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Abstract
Background: Measures of multimorbidity are often applied to source data, populations or
outcomes outside the scope of their original developmental work. As the development of a
multimorbidity measure is influenced by the population and outcome used, these influences should
be taken into account when selecting a multimorbidity index. The aim of this study was to compare
the strength of the association of health-related quality of life (HRQOL) with three multimorbidity
indices: the Cumulative Illness Rating Scale (CIRS), the Charlson index (Charlson) and the
Functional Comorbidity Index (FCI). The first two indices were not developed in light of HRQOL.

Methods: We used data on chronic diseases and on the SF-36 questionnaire assessing HRQOL of
238 adult primary care patients who participated in a previous study. We extracted all the
diagnoses for every patient from chart review to score the CIRS, the FCI and the Charlson. Data
for potential confounders (age, sex, self-perceived economic status and self-perceived social
support) were also collected. We calculated the Pearson correlation coefficients (r) of the SF-36
scores with the three measures of multimorbidity, as well as the coefficient of determination, R2,
while controlling for confounders.

Results: The r values for the CIRS (range: -0.55 to -0.18) were always higher than those for the
FCI (-0.47 to -0.10) and Charlson (-0.31 to -0.04) indices. The CIRS explained the highest percent
of variation in all scores of the SF-36, except for the Mental Component Summary Score where
the variation was not significant. Variations explained by the FCI were significant in all scores of SF-
36 measuring physical health and in two scales evaluating mental health. Variations explained by the
Charlson were significant in only three scores measuring physical health.

Conclusion: The CIRS is a better choice as a measure of multimorbidity than the FCI and the
Charlson when HRQOL is the outcome of interest. However, the FCI may provide a good option
to evaluate the physical aspect of HRQOL for the ease in its administration and scoring. The
Charlson index may not be recommended as a measure of multimorbidity in studies related to
either physical or mental aspects of HRQOL.
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Background
The coexistence of multiple chronic diseases in the same
individual or multimorbidity has led to increasing interest
in its measure in research studies as a potential con-
founder or as a predictor of study outcome [1,2].

Health-related quality of life (HRQOL) is an outcome
measure that is adversely affected by the presence of mul-
timorbidity. This association can be demonstrated using
the simple count of chronic conditions as a measure of
multimorbidity [3-8]. However, we found in a recent
study that the use of a multimorbidity index, the Cumula-
tive Illness Rating Scale (CIRS), revealed a stronger associ-
ation of HRQOL with multimorbidity than a simple
count of chronic diseases [8]. Measures of multimorbidity
are often applied to source data, populations or outcomes
outside the scope of the original developmental work [9].
However, as the development of a multimorbidity meas-
ure is influenced by the population and outcome used,
these influences should be taken into account when
selecting a multimorbidity index [10]. Although the CIRS
is a comprehensive evaluation of medical problems by
organ system, it was not developed in light of HRQOL.
Therefore, it can be argued that another measure of multi-
morbidity (or comorbidity if an index disease is the object
of study) specifically designed for HRQOL could bear a
stronger relationship with HRQOL than the CIRS, and
would be a better measure of multimorbidity when the
outcome of interest is HRQOL.

Several indices have been described to measure multimor-
bidity or comorbidity [1,2,11]. However, some problems
related to many of these indices have been reported such
as insufficient data on their clinimetric properties and
moderate inter-rater reliability [2,12]. Two indices stand
out as potential alternatives to the CIRS, the Charlson
Index and the Functional Comorbidity Index (FCI). The
Charlson index [13] is, with the CIRS [14], among the
most valid and reliable measures of multimorbidity [2].
The Charlson index is the most extensively studied comor-
bidity index and, although the weights originally used to
develop it were based on the relative risk of dying, it has
been found to significantly predict the number of ambu-
latory visits, the probability of an inpatient admission, the
length of stay, and hospital costs [9,15]. However, the

association between the Charlson index and HRQOL has
been assessed only in patients of age 65 or older [16].
Recently developed, the Functional Comorbidity Index
(FCI) [11] was specifically developed with physical func-
tioning, an aspect of HRQOL, as the validity criterion. The
index was developed using two databases totalizing
37,772 Canadian and US adults seeking treatment for
spine ailments. It is possible that the association of this
index with physical aspects of HRQOL could outperform
the CIRS, but this hypothesis has not been tested yet.

