores and legacy
254  scale scores ranged from 0.660 to 0.735.

255  Reliability: In all four groups, the alpha of the QDIS-7 scores was at least 0.90.
256  Headache: In the group with headache, the frequency distributions of both
257  HIT6 scores and QDIS-7 scores were approximately normal.

258  Low-back pain: The distribution of RDQ scores was right-skewed. In contrast,
259  the distribution of QDIS-7 scores was closer to normal.

260  Asthma: The ACT scores were very strongly left-skewed (after reverse-scoring),
261  while the QDIS-7 scores were slightly less skewed.

262  Diabetes: Both the PAID scores and the QDIS-7 scores were markedly right-
263 skewed.

264

265 Consistency of the magnitude of relationships between QDIS-7 scores and
266  legacy-scale scores across medical conditions

267  Figure 3 shows the results of linear regression of legacy-scale z scores on norm-
268  based QDIS-7 scores, for the four groups. The slopes of the four regression lines
269  varied over a small range (Table 1): from 0.115 to 0.144 legacy scale standard
270  deviations per 1-point difference in QDIS-7 norm-based score, for all four

271  groups.

272

273
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Discussion
Summary of main findings

Despite the differences in content (i.e., differences in domain coverage) between
the QDIS-7 and the legacy scales studied, the correlations between their scores
were substantial (Table 1), which is consistent with the presence of a large
common underlying disease-specific QOL-impact factor. All of the QDIS-7
scores were highly reliable. For three of the four medical conditions studied, the
frequency distributions of QDIS-7 scores were less skewed than those of the
legacy-scale scores (Figure 2, Table 1). Thus, using the QDIS-7 should simplify
both the interpretation of group-level statistics (mean, standard deviation, etc.)
and the interpretation of individual scores in relation to those group means,
standard deviations, etc. Figure 3 shows a particularly important finding: The
relation between QDIS-7 scores and legacy-scale scores (i.e., the slope) was

consistent across the four medical conditions studied.
Advantages over generic instruments

Using generic health-related QOL tools instead of disease-specific tools entails a
loss of information. For example, if a person has asthma, and that person’s
generic health-related QOL is low, we do not know why it is low. Specifically,
we do not know whether it is low because of their asthma or because of
something else related to their health. With generic health-related QOL tools,
QOL impacts are attributed to physical or mental health in general, not to a
particular, named condition. In contrast, information about QOL impacts
attributed to a particular condition is provided by instruments for measuring
disease-specific QOL, of which the QDIS-7 is one. Furthermore, in people with
multimorbidity, generic health-related QOL tools cannot provide information
about the relative QOL impacts of each of the various comorbid conditions. As
noted above, such information can be acquired only by measuring attribution-
specific QOL, such as with the QDIS-7 (9).

Consistency of the relation between QDIS-7 scores and legacy-scale scores
across diseases (Figure 3)

We also tested the hypothesis that the differences in legacy scores that are
associated with a unit difference in QDIS-7 scores are consistent across the four
groups. The results shown in Figure 3 support that hypothesis. In all four

groups, each 10-point difference in QDIS-7 score was associated with a 1.2-to-
8
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1.4-SD difference in the score on the legacy instrument. That is, the range over
which the regression-line slopes varied was remarkably small. That similarity
among the four slopes has an important implication. It supports the use of a
single scale, the QDIS-7 in norm-score units, instead of the different and

mutually-incompatible legacy scales in their original units.

This might appear to be similar to the standardized mean difference, which
puts different QOL measures on a single scale (16). However, as described in

Appendix 3, that similarity is superficial.

Using the QDIS-7 instead of mutually-incompatible legacy scales also has an
advantage when comparing scores longitudinally. For example, with QDIS-7
scores, a 10-point improvement caused by treatment of headache would be on
the same scale as a 10-point improvement caused by treatment of asthma. Of
course, whether those two 10-point improvements would justify two similar
clinical decisions is a separate question. Relations between QOL and clinical
decisions can be addressed with different methods, such as by computing
minimally important changes (MIC) for each of the diagnoses in question (17,
18), which is beyond the scope of this study.

