Health and Quality of Life Outcomes© Schuler et al.; licensee BioMed Central Ltd. 2014
                This article is published under license to BioMed Central Ltd. This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​2.​0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly credited. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://​creativecommons.​org/​publicdomain/​zero/​1.​0/​) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

              

10.1186/1477-7525-12-56

Research

Measurement invariance across chronic conditions: a systematic review and an empirical investigation of the Health Education Impact Questionnaire (heiQ™)

Michael Schuler1  , Gunda Musekamp1  , Jürgen Bengel2  , Sandra Nolte3  , Richard H Osborne4   and Hermann Faller1  
(1)Department of Medical Psychology and Psychotherapy, Medical Sociology and Rehabilitation Sciences Section, University of Würzburg, Klinikstr. 3, D-97070 Wuerzburg, Germany

(2)Department of Psychology, University of Freiburg, Engelbergerstraße 41, D-79085 Freiburg, Germany

(3)Medical Clinic, Department of Psychosomatic Medicine, Charité – Universitätsmedizin Berlin, Charitéplatz 1, D-10117 Berlin, Germany

(4)School of Health & Social Development, Deakin University, Burwood Campus, 221 Burwood Highway, Melbourne, VIC, 3125, Australia

 

 
Michael Schuler (Corresponding author)
Email: m.schuler@uni-wuerzburg.de

 
Gunda Musekamp
Email: g.musekamp@uni-wuerzburg.de

 
Jürgen Bengel
Email: bengel@psychologie.uni-freiburg.de

 
Sandra Nolte
Email: Sandra.Nolte@charite.de

 
Richard H Osborne
Email: richard.osborne@deakin.edu.au

 
Hermann Faller
Email: h.faller@uni-wuerzburg.de



Received: 31 January 2014Accepted: 17 April 2014Published online: 23 April 2014
Abstract
Background
To examine whether lack of measurement invariance (MI) influences mean comparisons among different disease groups, this paper provides (1) a systematic review of MI in generic constructs across chronic conditions and (2) an empirical analysis of MI in the Health Education Impact Questionnaire (heiQ™).

Methods
(1) We searched for studies of MI among different chronic conditions in online databases. (2) Multigroup confirmatory factor analyses were used to study MI among five chronic conditions (orthopedic condition, rheumatism, asthma, COPD, cancer) in the heiQ™ with N = 1404 rehabilitation inpatients. Impact on latent and composite mean differences was examined.

Results
(1) A total of 30 relevant studies suggested that about one in three items lacked MI. However, only four studies examined impact on latent mean differences. Scale means were only affected in one of these three studies. (2) Across the eight heiQ™ scales, seven scales had items with lack of MI in at least one disease group. However, in only two heiQ™ scales were some latent or composite mean differences affected.

Conclusions
Lack of MI among disease groups is common and may have a relevant influence on mean comparisons when using generic instruments. Therefore, when comparing disease groups, tests of MI should be implemented. More studies of MI and according impact on mean differences in generic questionnaires are needed.
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Background
Generic questionnaires are based on the idea that important aspects of patients can be described across different chronic conditions. One such instrument, the Health Education Impact Questionnaire (heiQ™), aims to measure proximal outcomes of self-management programs across disease groups on eight disparate constructs, ranging from emotional distress to navigating the healthcare system. Ideally, the measurement properties of generic tools should be stable across disease-related characteristics, a property known as measurement invariance (MI) [1].
MI is often studied among gender, age or ethnic groups [2, 3], but only little is known about MI across different chronic conditions. This paper helps to close this gap in the literature. The main research questions of this paper are, whether non-invariant items in generic questionnaires across different chronic conditions are a common finding and whether non-invariant items influence the validity of substantial statistical analyses with these questionnaires. First, the concept of MI and some important aspects of investigating MI are described. Second, a systematic review of studies that examined MI across different chronic conditions is presented. Third, the paper contains an empirical analysis of MI of the German version of the heiQ™. Results from the systematic review facilitate the interpretation of the results of the heiQ™ MI analyses.
Measurement invariance
MI is the property of a measure being influenced systematically only by the construct that is intended to be measured. That is, no other characteristic of the persons being measured (for example gender or disease group) or the assessment context should have a systematic influence on the measurement results [4]. Therefore, persons with the same level in the construct of interest are expected to have the same numerical values in the measure. If MI does not hold between two or more groups in a measure, estimates of mean differences between these groups [5], correlations with other constructs [3] or selection decisions based on cut-off values [6] may be biased. It may even be questionable whether the instrument measures the same construct among comparison groups [5]. Therefore, MI is regarded as a prerequisite for group comparisons [1, 7].
In the literature, a range of different concepts has been assigned to MI, for example “item bias” or “differential item functioning” (DIF) [4, 7, 8]. Although these concepts differ in some nuances from MI [4, 5], they are used interchangeably for the purposes of this article. Furthermore, different statistical test procedures were developed to examine MI, some of which are based on observable variables, while others are based on latent variable models such as item response theory (IRT) or the common factor model [8, 9]. Most of them follow the “…’matching principle’: systematic group differences in scores on a scale or item are considered as evidence of measurement bias only if group differences in scores remain among individuals who are all matched on the construct or latent variable being measured by the scale or item” ([9], p. S171). When using latent variable models, MI refers to invariant model parameters, e.g. factor loadings or item difficulties [7]. Unfortunately, different statistical methods can lead to different results; a “… true criterion …[to detect violations of MI did not]… stand up” ([10], p. S177). However, three aspects should be taken into account when studying MI: type of parameter [11], magnitude and impact [12].
Type of parameter refers to those parameters that can show DIF [8]. For example, multigroup confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) allows separating and testing different levels of MI, defined by the kind of model parameters that are restricted to be invariant across groups. To establish configural invariance, merely the number of latent variables and assignments of indicators on these latent variables have to be the same in all groups. Metric invariance is defined by invariant factor loadings, while scalar invariance is defined by metric invariance plus invariant intercepts. Finally, strict invariance is defined by additionally invariant residual (co-)variances [1, 11, 13]. If one or more parameters were non-invariant, partial invariance models can be tested, in which only some parameters on each level are restricted to be invariant [14]. At least (partial) scalar invariance has to be established to compare means of latent variables, while (at least partial) strict invariance is needed for mean comparisons in manifest variables to be permissible, e.g. composite scores [15–17]. Notably, in IRT-models, item discrimination parameters and item difficulty parameters can be viewed as counterparts of factor loadings and intercepts in common factor models, respectively [7, 18]. DIF in item difficulty parameters is sometimes labeled “uniform” bias, while DIF in item discrimination parameters is called “non-uniform” bias [8]. DIF in residual variances is not tested in IRT models, as IRT models imply equal residual variances [8].
Magnitude, as defined here, refers to the size of differences in non-invariant parameters between groups, while impact designates the influence of non-invariant parameters on the main research questions, for example on mean differences in composite scores [10, 19]. A researcher may detect a non-invariant factor loading of relevant magnitude (e.g., above 0.2 [20]) in one item of a scale. However, it is still possible that the mean group difference in the composite (scale) score is only marginally affected (small “impact”). The relationship between magnitude and impact is not quite clear. Some studies suggest that, in general, an increase in magnitude increases impact [3, 5, 21]; however, other aspects like the number of items in a scale, direction of invariant parameters, size of other model parameters or type of parameter may moderate this relationship. For example, Steinmetz [5] found that non-invariant intercepts may have a greater impact on mean comparisons compared to non-invariant factor loadings. Chen [3] showed that effects of multiple non-invariant parameters on mean differences may cancel each other out when the direction of invariant parameters is mixed, i.e. some parameter values are higher in the reference group and some are lower [10]. Although a general conclusion regarding the relationship between magnitude and impact is difficult to make, studies of measurement invariance should take both features into account.
In the last 20 years, many studies have been published to test MI in a variety of instruments in the social and health sciences. The majority of these studies examined MI in gender, age, language or culture [2]. Reviews of MI studies have shown that lack of MI is a common finding: In a review of cross-cultural MI, Chen [3] found that 74% of reviewed studies showed non-equal factor loadings in at least one item. According to Schmidt et al. [2] half of the reviewed studies tested partial invariance models, indicating that these studies found at least one non-invariant parameter.
In the health sciences, Teresi et al. [22] reviewed studies of MI for measures of depression, quality of life and general health. The main question was whether MI could be detected in the studied constructs (across any comparison groups) and whether the methods used to detect MI were appropriate. Only six of the reviewed studies examined MI across disease groups. Half of all studies did not examine all relevant types of MI. That is, magnitude and impact were often studied, but with differing results: Some studies reported only minor impact, while others reported non-ignorable impact. The review was restricted to methods based on observable variables and IRT models; methods based on the common factor model were not included.
To date, no systematic review examined whether disease group is associated with MI. However, MI across disease groups is of special interest in health science for several reasons: First, lack of MI might bias mean comparisons between different conditions in a generic construct. Second, lack of MI might also bias structural relationships between different constructs in different disease groups [3]. And finally, lack of MI might bias selection decisions based on cut-off values [6].
In the following section, a systematic review summarizes the knowledge in the scientific literature about MI in generic instruments across different chronic conditions. Then, an empirical investigation of MI among five different chronic conditions using the heiQ™ is presented. Afterwards, results of both studies are discussed.