Using these three indices (CIRS, FCI and Charlson) on the
same target population would allow a better comparison
of their performance when the outcome of interest is
HRQOL, but we could not find any study with such com-
parison. Thus, the primary purpose of this study was to
compare the strength of the association of the CIRS, the
Charlson index and the FCI measures of multimorbidity,
with HRQOL.

Methods
We used data collected on the diagnoses of chronic dis-
eases in a group of 238 adult primary care patients (age 18
or older) who participated in a study on HRQOL [8].
Patients were recruited from the clientele of 21 family
physicians in the Saguenay region, Canada. Details of the
sampling are described elsewhere [17]. In brief, we ran-
domly selected patients from 980 patients who had also
been selected at random for a prevalence study on multi-
morbidity [17]. Our goal was to recruit 60 patients for
each CIRS quintile to have enough representation of dif-
ferent levels of multimorbidity. Of the 419 patients we
tried to contact by phone, 66 could not be reached,
despite repeated attempts. Of the remaining 353 patients,
238 agreed to participate (Table 1). Patients completed
the self-administered 36-item short form of the Medical
Outcomes Study questionnaire (SF-36) [18] to assess
HRQOL. The SF-36 comprises 8 multi-item scales divided
into 2 main groups: physical and mental aspects of quality
of life. Two summary scores for each group are obtained
through a weighted sum of these scales. To compute the
Physical Component Summary scale, high positive
weights are given to the scales of the physical aspects of
quality of life and low negative weights to those of the
mental health. To calculate the Mental Component Sum-

Table 1: Characteristics of the Sample

Characteristic Refusals (n = 115) Participants (n = 238) P value

Mean (SD) age, y 56.5 (17.4) 59.0 (14.3) 0.17*
Mean (SD) diagnoses, n 5.5 (3.2) 5.3 (2.8) 0.49*
Male, % 33.9 29.0 0.39†

*t-test.
†Chi-square test.
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mary scale, low negative weights are given to the scores of
the physical aspects of quality of life and high positive
weights are given to those of the mental health. For all
scales and both summary scales, lower scores indicate
lower HRQOL.

From an exhaustive chart review, we extracted a compre-
hensive list of diagnoses of all chronic conditions for
every patient after informed consent. We then used the list
to score the CIRS [19], the FCI [11] and the Charlson
index [13] (Table 2). To obtain the most reliable measures
for analysis, the three indices were scored by two investi-
gators independently in a group of patients (the number
of patients varied from 49 to 73 for the 3 indices), and
inter-rater reliability was calculated. During a standardiza-
tion period, the scoring process was discussed to reach a
consensus and repeated until the inter-rater reliability was
judged acceptable [20].

Data for potential confounders (age, sex, self-perceived
economic status and self-perceived social support) were
also collected. Self-perceived social support was measured

with the Social Provisions Scale [21]. The research ethics
board of the Centre de santé et de services sociaux de
Chicoutimi approved this study.

Statistical analysis
To investigate the relationship between HRQOL and the
multimorbidity indices as well as the direction of the rela-
tionships (positive or negative), we first calculated the
Pearson correlation coefficients of the SF-36 scores with
the three measures of multimorbidity. We also compared
CIRS correlation coefficients with those of the FCI and the
Charlson index [22]. Next, the coefficient of determina-
tion, R2, was calculated to measure the percentage of vari-
ation in the dependent variables (all SF-36 scales and two
SF-36 summary scores) explained by each measure of
multimorbidity over and above that explained by age,
gender, self-perceived social support and self-perceived
economical status. We obtained these estimates through
multiple regression analysis for which underlying
assumptions were judged satisfactory. All analyses were
done using the SAS system for Windows (version 8.02,
SAS Institute, Inc, Cary, NC, USA).