Using the QDIS-7 to answer new questions

Among disease-specific QOL instruments, the QDIS-7 is uniquely useful. It
allows clinicians, researchers, policy makers, etc., to answer important
questions by making comparisons that were not possible previously. For
example, consider a person who has both diabetes and asthma: Of those two
conditions, which has more impact on that person’s QOL? Neither generic QOL
instruments nor legacy disease-specific QOL instruments can answer that
question, but the QDIS-7 can. Similarly, suppose health-policy researchers
compare a group of people with headache to a group with low-back pain. If
those researchers are interested only in generic QOL, then they can simply use,
for example, the SF-36. But what if they are interested in disease-specific QOL?
That is, what if they ask: In which of those two groups is the disease-specific
impact on QOL greater? Again, such a question cannot be answered either by
using generic QOL instruments or by using legacy disease-specific QOL
instruments, but it can be answered by using the QDIS-7. The results of the
present study offer a concrete example: Which of the four groups had the highest
disease-specific QOL and which had the lowest? And how large was the difference in
disease-specific QOL between those two groups? As noted above, the mean QDIS-7

scores (Table 1) show that the disease-specific impact on QOL was highest for
9
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those with low-back pain and it was lowest for those with diabetes: The mean
QDIS-7 scores in those two groups were 62.6 and 46.5, respectively. (This is
consistent with the fact that all people with low-back pain are symptomatic by
definition, whereas some people with diabetes are asymptomatic.) That
difference is 16.1 points on the QDIS-7 scale. With norm-based scoring, a
difference of 10 points is 1 standard deviation, so a difference of 16.1 points is
1.61 standard deviations. Differences of 1.5 standard deviations are considered
to be very large (19, 20). This answers the two questions posed above (in italics),
and it illustrates how the QDIS-7 can be used to answer questions about

disease-specific QOL that previously were difficult or impossible to address.
The QDIS-7 is flexible and adaptable

Unlike generic QOL instruments, the QDIS-7 was constructed to be used
primarily with data from people who have a known diagnosis. In that sense, it
is similar to legacy disease-specific instruments. Going beyond that similarity,
the QDIS-7 can be used to measure not only the QOL effects of any specifiable
disease, but also those of almost any other namable status or condition to which
an impact on QOL might be attributed. Its unique fill-in-the-attribution
structure should make the QDIS-7 more flexible and adaptable than any other
QOL instrument of which we are aware. Specifically, in addition to measuring
the impact of diseases, the QDIS-7 can also measure the impact of symptoms
(headache and low-back pain in the present study), treatments (21, 22),
exposures (23, 24), and any other specifiable (25) status or condition that might
affect regular daily physical, psychological, or social functioning. Applications
of the QDIS-7 may include QOL associated with environmental pollution,
healthcare workers” QOL, maternal postpartum QOL, and caregivers’ QOL, (23,
24, 26-34). None of those examples is a disease, but the QDIS-7 can be used to
quantify the specific impact of each one on QOL, using the same metric as for

asthma, diabetes, etc.

Furthermore, de novo development and testing of patient-reported outcome
measures can be very time-consuming and resource-intensive. In the presence
of new and emerging medical conditions, new disease-specific QOL
instruments suddenly become needed, as occurred during the COVID-19
pandemic (26, 35). In such situations, the QDIS-7 could be adapted to meet

those new needs quickly and easily.

10
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392  Summary of the main advantage of the QDIS-7

393

394  Both the QDIS-7 and legacy disease-specific QOL measures have the advantage
395  of being particularly sensitive to disease-specific impacts on QOL. For legacy
396 measures, that advantage comes with an important limitation: Impacts on QOL
397  cannot be compared across diseases. The QDIS-7 has no such limitation. The
398  QDIS-7’s unique advantage is that it allows quantitative comparisons of

399  attribution-specific impacts on QOL across diseases, exposures, symptoms,

400 treatments, etc.