Systematic review
Research questions
The systematic review tries to find out whether chronic condition should be regarded as a serious threat to MI in generic instruments. To explore this, the following main research questions were posed:1)In general, how many items (in relation to the total number of items in an instrument) were regarded as non-invariant by the identified studies?

 

2)Do the identified non-invariant items have an impact on mean differences or other substantial statistical parameters?

 



Furthermore, the following questions should also be answered by the review:
How many studies can be identified that examined measurement invariance in generic instruments? Which constructs were examined, which chronic conditions were compared and which statistical methods used? What are the common explanations for lack of MI and what was recommend as the best ways to deal with it? Do some aspects of the studies (e.g. examined construct, number of comparison groups) correlate with the number of DIF-Items?
In contrast to other reviews [2, 3, 22, 23], this review was not restricted to special statistical methods, for example CFA, or to a special time period.

Methods
Studies were identified by searching electronic databases (Medline via both Pubmed and Ovid, PsycInfo) and by checking reference lists in identified studies and reviews [2, 3, 22, 23]. Electronic search was performed on 29 August, 2012. As it was expected that results would contain many studies from areas other than health sciences (for example organizational research), results were filtered accordingly. Search and filter terms as well as inclusion and exclusion criteria are shown in Table 1.Table 1
                          Search terms, filter terms and inclusion/exclusion criteria
                        


	Search terms
	“Measurement invariance”, “factorial invariance”, “measurement equivalence”, “differential item functioning”, “item bias”

	Filter terms
	Chronic*, diagn*, patient*, rehab*, cancer, arthrit*, inflam*, diab*, rheum*, orthop*, respir*, asthm*, copd, health, quality of life, self management, self-management, empowerment, diseas*, depress*, anxiety, trauma, injury

	Inclusion criteria
	(a) empirical study of MI among different chronic conditions

	(b) generic questionnaire

	(c) adults

	(d) English or German language

	Exclusion criteria
	(a) only MI between factor correlations were studied, although scales were not combined to a total score;

	(b) instruments measure disease-related constructs such as disease-specific quality of life;

	 	(c) only specific subgroups of a chronic conditions were studied (e.g., patients with right- vs. left-hemispheric lesions).


Note: *was used as search term.



First, titles and abstracts were screened by one reviewer (MS). Then, full-text articles of all potentially relevant papers were retrieved. Two independent reviewers (MS; GM) determined eligibility of the studies.
Number of DIF-Items in relation to the whole number of items per questionnaire was determined (0-100%). Kendall’s τ correlation coefficients were computed between number of DIF-Items and examined construct, number of comparison groups, number of persons in the study, mean number of persons per comparison group.

Results
Study selection
The search of electronic databases retrieved 4,017 references. After filtering, 2,014 studies remained and were evaluated on the basis of title and abstract. 91 potentially relevant references were identified. After examination of full-texts, a total of 30 studies were included. Interrater-reliability in the second step was moderate (Yules Y = 0.70) but all disagreements could be resolved by discussion. All relevant data of the studies are presented in Additional file 1: Table S1, online-supplement.

Constructs and instruments
A variety of constructs were examined by the reviewed studies: physical functioning [24–32], depression [33–36], illness-related distress [37], somatization [33], mental health [31], pain [38], manual ability [39], daily activities [40–42], mobility and self-care [43], quality of life [44], health status [45], breathless severity [46], kinesiophobia [47], dementia [48], patients opinion about their doctor [49], caregiver reactions [50], stigmatization [51], physicians empathy [52] and satisfaction [53].
Three instruments or scales (FIM, HAQ-DI, SF-36 Physical Functioning scale) were examined in more than one study. 23 of the examined measures were validated questionnaires or scales; six studies report the development of a questionnaire and two studies examined an item bank. One study examined two measures.

Number of patients and disease groups
In total, 34,608 patients were examined (M = 1,154, Md = 538). Most studies compared two (n = 13) or three (n = 11) disease groups, six studies compared five or more groups. The mean sample size per group was N = 343 (Md = 193). Generally, many different disorders were compared, while most studies included at least one neurological disorder.

Statistical methods
Most studies (n = 22) used methods based on IRT, six studies used common factor models and two studies used other statistical methods. Four studies investigated only metric or configural invariance. Only eight studies examined at least scalar invariance (i.e., both uniform and non-unifom DIF).

Number of invariant items, magnitude, impact and recommendations
On average, 31% (Md = 27%, Min = 0%, Max = 85%) of the items showed DIF. Excluding those studies that studied configural or metric MI only, DIF was found in 36% of the items. In 25 of the examined questionnaires (81%), at least one item showed DIF. 16 studies reported indicators of magnitude, e.g. item difficulty parameters in disease groups. However, 15 studies reported only p-values or no indicators of magnitude.
Of the 24 studies that identified at least one non-invariant item, only three examined impact on latent mean differences (none on composite mean differences). One of them reported statistically significant and relevant impact (d > 0.2, see below). However, 13 studies recommended adjusting for DIF or to be “cautious” when comparing means between or combining data across disease groups. Five studies examined correlations between adjusted and non-adjusted estimates. Generally, very high correlations (≥0.99) were reported indicating that structural relationships with other variables may not be affected when ignoring DIF. None of the studies examined impact on selection of patients according to cut-off-values.

Explanations for DIF
A total of 15 studies gave some explanations for non-invariant items. Most of them seemed to interpret DIF as reflections of real clinical differences. For example, in a study of Dallmeijer et al. [25], patients with stroke showed higher item difficulty in the SF-36 item ‘lifting/carrying groceries’ “… than patients with other multiple sclerosis or amytrophic lateral sclerosis, which is explained […] by the unilateral impairment of the arms of stroke patients” (p. 168). Besides, some authors also reported that undetected multidimensionality [27, 36, 37] or misworded items [27, 41] might cause DIF and some further referred to other studies with similar results [28, 32, 34, 43, 45].
Studies examining physical functioning in a broader sense (e.g. including manual ability or daily activities) showed significant higher number of DIF-items (τ = 0.45). All other aspects of the studies showed no correlations with number of DIF-Items (all τ < |0.08|).

Summary
MI was examined across a variety of chronic conditions in many different constructs. DIF between disease groups in at least one item of a scale appears to be common. However, despite frequent recommendations to pay attention to items with DIF (or to delete them), only few studies explicitly examined impact of DIF on latent or composite mean differences.