Table 2: Main characteristics of CIRS, FCI and Charlson†

Comorbidity indices CIRS FCI Charlson

Items 1. Cardiac
2. Vascular
3. Hematological
4. Respiratory
5. Ophthalmological and ORL
6. Upper gastrointestinal
7. Lower gastrointestinal
8. Hepatic and pancreatic
9. Renal
10. Genitourinary
11. Musculoskeletal and tegumental
12. Neurological
13. Endocrine, metabolic, breast
14. Psychiatric

1. Arthritis (rheumatoid and 
osteoarthritis)
2. Osteoporosis
3. Asthma
4. COPD, ARDS*
5. Angina
6. Congestive heart failure or heart 
disease
7. Heart attack
8. Neurological disease
9. Stroke or transient ischemic attack
10. Diabetes types I and II
11. Peripheral vascular disease
12. Upper gastrointestinal disease
13. Depression
14. Anxiety or panic disorders
15. Visual impairment
16. Hearing impairment
17. Degenerative disk disease
18. Obesity and/or BMI > 30 kg/m2

1. Myocardial infarct
2. Congestive heart failure
3. Peripheral vascular disease
4. Cerebrovascular disease
5. Dementia
6. Chronic pulmonary disease
7. Connective tissue disease
8. Ulcer disease
9. Stroke or transient ischemic attack
10. Diabetes
11. Hemiplegia
12. Moderate or severe renal disease
13. Diabetes with end organ damage
14. Any tumor
15. Leukemia
16. Lymphoma
17. Moderate or severe liver disease
18. Metastatic solid tumor
19. AIDS

Weights All systems weighted from 0 to 4:
0 No problem
1 Mild
2 Moderate
3 Severe
4 Extremely severe

Presence (yes) or absence (no) of 
diagnoses

Conditions from 1 to 10, weight = 1
Conditions from 11 to 16, weight = 2
Condition 17, weight = 3
Conditions 18 and 19, weight = 6

Final score Sum of weights assigned to each 
system

Sum of "yes" answers Sum of weights assigned to each 
condition that a patient has

† CIRS = Cumulative Illness Rating Scale; FCI = Functional Comorbidity Index; Charlson = Charlson index.
* COPD = chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; ARDS = acquired respiratory distress syndrome
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Results
After standardization of the scoring process, the intraclass
correlation coefficients for the inter-rater reliability were
0.96, 0.92 and 0.90 for the CIRS, the FCI and the Charlson
respectively.

Figure 1 shows the distribution of each multimorbidity
score. The CIRS had the widest variation, with a range of
1 to 27 with a mode of 9 (mean = 10.3). The FCI had a
range of 0 to 8, with a mode of 3 (mean = 2.4). The Charl-
son index had a similar range (0–7) but a different distri-
bution from that of the FCI, with 120 patients (50.4%)
having a score of zero (mean = 0.9).

Pearson correlation coefficients of SF-36 with the three
measures of multimorbidity are shown in Table 3. The
CIRS was negatively correlated with all scales of SF-36
except the Mental Component Summary; i.e. higher mor-
bidity or multimorbidity level was associated with lower
HRQOL. The FCI was negatively correlated with all SF-36
scales measuring the physical aspect of HRQOL; it was
also negatively correlated with two scales measuring the
mental aspect of HRQOL. The Charlson index was nega-
tively correlated with all scales of SF-36 evaluating the
physical aspect of HRQOL; it was not correlated with any
of the scales evaluating the mental aspect. There was an
unexpected positive correlation of the Charlson index
with the Mental Component Summary that did not have
any meaningful interpretation. The CIRS correlation coef-
ficients were significantly different from those of the FCI
for the SF-36 scales of Physical Functioning, Role Physical
and Social Functioning as well as for the Physical Compo-
nent Summary; whereas the Charlson correlation coeffi-
cients were significantly different from those of CIRS for
all SF-36 scales.

Table 4 shows the percentage of variation in HRQOL
explained by each measure of multimorbidity over and
above that explained by age, gender, self-perceived social
support and economic status. The CIRS explained the
highest percent of variation in all scores, except for the
Mental Component Summary score where the explained
variation was not significant.

Discussion
We compared the strength of association of three multi-
morbidity indices (CIRS, FCI and Charlson index) with
HRQOL as the outcome of interest in a primary care con-
text. In terms of percent of explained variation in HRQOL,
the CIRS performed as well as and often better than the
FCI and the Charlson index in all scores of the SF-36. Cor-
relation coefficients of the SF-36 scores with the measures
of multimorbidity were always higher for the CIRS, fol-
lowed by the FCI (Table 3); the correlations of the SF-36
scores with the Charlson index were always the weakest.
We also found an unexpected positive correlation of the
Charlson index with the SF-36 Mental Component Sum-
mary.