401

402 Limitations, and directions for further research

403

404  First, we used only one legacy disease-specific measure for each of the four

405  disease groups studied, but some diseases have many legacy disease-specific
406  QOL instruments, which might vary in their relationship to the QDIS-7.

407  Second, we studied only four medical conditions. Those four were chosen in
408  anticipation of using them in future work comparing QDIS-7 scores across

409  countries, and because they are commonly encountered in primary care

410  settings, and also because they are relatively likely to affect QOL (unlike, for
411  example, hypertension). Useful insights could certainly come from comparing
412 QDIS-7 scores in a larger group of medical conditions.

413 Third, as noted above, the QDIS-7 is uniquely appropriate for standardizing
414  attribution-specific QOL in people with more than one medical condition. More
415  work is needed on the usefulness of the QDIS-7 in people with multimorbitiies.
416  In that regard, recent cross-sectional (9) and longitudinal (25) studies have

417  shown that people with multimorbitiies can distinguish between the impacts of
418  each of their conditions on QOL.

419  Fourth, although this study was cross-sectional, disease-specific instruments are
420  particularly responsive to changes over time (10, 36, 37). The comparative

421  responsiveness of the QDIS-7, legacy instruments, and generic instruments is a
422 topic for future study.

423 Fifth, as noted above, answering questions regarding clinical interpretation and
424 clinical decisions requires data on the MICs of QDIS-7 scores (17, 18).

425

426

427  Conclusion

428

429  For measuring disease-specific QOL (in fact, attribution-specific QOL), the

430  QDIS-7 has an important advantage over legacy tools. It is the only QOL

431  measure we know of that uses a single metric to quantify the QOL impact
11
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attributed to specific diseases, symptoms, treatments, exposures, etc. It enables,
for the first time, quantitative comparisons across different attributions. Using
the QDIS-7, researchers and clinicians can now answer questions that

previously were difficult or impossible to address.

Ethics review, funding, reporting, and availability

On August 21, 2020, the plan for this study (201611-3) was approved by the
Institutional Review Board of the the Institute for Health Outcomes and Process
Evaluation Research (iHope: <http:/ /www.i-hope.jp/>). Funding for parts of
this study came from the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and
Technology of Japan, through the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science
(18H03024). We used the STROBE checklist for cross-sectional studies when
writing this report (38). The QDIS-7 is available after registration through

<gol@qualitest.jp>. It is available royalty-free for academic users.
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Figure legends

Figure 1.
Scatterplots showing the relationships between the norm-based scores on the

QDIS-7 and the scores on the four legacy disease-specific scales.

Figure 2.
Frequency distributions of the norm-based scores on the QDIS-7 and the scores

on the four legacy disease-specific scales.

Figure 3.

Results of regression of legacy-scale z scores on norm-based QDIS-7 scores. The
slopes of the regression lines varied from 0.115 to 0.144 legacy score standard
deviations per 1-point difference in norm-based QDIS-7 score. Confidence

intervals of the slopes are in Table 1.
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652  Table 1. Summary information on participants and disease-specific quality-of-life impact measures of four different medical

653  conditions

Name of condition Headache Low-back pain Asthma Diabetes
Number of

. 769 733 611 514
participants

(257, 512) (462, 271) (345, 266) (450, 64)

(Women. Men)
Mean & SD of

. 489,104 58.2,11.7 571,121 63.4,9.1
participants” age
Name of tool HIT62 | QDIS-7b RDQ | QDIS-7 ACTe QDIS-7 PAID QDIS-7
Range of possible