Empirical investigation of MI in the heiQ™
Research question
The empirical investigation of MI in the heiQ™ was carried out among five chronic conditions (orthopedic conditions, rheumatism, asthma, COPD and cancer) and gender. Multigroup CFAs were used to test different levels of invariance. If non-invariant parameters were found, impact on latent and composite mean differences were examined via effect size measures.

Methods
Sample
Patients from seven rehabilitation hospitals with a range of medical conditions (cancer, inflammatory bowel disease, orthopedic condition, respiratory disease, rheumatic disease) were included. All Patients completed heiQ™ at the beginning of inpatient rehabilitation. Parts of the patients were a subsample of patients from the study presented in [54]. The project was approved by the ethical review committee of Hannover Medical School (Nr. 5070). Participation in the study was voluntary and based on written informed consent.



The Health Education Impact Questionnaire (heiQ™)
The heiQ™ was developed in Australia and measures proximal outcomes of self-management programs. It contains 40 items (4-point response scale) across eight independent scales: Positive and active engagement in life, Health directed activities, Skill and technique acquisition, Constructive attitudes and approaches, Self-monitoring and insight, Health service navigation, Social integration and support, and Emotional distress. The scales were developed using CFA and item response theory [55]. In the German version, the factorial structure was replicated with only minor adjustments (i.e. freeing error covariances between two items in five scales each) [54]. Generally, higher values in the heiQ™ scales indicate better status, except for Emotional distress, in which higher values indicate higher distress. The scales show appropriate associations with constructs like subjective health, depression or cognitive and emotional representations of an illness [54]. The heiQ™ can be used to display the effects of self-management programs in outpatient and community settings [56–59] and was recently used to guide a Cochrane Review of self-management programs [60]. Further information on the heiQ™ can be found in [55, 61].
Both in Australia and in Germany, factorial validity was examined in about 1200 rehabilitation patients with a variety of chronic conditions, respectively. Nolte et al. [62] examined MI over time (response-shift [63]) in the heiQ™. Although using a sample that included different chronic conditions, this study suggested remarkably stable psychometric properties of the heiQ™ over time. However, statistical models can show good fit values in heterogeneous samples even though subsamples may have different parameter values [64]. Therefore, the results of these studies cannot be interpreted as evidence of MI between chronic conditions.
Data analysis
To test different levels of MI, several multigroup CFAs were computed. All analyses were done with Mplus Version 6.1 [65] using robust maximum likelihood estimator. MI was examined for each scale separately. The measurement models of the German heiQ™ were used as baseline models to test configural invariance. To identify the models, the procedure suggested by Yoon & Millsap [66] was used: For testing configural invariance, the factor loadings of one indicator item was set to 1 (the same item in all groups) and the mean of the latent variable was fixed to zero in all groups. All other parameters were free to vary among groups. To test for metric invariance, the variance of the latent variable in the reference group was set to 1 and all factor loadings were fixed to be invariant between groups (the mean of the latent variable was still fixed to zero in all groups). Scalar invariance was tested by additionally restricting all intercepts to be equal between groups; the mean of the latent variable was still fixed to zero in the reference group but was allowed to vary across all other groups. Finally, strict invariance was tested by restricting all residual variances (and covariances between residual terms) to be invariant among all comparison groups.
Configural invariance was assessed by global evaluation of model accuracy using chi2-test as well as the model fit indices Comparative fit index (CFI) and Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). For model fit to be interpreted as at least ‘acceptable’, CFI should be close to 0.95 or above and RMSEA close to 0.06 or below [67]. Following Saris et al. [20], metric, scalar and strict invariance of parameters (factor loadings, intercepts, residual variances) were evaluated by expected parameter changes (EPC) and modification indices using the software JruleMplus [68]. A modification index can be regarded as a test statistic for a significance test (with 1 degree of freedom) for a misspecification (e.g., a fixed factor loading) and an EPC offers an estimate of that misspecification. Using the formulas provided by Saris et al. [20], we tested whether a potential misspecification exceeds a reference value δ. δ is determined by the researcher and represents the size of a misspecification regarded as relevant. In studies of MI, δ represents the minimal difference in factor loadings, intercepts etc. among comparison groups that are regarded as meaningful, respectively. In other words, δs represent the lower limits of magnitudes of non-invariant parameters while EPCs are estimates of actual magnitudes. However, there are no rules of thumb for choosing appropriate critical values for equally constraints [69, 70]. For example, Steinmetz [5] found that in scales with four or six items, differences in (unstandardized) factor loadings of 0.3 in one or two items may have only small, but differences in intercepts of 0.075 times the scale range may have considerable impact on latent and composite mean differences. To be on the safe side, δ was fixed on δ =0.15 for (unstandardized) factor loadings and error variances and to be 0.04 times the scale range of the latent variable (δ = 0.12) for intercepts. Furthermore, the conclusion drawn by the analysis must take the power of the modification index test into account, which can be computed for every combination of modification index, EPC, δ and significance level alpha (which was fixed at alpha = 0.05 in this study). We followed Saris et al. [20] and regarded results based on tests with low power (<0.8) and nonsignificant modification indices (i.e. modification indices < 3.84), as “inconclusive”, which means that it is not possible to decide whether the misspecification exceeds δ or not, i.e. whether the examined parameter is invariant or not. For these parameters, impact on mean differences was not examined (see below). For more details on the outlined procedure, see [20, 69, 71]. Whenever DIF was found in a parameter, the parameter was set free and partial invariance models were tested. When more than one parameter was found to be non-invariant, the parameter with the highest EPC was set free and the new model was tested. When JruleMplus still identified non-invariant parameters, the procedure was repeated until no further misspecification was indicated.
The impact of non-invariant parameters on latent mean differences was tested via comparison of mean group differences between partial measurement invariance models (PIM) and strict invariance model (SIM). PIM were regarded as the “true” models, while SIM (wrongly) assumes that all parameters were invariant across all groups. Standardized mean differences in latent variables [72] between comparison groups were computed in both SIM (SIDiff) and PIM (PIDiff). Then the term ESSI-PI = SIDiff-PIDiff was computed. ESSI-PI represents the size of misestimating the standardized mean difference between two comparison groups if a SIM is chosen. Because SIDiff and PIDiff are comparable to Cohen’s d [72], ESSI-PII is also a standardized value. Following Cohen [73], values for ESSI-PI above |0.2| are regarded as a relevant impact of non-invariant parameters on latent mean differences.
To study the impact on group differences in composite means, we first computed standardized effect sizes (Cohen’s d) between comparison groups in composite scales in two ways: One (ALLDiff) by using all items of a scale (and thus implicitly assuming strict MI), and one by using a reduced scale with only strictly invariant items between two comparison groups (REDDiff). Then the terms ESPI-ALL = PIDiff-ALLDiff and ESPI-RED = PIDiff-REDDiff were computed. Assuming that PIDiff represents the “true” difference between comparison groups, ESPI-ALL and ESPI-RED indicate misestimation of group differences by using ALLDiff or REDDiff. Again, values for ESPI-ALL and ESPI-RED above |0.2| are regarded as relevant. Furthermore, by comparing ESPI-ALL and ESPI-RED, it was examined whether deleting non-invariant items led to an improved estimation of group differences.

Results
Sample
The sample comprised N = 1404 German rehabilitation patients (42% women, mean age = 56.4 years (SD = 12.2)) with different chronic conditions. All patients with orthopedic conditions (e.g. chronic back pain) (n = 180), rheumatism (e.g. psoriatic arthritis, ankylosing spondylitis) (n = 312), asthma (n = 225) and COPD (n = 118) as well as n = 136 cancer patients were from the study presented in [54]. The sample was supplemented by an additional n = 433 cancer patients who also filled out the German heiQ™ at the beginning of their inpatient rehabilitation. From all cancer patients, n = 215 were diagnosed with prostate cancer, n = 217 with colon or rectum cancer and n = 137 had another type of cancer. When analyzing MI across gender, patients with prostate cancer were excluded.