Among the three indices, the CIRS was the one that
explained the highest percent of variation in all scores of
the SF-36. Despite the fact that the FCI was developed
with physical function as the outcome of interest, it did
not perform better than the CIRS in any of the scales of the
SF-36 evaluating the physical aspect of HRQOL. This
result may be due in part to the wider range of possible
scores on the CIRS. Indeed, an index ranging from 0 to 27
can better predict variations in an outcome than one that
ranges from 0 to 7 or 8 with more than half the patients

Table 3: Pearson correlation coefficients of the SF-36† scores 
with the measures of multimorbidity

HRQOL (SF-36) Correlation coefficients (r)

Physical Health CIRS‡ FCI Charlson
Physical Functioning -0.55** -0.47** -0.31**
Role physical -0.41** -0.32** -0.14*
Bodily Pain -0.38** -0.33** -0.16*
General Health -0.40** -0.34** -0.21**

Mental Health
Vitality -0.30** -0.23** -0.08
Social Functioning -0.29** -0.21** -0.04
Role Emotional -0.18** -0.10 +0.03
Mental Health -0.18** -0.14** +0.07

Physical Component Summary -0.54** -0.47** -0.31**
Mental Component Summary -0.06 -0.001 +0.16*

† SF-36 = Self-administered 36-item short form of the Medical 
Outcomes Study questionnaire.
‡ CIRS = Cumulative Illness Rating Scale; FCI = Functional 
Comorbidity Index; Charlson = Charlson index. * p < 0.05; ** p < 
0.01

Distribution of scores on multimorbidity measuresFigure 1
Distribution of scores on multimorbidity measures. CIRS = 
Cumulative Illness Rating Scale; FCI = Functional Comorbid-
ity Index; Charlson = Charlson index.
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being classified in the first 2 or 3 levels of the scale. It may
also be due to the fact that the CIRS evaluates the number
and severity of all chronic diseases whereas the FCI evalu-
ates a limited number of diagnoses and does not take into
account disease severity. However, R2 values for the FCI
related to physical health scores, although lower than
those of the CIRS, remained highly significant after con-
trolling for confounders. Given that the FCI is very easy to
administer and score, researchers may consider, depend-
ing on the characteristics of the study, to trade off a lower
explained variation for simplicity to evaluate the physical
aspect of HRQOL. In the case of the Charlson index, the
percent of explained variation was significant only in the
Physical Functioning, the General Health, and the Physi-
cal Component Summary scales. In the mental aspect of
HRQOL, the percent of variation explained by the Charl-
son index was not significant in any of the scales of the SF-
36. Given these results, the Charlson index may not be
recommended as a measure of multimorbidity in HRQOL
studies in adults.

The FCI was the only index of multimorbidity that we
were aware of that was developed using a component of
HRQOL (Physical Functioning) as outcome. However,
two other articles reporting multimorbidity measures
related with HRQOL were published upon completion of
the present study. One of the articles describes a new self-
reported assessment of comorbidity, or self-reported dis-
ease burden [16]; the other article describes five indices or

approaches to scoring multimorbidity derived from a self-
administered multimorbidity questionnaire [23].

In the article on the self-reported disease burden [16], the
index was validated using two scales of the SF-36 evaluat-
ing the physical aspect of HRQOL (Physical Functioning
and one item of General Health) as well as the outcomes
of depression and self-efficacy. The authors studied these
outcomes using the Charlson index and the findings were
similar to ours. They found a negative correlation between
the Charlson index and the Physical Functioning and
General Health outcomes [16]. However, our study
expanded the analysis of the Charlson index to all scales
of the SF-36 evaluating both physical and mental aspects
of the HRQOL. Moreover, we included adults aged 18 and
over, whereas age was restricted to 65 years or older in the
study on the self-reported disease burden [16]. In the sec-
ond paper by Byles et al [23], the study was a comparison
of the performance of five indices derived from a self-
administered multimorbidity questionnaire. None of the
indices was compared to other indices previously pub-
lished. Unfortunately, it was not possible to include these
five indices in our comparative study because of the chart
review method that we used. However, future research
comparing CIRS with these five indices as well as with the
self-reported disease burden index is warranted.