36-78 41-68 0-24 41-68 5-25 41-68 0-100 41-68
scores
Mean 57.9 53.7 7.12 62.6 10.4 47.8 26.8 46.5
Standard deviation 7.31 5.08 5.51 5.68 4.58 5.51 233 5.64
Skewnessd -0.18 0.12 0.68 0.44 0.83 0.82 0.81 1.43
Reliabilitye 0.88 0.90 0.89 0.92 0.79 0.91 0.97 0.92
Pearson’s r, and its
. 0.735 0.660 0.666 0.665
95% confidence
0.701 to 0.766 0.617 to 0.699 0.620 to 0.708 0.614 to 0.710
intervalf
Regression-line slope,
0.144 0.115 0.120 0.117
and its 95%
0.134 to 0.153 0.106 to 0.125 0.109 to 0.131 0.106 to 0.129

confidence intervals
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a. HIT6: the 6-item Headache Impact Test. QDIS-7: the 7-item Quality of Life Disease Impact Scale. RDQ: the Roland-Morris
Disability Questionnaire. ACT: the Asthma Control Test. PAID: the Problem Areas In Diabetes scale.

b. All QDIS-7 scores are based on Japan national-norm data.

c. The ACT was reverse-scored, so that higher ACT scores would indicate stronger impact of disease. That gave the QDIS-7
scores and all four legacy-scale scores the same directionality, to simplify comparisons. Readers who are familiar with the
ACT should keep that reverse-scoring in mind when reading this report.

d. For normal distributions, the coefficient of skewness is zero. Greater positive or negative deviations from zero indicate
more skewness.

e. Internal-consistency reliability (coefficient alpha).

f. Correlations (Pearson’s r) of norm-based QDIS-7 scores with scores from legacy disease-specific instruments, and the 95%
confidence intervals of those correlation coefficients.

g. Coefficients (slopes of the lines) of the regressions of legacy-scale z scores on norm-based QDIS-7 scores, and the 95%
confidence intervals of those slopes. The units of the slopes are legacy-score standard deviations per 1-point difference in
norm-based QDIS-7 score.
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Appendix 1
Translation of the QDIS-7 into Japanese, and initial psychometric
testing

The Japanese-language version of the QDIS-7 resulted from the
commonly-used procedure of multiple forward translations, reconciliation,
back-translation, and consultation with the developer of the original (English-
language) version. The translators involved in the forward translations were
native speakers of Japanese. Working independently, their goal was to produce
a version of the QDIS-7 that would use colloquial language and would be easily
understood by adults whose native language was Japanese.

All but one of the response choices in the original (English-language)
version had been used in other QOL instruments for which Japanese-language
versions already existed. In those cases, the Japanese-language version of the
QDIS-7 included Japanese-language response choices that were already being
used successfully in other QOL instruments.

The translator involved in the back-translation was a native speaker of
English. The back-translated version was used in consultations with the
developer of the original (English-language) version.

Initial psychometric evaluation of the QDIS-7 involved factor analysis,
computation of internal-consistency reliability, and criterion-related validation
testing. Quantitative details have been reported (21), and the overall findings
are summarized here. The results of factor analysis confirmed the QDIS-7’s
hypothesized unidimensionality: More than half of the variance was explained
by the first factor, and all of the factor loadings were high. Internal-consistency
reliability of QDIS-7 scores was also high (21), as it was in the present study
(Table 1).

Criterion-based validation testing showed that, as hypothesized for a
disease-specific QOL instrument, in patients who had chronic kidney disease
(CKD) the sensitively of the QDIS-7 to CKD stage was greater than that of a
generic QOL instrument (21).
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702  Appendix 2

703  Norm-based scoring

704  Norm-based scoring began with data from 3,131 people in an age-and-gender-
705  stratified representative sample of the population of Japan.

706 It is important to note that these were not the people in the four groups
707  in the main study. That is, they were not the people who provided the data

708  used to make Table 1 and Figures 1, 2, and 3.

709 Among those 3,131 people, 2,659 reported having at least one of the 41
710  medical conditions listed below. The QDIS-7 scores of those 2,659 people were

711  used as the basis for the norm-based scoring.