Number, kind and magnitude of non-invariant parameters
Gender
In two scales, one item each did not show scalar invariance: Item 10 in Positive and active engagement in life (EPC = 0.12) and Item 9 in Health directed activities (EPC = 0.16). All other scales showed strict invariance across gender.

Disease groups
Table 2 shows fit indices for strict and partial invariance models and Table 3 shows results of invariance tests of specific parameters. One heiQ™ scale proved to be strictly invariant between all five disease groups (Social integration and support). Three scales (Emotional distress, Skill and technique acquisition, Health directed activities) showed at least scalar invariance among four conditions. Health service navigation was strictly invariant between patients with orthopedic conditions and rheumatism on the one hand and patients with asthma, COPD, and cancer on the other. Constructive attitudes and approaches showed strict invariance in three conditions (cancer, asthma, and orthopedic conditions). Active engagement in life showed only metric invariance between all conditions, but at least scalar invariance among rheumatism, cancer, and COPD. Self-monitoring and insight showed metric invariance among patients with orthopedic conditions and cancer on the one hand and patients with asthma, COPD, and rheumatism on the other hand. Scalar invariance could not be established across any chronic condition group in this scale; however, a partial invariance model could be established. A total of 14 items (35%) showed DIF in any analyzed parameter level in at least one disease group. However, 2–3 items showed DIF only in residual variances, which do not affect mean differences between groups. Point estimates of EPCs for factor loadings and residual variances were only slightly above the defined values for δ; EPCs for intercepts ranged between 0.10 and 0.34.Table 2
                              Fit-values for strict invariance models (SI) and partial invariance models (PI) among chronic conditions
                            


	Scale
	Model
	Chi2(df)
	p
	CFI
	RMSEA

	
                                  Positive and active engagement in life
                                
	SI
	212.21 (99)
	<0.001
	0.868
	0.079

	PI
	121.99 (68)
	<0.001
	0.947
	0.053

	
                                  Health directed activites
                                
	SI
	85.72 (49)
	<0.001
	0.975
	0.052

	PI
	69.16 (47)
	0.019
	0.985
	0.041

	
                                  Skill and technique acquisition
                                
	SI
	62.966 (50)
	0.103
	0.986
	0.030

	PI
	45.08 (47)
	0.552
	1.000
	0.000

	
                                  Constructive attitudes and approaches
                                
	SI
	164.04 (88)
	<0.001
	0.940
	0.063

	PI
	142.26 (72)
	<0.001
	0.952
	0.059

	
                                  Self-monitoring and insight
                                
	SI
	434.91 (108)
	<0.001
	0.696
	0.104

	PI
	141.97 (92)
	<0.001
	0.953
	0.044

	
                                  Health service Navigation
                                
	SI
	259.45 (76)
	<0.001
	0.870
	0.095

	PI
	160.20 (72)
	<0.001
	0.941
	0.066

	
                                  Social integration and support
                                
	SI
	155.52 (76)
	<0.001
	0.960
	0.061

	PI
	--
	--
	--
	--

	
                                  Emotional distress
                                
	SI
	255.75 (108)
	<0.001
	0.944
	0.070

	 	PI
	208.14 (105)
	<0.001
	0.961
	0.051


Notes: SI: Strict invariance model; PI: Partial invariance model (non-invariant parameters see Table 4).


Table 3
                              Results of tests of MI across five chronic conditions, arranged by type of parameter
                            


	Scale
	Configural MI
	Metric MI
	Scalar MI
	Strict MI

	 	 	Diag
	Item
	EPC
	Diag
	Item
	EPC
	Diag
	Item
	EPC

	
                                  Positive and active engagement in life
                                
	✓
	 	✓
	 	ortho
	2
	-0.24
	copd
	2
	0.13

	ortho
	5
	-0.18

	asthma
	2
	-0.17

	asthma
	10
	0.12

	
                                  Health-directed activities
                                
	✓
	 	✓
	 	copd
	19
	0.24
	 	(✓)
	 
	
                                  Skill and technique acquisition
                                
	✓
	 	✓
	 	copd
	23a
	-0.17
	ortho
	30
	0.19

	asthma
	23a
	-0.09

	
                                  Constructive attitudes and approaches
                                
	✓
	copd
	36
	0.16
	rheuma
	36
	0.13
	 	(✓)
	 
	
                                  Self-monitoring and insight
                                
	✓
	ortho
	11a
	-0.14
	ortho
	3
	-0.10
	orthob
	11
	-0.13

	ortho
	17
	-0.13

	asthma
	3a
	-0.22

	asthma
	17a
	-0.20

	copd
	3a
	-0.31

	cancer
	11a
	-0.15
	copd
	6
	0.34

	copd
	17a
	-0.21

	cancer
	6
	-0.28

	
                                  Health-service navigation
                                
	✓
	 	✓
	 	ortho
	33a
	-0.21
	 	(✓)
	 
	rheuma
	33a
	-0.29

	
                                  Social integration and support
                                
	✓
	 	✓
	 	 	✓
	 	 	✓
	 
	
                                  Emotional distress
                                
	✓
	 	✓
	 	cancer
	12
	-0.19
	ortho
	7
	-0.16


Notes: MI: measurement invariance; numbers (“Item”) represent non-invariant heiQ™ items in the mentioned disease group (“Diag”), followed by EPC (Expected Parameter Change) with ortho = orthopedic conditions, rheuma = rheumatism; ✓: all parameter invariant; (✓): no new DIF parameter, but parameters of items with DIF in a former stage were set free; ainvariant parameter in subgroups (for example item 3 has the same intercept in COPD and asthma); bin item 11, orthopedic group and cancer group show same factor loadings and intercept, but differ in residual variances.



Because of limited power, for some parameters in each scale it could not be concluded whether they exceed δ or not. However, point estimates of EPCs for these parameters were mostly low (a table with all EPCs and modification indices as well as power estimates may be offered on request).


Impact on latent mean differences
Gender
In both scales showing one non-invariant item each, no relevant impact on latent or composite mean differences was found (Positive and active engagement in life: ESSI-PI = 0.08, ESPI-ALL = 0.13, ESPI-RED = 0.06; Health directed behavior: ESSI-PI = 0.06, ESPI-ALL = 0.09, ESPI-RED < 0.01).

Disease groups
Table 4 shows coefficients for the impact of non-invariant items on both latent and composite mean differences among all five conditions for the two scales Positive and active engagement in life and Self-monitoring and insight. In all other scales, no relevant impact was found (exact values are shown in Additional file 2: Table S2, online-supplement).Table 4
                              True standardized mean differences (PI
                              
                                DIFF
                              
                              ) and impact of non-invariant items on latent (ES
                              
                                SI-PI
                              
                              ; lower triangle) and composite (ES
                              
                                PI-ALL
                              
                              , ES
                              
                                PI-RES
                              
                              , upper triangle) mean differences
                            


	Disease group
	Ortho
	Rheu
	Asthma
	COPD
	Cancer
	 
	
                                  Positive and active engagement in life
                                

	
                                  Ortho
                                
	 	 	0.32a
	0.27a
	0.31a
	0.24a
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-ALL
                                  
                                

	 	0.09
	0.17
	0.06
	0.03
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-RED
                                  
                                

	
                                  Rheu
                                
	
                                  PI
                                  
                                    Diff
                                  
                                
	0.59
	 	0.08
	0.02
	0.10
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-ALL
                                  
                                

	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    SI-PI
                                  
                                
	0.27a
	 	0.14
	0.05
	
                                  b
                                
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-RED
                                  
                                