In our analysis of the relationship between mental aspects
of HRQOL and multimorbidity, we found some contra-
dictory results that may reflect a limitation in our instru-

Table 4: Percentage of variation of the SF-36  scores explained by each measure of multimorbidity

HRQOL (SF-36) Percentage of variation 
explained by the 

control variables†

Partial R2(%)‡

Physical Health CIRS§ FCI Charlson
Physical Functioning 21.08** 15.59** 9.53** 4.52**
Role physical 7.84** 11.14** 5.21** 0.56
Bodily Pain 10.02** 9.91** 6.80** 1.04
General Health 11.63** 14.07** 7.96** 2.99**

Mental Health
Vitality 10.68** 6.78** 2.56* 0.10
Social Functioning 10.77** 6.72** 2.94** 0.002
Role Emotional 6.71** 2.64* 0.43 0.52
Mental Health 17.07*** 2.26* 1.02 1.18

Physical Component 
Summary

13.18** 17.75** 11.81** 5.46**

Mental Component 
Summary

12.60** 0.75 0.02 2.80

 SF-36 = Self-administered 36-item short form of the Medical Outcomes Study questionnaire.
† control variables: age, gender, self-perceived social support and self-perceived economical status
‡ controlling for age, gender, self-perceived social support and self-perceived economical status.
§CIRS = Cumulative Illness Rating Scale; FCI = Functional Comorbidity Index; Charlson = Charlson index.
* p < 0.05 ; ** p < 0.01
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ments. All scales of the SF-36 used to measure the mental
aspect of HRQOL were related to the CIRS, whereas the
Mental Component Summary was not (Tables 3 and 4).
This summary score was created by the developers of the
SF-36 with the hope to reduce the number of statistical
comparisons involved in analyzing the SF-36 without
substantial loss of information [24]. The lowest possible
score of the Mental Component Summary indicates fre-
quent psychological distress, social disability due to emo-
tional problems, and a poorly self-rated health [24].
However, the lack of relationship we found between the
CIRS and the Mental Component Summary contradicts
the relationship we found between the CIRS and all men-
tal scales of the SF-36 of which the Mental Component
Summary is a composite. One possible explanation may
be that the calculation of the Mental Component Sum-
mary takes into account not only the four scales measur-
ing mental health, but also the four scales measuring
physical health which are weighted negatively [25]. As a
result, the positive weights of the mental health scales
may be canceled out by the negative weights of the physi-
cal health scales which have a stronger relationship with
the CIRS in our study. This problem was evident in the
relationship between the CIRS and the Mental Compo-
nent Summary, but it also affected the relationships
between this summary score and the other measures of
multimorbidity. These results suggest that the Mental
Component Summary produced a substantial loss of
information in the context of our study.

Conclusion
In summary, our study suggests that the CIRS is a better
choice as a measure of multimorbidity than the FCI and
the Charlson index in a primary care context when
HRQOL is the outcome of interest. However, if research-
ers were interested only in the physical aspect of HRQOL,
then the FCI, despite its lower explained variation in
HRQOL, may provide a good option for the ease in its
administration and scoring. Finally, based on our results,
the Charlson index may not be recommended as a meas-
ure of multimorbidity in studies related to either physical
or mental aspects of HRQOL.

Authors' contributions
MF participated in the conception and design of the study,
supervised data collection and analysis and drafted the
manuscript. CH participated in the conception and design
of the study and data analysis and helped draft the manu-
script. M-FD participated in the design of the study, per-
formed the statistical analysis and helped draft the
manuscript. JA participated in the data analysis and
helped draft the manuscript. LL participated in the data
analysis and helped draft the manuscript. HS participated
in data analysis and critically reviewed the manuscript. All

authors gave their final approval of the version of the
manuscript submitted for publication.

Acknowledgements
Sources of support: Fonds de la Recherche en Santé du Québec (Grant 
number: 24300-2028) and Pfizer Canada (Independent Research Grant).

References
1. Harboun M, Ankri J: [Comorbidity indexes: review of the literature

and application to studies of elderly population][French].  Rev Epide-
miol Sante Publique 2001, 49:287-298.