712 1. Hypertension

713 2. Myocardial infarction experienced in the past year

714 3. Congestive heart failure or cardiomegaly

715 4. Diabetes or high blood sugar

716 5. Angina pectoris

717 6. Stroke or other cerebrovascular disorders

718 7. Cancer (excluding skin cancer)

719 8. Asthma

720 9. Hypothyroidism or diseases causing thyroid dysfunction
721 10. Chronic allergy or sinusitis

722 11. Atopic dermatitis (eczema)

723 12. Chronic skin diseases other than atopic dermatitis

724 13. Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD)

725 14. Kidney disease

726 15. Rheumatoid arthritis

727 16. Connective tissue diseases (systemic lupus erythematosus, scleroderma,

728 etc.)

729 17. Osteoarthritis or degenerative joint disease

730 18. Osteoporosis

731 19. Stomach ulcers, gastritis, duodenitis, or other gastric diseases
732 20. Hepatitis B or hepatitis C

733 21. Irritable bowel syndrome

734 22. Inflammatory bowel disease (ulcerative colitis, Crohn's disease)
735 23. Obesity

736 24. Anemia

737 25. Depression
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738 26. Chronic fatigue syndrome

739 27. Migraine

740 28. Headaches other than migraine

741 29. Prostate enlargement

742 30. Erectile dysfunction (ED)

743 31. Gynecological diseases (uterus, ovaries, etc.)

744 32. Seasonal allergies such as hay fever

745 33. Chronic back pain or sciatica

746 34. Difficulty or inability to see even with glasses or contact lenses

747 35. Difficulty or inability to hear in one or both ears

748 36. Problems with upper or lower limbs (amputation, paralysis, weakness,
749 etc.)

750 37. Joint problems in the ankle or toes

751 38. Joint problems in the hip or knee

752 39. Urinary problems such as urinary incontinence or difficulty urinating
753 40. Shoulder pain or inflammation

754 41. Coldness in the back or legs

755

756 Participants who reported having more than one of those 41 medical

757  conditions were asked which one had the greatest effect on their QOL. Then
758  they responded to the QDIS-7 with regard to that one medical condition.

759 For example, suppose a participant reported having both asthma and
760  diabetes, and also reported that, of those two medical conditions, asthma had
761  the greater effect on their QOL. In that case, the participant would respond to
762 the QDIS-7 items in asthma-specific form.

763 The result was a set of QDIS-7 data with attributions to various medical
764  conditions, from 2,659 people.

765 Using those data and a 2-parameter partial-credit model based on item-
766  response theory, we computed the mean 0 of each of the five response

767  categories, for each of the QDIS-7 question items.

768 Because of the nature of the item-response model, for each QDIS-7 item
769  the mean of the five responses’ locations was 0 and the standard deviation was
770 1. Those were transformed to 50 and 10, respectively, and then the mean of the
771 seven QDIS-7 items was the norm-based QDIS-7 score. Thus, each 1-point

772  difference in norm-based QDIS-7 scores is a difference of 0.1 standard

773  deviations.
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774  Appendix 3

775  Differences between norm-based QDIS-7 scores and the

776  standardized mean difference

777  The QDIS-7 might appear to be similar to the standardized mean difference

778  (SMD) (15), because both Figure 3 and the SMD put different QOL measures on
779  asingle scale, but that similarity is superficial. The SMD is commonly used in
780  meta-analyses, to combine results from different studies that “all assess the

781  same outcome, but measure it in a variety of ways” (16). Its denominator is the
782  standard deviation of a specified outcome among the participants in the studies
783  being meta-analyzed. In contrast, norm-based QDIS-7 scores are derived not
784  from a group with a particular disease, but from the chronically-ill population
785 as a whole (Appendix 2). The QDIS-7 quantifies QOL impact in attribution-

786  specific population-based units, rather than in units based on a particular set of
787  previously-published studies. Furthermore, using the SMD in meta-analyses
788  assumes that the difference being quantified is between two measurements of
789  the same domain. In contrast, the QDIS-7 is unidimensional (7, 21), so issues

790  regarding domains do not arise.
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