	
                                  Asthma
                                
	
                                  PI
                                  
                                    Diff
                                  
                                
	0.20
	-0.43
	 	0.06
	0.02
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-ALL
                                  
                                

	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    SI-PI
                                  
                                
	0.28a
	-0.02
	 	0.09
	0.04
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-RED
                                  
                                

	
                                  COPD
                                
	
                                  PI
                                  
                                    Diff
                                  
                                
	0.47
	-0.13
	0.27
	 	0.08
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-ALL
                                  
                                

	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    SI-PI
                                  
                                
	0.27a
	-0.13
	0.01
	 	0.12
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-RED
                                  
                                

	
                                  Cancer
                                
	
                                  PI
                                  
                                    Diff
                                  
                                
	-0.03
	-0.64
	-0.24
	-0.52
	 	 
	 	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    SI-PI
                                  
                                
	0.28a
	> - 0.01
	0.01
	> - 0.01
	 	 
	
                                  Self-monitoring and insight
                                

	
                                  Ortho
                                
	 	 	0.11
	0.22a
	0.12
	0.10
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-ALL
                                  
                                

	 	0.02
	0.06
	0.02
	0.04
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-RED
                                  
                                

	
                                  Rheu
                                
	
                                  PI
                                  
                                    Diff
                                  
                                
	0.24
	 	0.32a
	0.22a
	0.21a
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-ALL
                                  
                                

	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    SI-PI
                                  
                                
	0.08
	 	0.13
	0.08
	0.10
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-RED
                                  
                                

	
                                  Asthma
                                
	
                                  PI
                                  
                                    Diff
                                  
                                
	-0.34
	-0.56
	 	0.09
	0.13
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-ALL
                                  
                                

	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    SI-PI
                                  
                                
	-0.05
	-0.13
	 	0.03
	0.02
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-RED
                                  
                                

	
                                  COPD
                                
	
                                  PI
                                  
                                    Diff
                                  
                                
	-0.16
	-0.38
	0.16
	 	0.03
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-ALL
                                  
                                

	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    SI-PI
                                  
                                
	-0.03
	-0.10
	0.03
	 	0.02
	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    PI-RED
                                  
                                

	
                                  Cancer
                                
	
                                  PI
                                  
                                    Diff
                                  
                                
	-0.31
	-0.55
	0.04
	-0.15
	 	 
	 	
                                  ES
                                  
                                    SI-PI
                                  
                                
	<0.01
	-0.08
	0.06
	0.02
	 

Notes: Ortho: orthopedic condition; Rheu: rheumatism; PIDiff: Estimations of latent mean differences in partial invariance models; ESSI-PI: Difference in latent mean differences between strict and partial invariance models; ESPI-ALL: Difference between latent mean differences in partial invariance models and composite mean differences using all items of a scale; ESPI-RED: Difference between latent mean differences in partial invariance models and composite mean differences using only items with pairwise non-invariant parameters; arelevant misestimation (ES > |0.2|); bno item with DIF between groups.



In Positive and active engagement in life, all comparisons among orthopedic patients and other disease groups in latent means were affected in a relevant manner by non-invariant parameters (all ESSI-PI > 0.26). Accordingly, using the composite scale with all items, differences were also clearly misestimated (0.24 ≤ ESPI-ALL ≤ 0.32). Deleting the non-invariant items in the composite scale reduces this bias (0.03 ≤ ESPI-RED ≤ 0.17). Ignoring non-invariant parameters did not have a relevant influence on any other latent or composite comparisons in this scale (all ESSI-PI and ESPI-ALL < |0.2|).
Despite showing a complex pattern of non-invariant parameters, ignoring them in Self-monitoring and insight did not lead to relevant misestimation of latent mean differences (0.01 ≤ ESSI-PI ≤ 0.13). However, using composite scales with all items of the scale led to a relevant misestimation of mean differences in four comparisons (orthopedic vs. asthma, rheumatism vs. asthma, rheumatism vs. COPD, rheumatism vs. cancer). Again, deleting non-invariant items in the composite scales reduces this bias (all ESPI-RED < |0.13|).




Discussion
As far as we know, this is the first review of studies on MI in generic constructs across disease groups and the first review on MI not restricted to a specific statistical technique. Studies of MI among diagnostic groups have become more prevalent in the last years; only one of the reviewed studies was published before 2000. Disease group appears to be increasingly recognized as an important factor that may influence MI in a variety of generic constructs.
At first glance, the results of both the review and the analyses of the heiQ™ seem to confirm the assumption that MI is an important aspect when applying generic instruments across disease groups. Over 80% of the examined questionnaires showed at least one item with non-invariant parameters; the mean proportion of non-invariant items was 36% (excluding studies that examined configural or factorial invariance only). Presumably, the actual number of distortions in MI may even be higher. First, only a few studies examined both uniform and non-uniform bias. Second, apart from the studies in the review, many studies did not examine MI directly, but analyzed factor structure and other parameters of a measure in specific conditions and compared results descriptively with results of other studies. These studies may underestimate lack of MI; hence, the number of items showing DIF may even be higher. Likewise, 35% of the heiQ™ items showed DIF in at least one disease group.
However, items showing DIF did not always have an impact on the main research questions. It is difficult to assess whether non-invariant items of the reviewed studies had relevant impact as only three studies [25, 26, 30] examined influences on (latent) mean differences, with only one showing a relevant impact [25]. Five studies examined impact of items with DIF on structural parameters indirectly, i.e. impact was explored via correlations of DIF-adjusted and non-adjusted values. Finally, none of the studies examined impact on either composite mean differences or on accuracy of selection. In contrast, we carried out a more detailed analysis of the heiQ™ where we demonstrated that seven scales included items with DIF. However, only few parameters were non-invariant in five of these scales and none of them had a relevant influence on latent or composite mean comparisons.
The remaining two heiQ™ scales, however, showed several non-invariant parameters among disease groups. Indeed, partial invariance models among disorders could be proven but at least some group comparisons were affected by non-invariant parameters.
Self-monitoring and insight: A complex pattern of non-invariant factor loadings and intercepts among the five disease groups indicating partial invariance was found in this scale. This pattern may best be interpreted as a reflection of clinical differences among disease groups. For example, item 11 asks patients whether they know how and when to take their medicine. However, use of medication may have greater importance to patients in some conditions (e.g. rheumatism or asthma) than in others (e.g. chronic back pain). Another example is item 3 asking patients about their self-monitoring activities. Asthma patients show a lower intercept (difficulty) than both rheumatic and cancer patients in this item. Asthma patients may well be more motivated to monitor their health than rheumatic patients or cancer patients are, because an immediate intervention (e.g. using an inhaler) has a direct effect on their health status. Interestingly, despite the complex pattern of non-invariant items, only a small impact on latent means was detected. Still, some composite mean comparisons were clearly affected.
Active engagement in life: Patients with orthopedic conditions (i.e. chronic back pain) showed lower intercepts in item 5 (“I try to make the most of my life”) and item 2 (“Most days I’m doing some of the things I really enjoy”), resulting in a relevant impact on latent and composite mean differences. A possible explanation may be that psychosocial factors play a larger role in chronic back pain than in other conditions; therefore, patients may pay more attention to stress-reducing activities. However, this explanation is highly speculative. More research is needed to clarify these issues.
The review showed that a higher amount of non-invariant items was found in studies that examined physical functioning. A possible explanation might be that people with different somatic diagnoses differ in how strong different areas of activity are affected. A general hypothesis would be that the more a measured construct is influenceable by the kind of disease, the higher is the probability that indicators of the construct show DIF between disease groups. The high number of items showing DIF in Self-monitoring and insight would be in line with this hypothesis.
The results also clarified that DIF should not only be regarded as an aspect of an item as such, but, in many cases, as an interaction between item and disease group. Many heiQ™ items showed DIF only in one of the five comparison groups. Similar results were presented in some reviewed studies. For example, many items in one study [43] showed DIF only between two out of three compared disease groups.
Limitations
Many statistical methods have been developed to examine MI, but it remains unclear which method is the most appropriate one to use. For example, the statistical method used in the present study differs from the often recommended CFA-procedure that tests for MI by comparing global fit-values (for example chi2-difference test or differences in CFI) [4, 11, 13, 74]. The outlined procedure in this study may be more sensitive to detect “truly” non-invariant items, because the magnitude of the EPC and the power of modification indices are taken into account. However, values of EPC and MI depend on the correctness of all other model parameters [20]. If more than one parameter is non-invariant, EPCs and MIs may also be misleading. Furthermore, the power for each examined parameter varied greatly, due to different sample sizes in disease groups or different sizes of model parameters in different heiQ™ scales. This may have influenced the presented results. More studies that compare different procedures for examining invariance are needed.
As (non-)invariance is a continuum rather than a dichotomous state [10], the results of all studies about MI highly depend on the choice of adequate cut-off-values for magnitude and impact, respectively. We used very strict cut-off values in the present study, leading to a high sensitivity to detect potential non-invariant items. Choosing other cut-of-values may have reduced or increased the number of DIF-items. Higher cut-off values may also reduce the numbers of inconclusive comparisons. Up to now, only little guidance can be found in the literature for selecting values for δ. Furthermore, few studies proposed effect size measures for estimating impact [75, 76]. More empirical and simulation studies are needed to help researchers define relevant cut-off values for both magnitude and impact for all statistical approaches examining MI (for another solution to these problems using Bayes analyses, see [77]).
Furthermore, it is not known whether results of MI-analyses between disease groups are consistent across languages and cultural groups. Future work that simultaneously explores cross-cultural and disease-specific MI issues seems warranted to generate information on the presence and magnitude of bias in evaluating chronic disease programs across countries.


Conclusion
Since most heiQ™ scales showed strict invariance across gender and non-invariant items did not affect mean difference between men and women in a relevant manner, the heiQ™ can be used to compare men and women without any adjustments. In six scales, comparisons of mean differences among disease groups were also not affected by invariant items, again suggesting that no adjustments have to be made. This study showed that the heiQ™ is a robust tool for studies within disease groups and is likely to be an unbiased measure in controlled studies with balanced samples across disease groups. However, in studies with unbalanced disease groups the Self-management and insight and Positive and active engagement in life scales should be checked for distortions of MI. To adjust for MI, we suggest comparing latent means of partial invariance models instead of deleting non-invariant items [5].
This study demonstrates that a lack of MI across disease groups in generic instruments is common; maybe more common than in other socio-demographic variables like gender. However, its clinical impact remains unclear. Generally, routine examinations of the presence of invariance seems to be warranted, particularly when testing hypotheses around disease group differences and in settings where researchers are seeking to develop generic instruments for applications across disease groups [10]. This field will be advanced by more systematic studies of MI across disease groups and other clinically relevant variables. This entails simulation studies focusing particularly on the relationship between magnitude and clinical impact of DIF as well as qualitative methods to elucidate sources of DIF.

Author’s information
Michael Schuler: http://​www.​psychotherapie.​uni-wuerzburg.​de.

Acknowledgements
The authors wish to thank our cooperation clinics: Rehabilitation Center Bad Eilsen, Hospital Bad Bramstedt, Hospital Bad Oexen, Hospital Bad Reichenhall, Hospital Norderney, Deegenberg Hospital Bad Kissingen and Rehabilitation Center Bad Mergentheim Hospital Taubertal. We also wish to thank Monika Schwarze, Christoph Gutenbrunner, Inge Ehlebracht-Koenig and Katja Spanier.
This project was funded by the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research (Bundesministerium fuer Bildung und Forschung). Professor Osborne was supported in part by an Australian National Health and Medical Research Council Population Health Career Development Award (#400391).
This publication was funded by the German Research Foundation (DFG) and the University of Wuerzburg in the funding programme Open Access Publishing.

References
1.
Meredith W: Measurement invariance, factor analysis and factorial invariance. Psychometrika 1993, 58: 525–543. 10.1007/BF02294825CrossRef

2.
Schmitt N, Kuljanin G: Measurement invariance: review of practice and implications. Hum Resour Manag Rev 2008, 18: 210–222. 10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.03.003CrossRef

3.
Chen FF: What happens if we compare chopsticks with forks? The impact of making inappropriate comparisons in cross-cultural research. J Pers Soc Psychol 2008, 95: 1005–1018.CrossRefPubMed

4.
Millsap RE: Statistical approaches to measurement invariance. New York, NY u.a: Psychology Press; 2011.

5.
Steinmetz H: Analyzing observed composite differences across groups is partial measurement invariance enough? Meth Eur J Res Meth Behav Soc Sci 2013, 9: 1–12. 10.1027/1614-2241/a000049

6.
Millsap RE, Kwok O-M: Evaluating the impact of partial factorial invariance on selection in two populations. Psychol Methods 2004, 9: 93–115.CrossRefPubMed

7.
Meredith W, Teresi JA: An essay on measurement and factorial invariance. Med Care 2006, 44: 69–77. 10.1097/01.mlr.0000245438.73837.89CrossRef

8.
Teresi JA: Overview of quantitative measurement methods. Equivalence, invariance, and differential item functioning in health applications. Med Care 2006, 44: S39-S49. 10.1097/01.mlr.0000245452.48613.45CrossRefPubMed

9.
Millsap RE: Comments on methods for the investigation of measurement bias in the Mini-Mental State Examination. Med Care 2006, 44: S171-S175. 10.1097/01.mlr.0000245441.76388.ffCrossRefPubMed

10.
Borsboom D: When does measurement invariance matter? Med Care 2006, 44: S176-S181. 10.1097/01.mlr.0000245143.08679.ccCrossRefPubMed

11.
Gregorich SE: Do self-report instruments allow meaningful comparisons across diverse population groups? Testing measurement invariance using the confirmatory factor analysis framework. Med Care 2006, 44: S78-S94. 10.1097/01.mlr.0000245454.12228.8fPubMedCentralCrossRefPubMed

12.
Teresi JA: Different approaches to differential item functioning in health applications. Advantages, disadvantages and some neglected topics. Med Care 2006, 44: S152-S170. 10.1097/01.mlr.0000245142.74628.abCrossRefPubMed

13.
Schuler M, Jelitte M: Messen wir bei allen Personen das Gleiche? Zur Invarianz von Messungen und response shift in der rehabilitation - Teil 1. Die Rehabilitation 2012, 51: 332–339.CrossRefPubMed

14.
Byrne BM, Shavelson RJ, Muthén B: Testing for the Equivalence of Factor Covariance and Mean Structures - the Issue of Partial Measurement Invariance. Psychol Bull 1989, 105: 456–466.CrossRef

15.
Millsap RE, Meredith W: Factorial invariance: Historical perspectives and new problems. In Factor analysis at 100: Historical developments and future directions. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers; US; 2007:131–152.

16.
Schmitt N, Golubovich J, Leong FT: Impact of measurement invariance on construct correlations, mean differences, and relations with external correlates: an illustrative example using big five and RIASEC measures. Assessment 2011, 18: 412–427. 10.1177/1073191110373223CrossRefPubMed

17.
Sass DA: Testing measurement invariance and comparing latent factor means within a confirmatory factor analysis framework. J Psychoeduc Assess 2011, 29: 347–363. 10.1177/0734282911406661CrossRef

18.
Stark S, Chernyshenko OS, Drasgow F: Detecting differential item functioning with confirmatory factor analysis and item response theory: toward a unified strategy. J Appl Psychol 2006, 91: 1292–1306.CrossRefPubMed

19.
Teresi JA, Fleishman JA: Differential item functioning and health assessment. Qual Life Res 2007, 16(Suppl 1):33–42.CrossRefPubMed

20.
Saris WE, Satorra A, van der Veld WM: Testing structural equation models or detection of misspecifications? Struct Equ Model 2009, 16: 561–582. 10.1080/10705510903203433CrossRef

21.
De Beuckelaer A, Swinnen G: Biased latent variable mean comparisons due to measurement noninvariance: A simulation study. In European Association for Methodology series European Association for Methodology series. Edited by: Davidov E, Schmidt P, Billiet J. New York, NY: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group; 2011:117–147.

22.
Teresi JA, Ramirez M, Lai J-s, Silver S: Occurrences and sources of Differential Item Functioning (DIF) in patient-reported outcome measures: Description of DIF methods, and review of measures of depression, quality of life and general health. Psychol Sci 2008, 50: 538–612.

23.
Vandenberg RJ, Lance CE: A review and synthesis of the measurement invariance literature: Suggestions, practices, and recommendations for organizational research. Organ Res Methods 2000, 3: 4–69. 10.1177/109442810031002CrossRef

24.
Bode RK, Lai JS, Cella D, Heinemann AW: Issues in the development of an item bank. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 2003, 84: S52-S60.CrossRefPubMed

25.
Dallmeijer AJ, de Groot V, Roorda LD, Schepers VP, Lindeman E, van den Berg LH, Beelen A, Dekker J: Cross-diagnostic validity of the SF-36 physical functioning scale in patients with stroke, multiple sclerosis and amyotrophic lateral sclerosis: a study using Rasch analysis. J Rehabil Med 2007, 39: 163–169. 10.2340/16501977-0024CrossRefPubMed

26.
Dallmeijer AJ, Dekker J, Roorda LD, Knol DL, van Baalen B, de Groot V, Schepers VP, Lankhorst GJ: Differential item functioning of the functional independence measure in higher performing neurological patients. J Rehabil Med 2005, 37: 346–352. 10.1080/16501970510038284CrossRefPubMed

27.
Lindeboom R, Holman R, Dijkgraaf MG, Sprangers MA, Buskens E, Diederiks JP, De Haan RJ: Scaling the sickness impact profile using item response theory: an exploration of linearity, adaptive use, and patient driven item weights. J Clin Epidemiol 2004, 57: 66–74. 10.1016/S0895-4356(03)00212-9CrossRefPubMed

28.
Steultjens MP, Stolwijk-Swuste J, Roorda LD, Dallmeijer AJ, van Dijk GM, Post B, Dekker J: WOMAC-pf as a measure of physical function in patients with Parkinson’s disease and late-onset sequels of poliomyelitis: unidimensionality and item behaviour. Disabil Rehabil 2012, 34: 1423–1430. 10.3109/09638288.2011.645110CrossRefPubMed

29.
Taylor WJ, McPherson KM: Using Rasch analysis to compare the psychometric properties of the Short Form 36 physical function score and the health assessment questionnaire disability index in patients with psoriatic arthritis and rheumatoid arthritis. Arthritis Rheum 2007, 57: 723–729. 10.1002/art.22770CrossRefPubMed

30.
van Groen MM, ten Klooster PM, Taal E, van de Laar MA, Glas CA: Application of the health assessment questionnaire disability index to various rheumatic diseases. Qual Life Res 2010, 19: 1255–1263. 10.1007/s11136-010-9690-9PubMedCentralCrossRefPubMed

31.
Yu YF, Yu AP, Ahn J: Investigating differential item functioning by chronic diseases in the SF-36 health survey: a latent trait analysis using MIMIC models. Med Care 2007, 45: 851–859. 10.1097/MLR.0b013e318074ce4cCrossRefPubMed

32.
Lundgren-Nilsson A, Tennant A, Grimby G, Sunnerhagen KS: Cross-diagnostic validity in a generic instrument: an example from the functional independence measure in scandinavia. Health Qual Life Out 2006, 4: 55. 10.1186/1477-7525-4-55CrossRef

33.
Hart DL, Mioduski JE, Stratford PW: Simulated computerized adaptive tests for measuring functional status were efficient with good discriminant validity in patients with hip, knee, or foot/ankle impairments. J Clin Epidemiol 2005, 58: 629–638. 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2004.12.004CrossRefPubMed

34.
Pickard AS, Dalal MR, Bushnell DM: A comparison of depressive symptoms in stroke and primary care: applying Rasch models to evaluate the center for epidemiologic studies-depression scale. Value Health 2006, 9: 59–64. 10.1111/j.1524-4733.2006.00082.xCrossRefPubMed

35.
Reilly RE, Bowden SC, Bardenhagen FJ, Cook MJ: Equality of the psychological model underlying depressive symptoms in patients with temporal lobe epilepsy versus heterogeneous neurological disorders. J Clin Exp Neuropsychol 2006, 28: 1257–1271. 10.1080/13803390500376808CrossRefPubMed

36.
Waller NG, Compas BE, Hollon SD, Beckjord E: Measurement of depressive symptoms in women with breast cancer and women with clinical depression: a differential item functioning analysis. J Clin Psychol Med Settings 2005, 12: 127–141. 10.1007/s10880-005-3273-xCrossRef

37.
Wann-Hansson C, Klevsgard R, Hagell P: Cross-diagnostic validity of the Nottingham Health Profile Index of Distress (NHPD). Health Qual Life Out 2008, 6: 47. 10.1186/1477-7525-6-47CrossRef

38.
Atkinson TM, Rosenfeld BD, Sit L, Mendoza TR, Fruscione M, Lavene D, Shaw M, Li Y, Hay J, Cleeland CS, Scher HI, Breitbart WS, Basch E: Using confirmatory factor analysis to evaluate construct validity of the Brief Pain Inventory (BPI). J Pain Symptom Manag 2011, 41: 558–565. 10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2010.05.008CrossRef

39.
Chen CC, Bode RK: Psychometric validation of the Manual Ability Measure-36 (MAM-36) in patients with neurologic and musculoskeletal disorders. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 2010, 91: 414–420. 10.1016/j.apmr.2009.11.012CrossRefPubMed

40.
Coster WJ, Haley SM, Andres PL, Ludlow LH, Bond TL, Ni PS: Refining the conceptual basis for rehabilitation outcome measurement: personal care and instrumental activities domain. Med Care 2004, 42: I62-I72.CrossRefPubMed

41.
Haley SM, Coster WJ, Andres PL, Ludlow LH, Ni P, Bond TL, Sinclair SJ, Jette AM: Activity outcome measurement for postacute care. Med Care 2004, 42: I49-I61.CrossRefPubMed

42.
Weisscher N, Glas CA, Vermeulen M, De Haan RJ: The use of an item response theory-based disability item bank across diseases: accounting for differential item functioning. J Clin Epidemiol 2010, 63: 543–549. 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2009.07.016CrossRefPubMed

43.
Farin E, Fleitz A: The development of an ICF-oriented, adaptive physician assessment instrument of mobility, self-care, and domestic life. Int J Rehabil Res Internationale Zeitschrift fur Rehabilitationsforschung Revue internationale de recherches de readaptation 2009, 32: 98–107.CrossRefPubMed

44.
Yao G, Wu CH: Factorial invariance of the WHOQOL-BREF among disease groups. Qual Life Res 2005, 14: 1881–1888. 10.1007/s11136-005-3867-7CrossRefPubMed

45.
Moorer P, Suurmeije Th P, Foets M, Molenaar IW: Psychometric properties of the RAND-36 among three chronic diseases (multiple sclerosis, rheumatic diseases and COPD) in The Netherlands. Qual Life Res 2001, 10: 637–645. 10.1023/A:1013131617125CrossRefPubMed

46.
Yorke J, Horton M, Jones PW: A critique of Rasch analysis using the Dyspnoea-12 as an illustrative example. J Adv Nurs 2012, 68: 191–198. 10.1111/j.1365-2648.2011.05723.xCrossRefPubMed

47.
Roelofs J, Sluiter JK, Frings-Dresen MH, Goossens M, Thibault P, Boersma K, Vlaeyen JW: Fear of movement and (re)injury in chronic musculoskeletal pain: Evidence for an invariant two-factor model of the Tampa Scale for Kinesiophobia across pain diagnoses and Dutch, Swedish, and Canadian samples. Pain 2007, 131: 181–190. 10.1016/j.pain.2007.01.008CrossRefPubMed

48.
Prieto G, Delgado AR, Perea MV, Ladera V: Differential functioning of mini-mental test items according to disease. Neurologia 2011, 26: 474–480. 10.1016/j.nrl.2011.01.013CrossRefPubMed

49.
Chien TW, Wang WC, Lin SB, Lin CY, Guo HR, Su SB: KIDMAP, a web based system for gathering patients’ feedback on their doctors. BMC Med Res Methodol 2009, 9: 38. 10.1186/1471-2288-9-38PubMedCentralCrossRefPubMed

50.
Given CW, Given B, Stommel M, Collins C, King S, Franklin S: The caregiver reaction assessment (CRA) for caregivers to persons with chronic physical and mental impairments. Res Nurs Health 1992, 15: 271–283. 10.1002/nur.4770150406CrossRefPubMed

51.
Rao D, Choi SW, Victorson D, Bode R, Peterman A, Heinemann A, Cella D: Measuring stigma across neurological conditions: the development of the stigma scale for chronic illness (SSCI). Qual Life Res 2009, 18: 585–595. 10.1007/s11136-009-9475-1PubMedCentralCrossRefPubMed

52.
Wirtz M, Boecker M, Forkmann T, Neumann M: Evaluation of the “Consultation and Relational Empathy” (CARE) measure by means of Rasch-analysis at the example of cancer patients. Patient Educ Couns 2011, 82: 298–306. 10.1016/j.pec.2010.12.009CrossRefPubMed

53.
Wong ST, Nordstokke D, Gregorich S, Perez-Stable EJ: Measurement of social support across women from four ethnic groups: evidence of factorial invariance. J Cross Cult Gerontol 2010, 25: 45–58. 10.1007/s10823-010-9111-0PubMedCentralCrossRefPubMed

54.
Schuler M, Musekamp G, Faller H, Ehlebracht-König I, Gutenbrunner C, Kirchhof R, Bengel J, Nolte S, Osborne RH, Schwarze M: Assessment of proximal outcomes of self-management programs: translation and psychometric evaluation of a German version of the Health Education Impact Questionnaire (heiQ). Qual Life Res 2013, 22: 1391–1403. 10.1007/s11136-012-0268-6CrossRefPubMed

55.
Osborne RH, Elsworth GR, Whitfield K: The Health Education Impact Questionnaire (heiQ): an outcomes and evaluation measure for patient education and self-management interventions for people with chronic conditions. Patient Educ Couns 2007, 66: 192–201. 10.1016/j.pec.2006.12.002CrossRefPubMed

56.
Crotty M, Prendergast J, Battersby MW, Rowett D, Graves SE, Leach G, Giles LC: Self-management and peer support among people with arthritis on a hospital joint replacement waiting list: a randomised controlled trial. Osteoarthr Cartil 2009, 17: 1428–1433. 10.1016/j.joca.2009.05.010CrossRefPubMed

57.
Francis KL, Matthews BL, Van Mechelen W, Bennell KL, Osborne RH: Effectiveness of a community-based osteoporosis education and self-management course: a wait list controlled trial. Osteoporos Int 2009, 20: 1563–1570. 10.1007/s00198-009-0834-0CrossRefPubMed

58.
Nolte S, Elsworth GR, Sinclair AJ, Osborne RH: The extent and breadth of benefits from participating in chronic disease self-management courses: a national patient-reported outcomes survey. Patient Educ Couns 2007, 65: 351–360. 10.1016/j.pec.2006.08.016CrossRefPubMed

59.
Packer TL, Boldy D, Ghahari S, Melling L, Parsons R, Osborne RH: Self-management programs conducted within a practice setting: Who participates, who benefits and what can be learned? Patient Educ Couns 2012, 87: 93–100. 10.1016/j.pec.2011.09.007CrossRefPubMed

60.
Kroon FP, van der Burg LR, Buchbinder R, Osborne RH, Johnston RV, Pitt V: Self-management education programmes for osteoarthritis. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2014, 1: CD008963.PubMed

61.
Osborne RH, Batterham R, Livingston J: The evaluation of chronic disease self-management support across settings: the international experience of the health education impact questionnaire quality monitoring system. Nurs Clin North Am 2011, 46: 255–270. 10.1016/j.cnur.2011.05.010CrossRefPubMed

62.
Nolte S, Elsworth GR, Sinclair AJ, Osborne RH: Tests of measurement invariance failed to support the application of the “then-test”. J Clin Epidemiol 2009, 62: 1173–1180. 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2009.01.021CrossRefPubMed

63.
Sprangers MA, Schwartz CE: Integrating response shift into health-related quality of life research: a theoretical model. Soc Sci Med 1999, 48: 1507–1515. 10.1016/S0277-9536(99)00045-3CrossRefPubMed

64.
Muthén B: Latent variable modeling in heterogeneous populations. Psychometrika 1989, 54: 557–585. 10.1007/BF02296397CrossRef

65.
Muthén LK, Muthén B: Mplus User’s Guide. Muthén & Muthén: Los Angeles; 2010.

66.
Yoon M, Millsap RE: Detecting violations of factorial invariance using data-based specification searches: A Monte Carlo study. Struct Equ Model 2007, 14: 453–463.CrossRef

67.
L-t H, Bentler PM: Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct Equ Model 1999, 6: 1–55. 10.1080/10705519909540118CrossRef

68.
Oberski DJ: Jrule for Mplus. 091st edition. 2009. http://​wiki.​github.​com/​daob/​JruleMplus/​

69.
van der Veld WM, Saris WE: Causes of generalized social trust. In European Association for Methodology series. Edited by: Davidov E, Schmidt P, Billiet J. New York, NY: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group; 2011:207–247.

70.
Revilla MA: Measurment invariance and quality of composite scores in a face-to-face and web survey. Surv Res Methods 2013, 7: 17–28.

71.
Saris WE, Satorra A, Sörbom D: The detection and correction of specification errors in structural equation models. Sociol Methodol 1987, 17: 105–129.CrossRef

72.
Hancock GR: Effect size, power, and sample size determination for structured means modeling and MIMIC approaches to between-groups hypothesis testing of means on a single latent construct. Psychometrika 2001, 66: 373–388. 10.1007/BF02294440CrossRef

73.
Cohen J: Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. 2. 2print edition. Hillsdale, NJ u.a: Erlbaum; 1988.

74.
Chen FF: Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measurement invariance. Struct Equ Model 2007, 14: 464–504. 10.1080/10705510701301834CrossRef

75.
Meade AW: A taxonomy of effect size measures for the differential functioning of items and scales. J Appl Soc Psychol 2010, 95: 728–743.CrossRef

76.
Nye CD, Drasgow F: Effect size indices for analyses of measurement equivalence: understanding the practical importance of differences between groups. J Appl Soc Psychol 2011, 96: 966–980.CrossRef

77.
Muthén B, Asparouhov T: BSEM measurement invariance analysis. Mplus Webnote 17. 2013. [http://​www.​statmodel.​com/​examples/​webnotes/​webnote17.​pdf]



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

Authors’ contributions
MS is the principal investigator, developed the study, performed the statistical analysis and is the main author of the manuscript. MS and GM performed the systematic review. MS, GM and HF drafted the manuscript. JB, SN and RO contributed to the design of the study and helped drafting the manuscript. All authors revised and approved the final manuscript.


OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/contact.gif