2. de Groot V, Beckerman H, Lankhorst GJ, Bouter LM: How to meas-
ure comorbidity. a critical review of available methods.  J Clin
Epidemiol 2003, 56:221-229.

3. Cheng L, Cumber S, Dumas C, Winter R, Nguyen KM, Nieman LZ:
Health related quality of life in pregeriatric patients with
chronic diseases at urban, public supported clinics.  Health and
Quality of Life Outcomes 2003, 1(1):63.

4. Wensing M, Vingerhoets E, Grol R: Functional status, health
problems, age and comorbidity in primary care patients.
Qual Life Res 2001, 10:141-148.

5. Michelson H, Bolund C, Brandberg Y: Multiple chronic health
problems are negatively asociated with health related qual-
ity of life (HRQoL) irrespective of age.  Qual Life Res 2000,
9:1093-1104.

6. Cuijpers P, van Lammeren P, Duzijn B: Relation between quality
of life and chronic illnesses in elderly living in residential
homes: a prospective study.  Int Psychogeriatr 1999, 11:445-454.

7. Grimby A, Svanborg A: Morbidity and health-related quality of
life among ambulant elderly citizens.  Aging Clin Exp Res 1997,
9:356-364.

8. Fortin M, Bravo G, Hudon C, Lapointe L, Almirall J, Dubois MF,
Vanasse A: Relationship between multimorbidity and health-
related quality of life of patients in primary care.  Qual Life Res
2006 in press.

9. Perkins AJ, Kroenke K, Unutzer J, Katon W, Williams JW, Hope C,
Callahan CM: Common comorbidity scales were similar in
their ability to predict health care costs and mortality.  J Clin
Epidemiol 2004, 57:1040-1048.

10. Extermann M: Measurement and impact of comorbidity in
older cancer patients.  Crit Rev Oncol Hematol 2000, 35:181-200.

11. Groll DL, To T, Bombardier C, Wright JG: The development of a
comorbidity index with physical function as the outcome.  J
Clin Epidemiol 2005, 58:595-602.

12. Imamura K, McKinnon M, Middleton R, Black N: Reliability of a
comorbidity measure: the Index of Co-Existent Disease
(ICED).  J Clin Epidemiol 1997, 50:1011-1016.

13. Charlson ME, Pompei P, Ales KL, MacKenzie CR: A new method of
classifying prognostic comorbidity in longitudinal studies:
development and validation.  J Chronic Dis 1987, 40:373-383.

14. Linn BS, Linn MW, Gurel L: Cumulative illness rating scale.  J Am
Geriatr Soc 1968, 16:622-626.

15. Beddhu S, Bruns FJ, Saul M, Seddon P, Zeidel ML: A simple comor-
bidity scale predicts clinical outcomes and costs in dialysis
patients.  Am J Med 2000, 108:609-613.

16. Bayliss EA, Ellis JL, Steiner JF: Sujective assessments of comor-
bidity correlate with quality of life health outcomes: Initial
validation of a comorbidity assessment instrument.  Health
and Quality of life Outcomes 2005, 3:51.

17. Fortin M, Bravo G, Hudon C, Vanasse A, Lapointe L: Prevalence of
multimorbidity among adults seen in family practice.  Ann
Fam Med 2005, 3:223-228.

18. Ware JE, Sherbourne CD: The MOS 36-item short-form health
survey (SF-36). I. Conceptual framework and item selection.
Med Care 1992, 30:473-483.

19. Miller MD, Paradis CF, Houck PR, Mazumdar S, Stack JA, Rifai AH,
Mulsant B, Reynolds CF: Rating chronic medical illness burden
in geropsychiatric practice and research: application of the
Cumulative Illness Rating Scale.  Psychiatry Res 1992, 41:237-248.

20. Hudon C, Fortin M, Vanasse A: Cumulative Illness Rating Scale
was a reliable and valid index in a family practice context.  J
Clin Epidemiol 2005, 58:603-608.
Page 6 of 7
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11427831
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11427831
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12725876
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12725876
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14613559
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14613559
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14613559
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11642684
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11642684
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11401042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11401042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11401042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10631590
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10631590
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10631590
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15528055
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15528055
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10960800
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10960800
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15878473
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15878473
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9363035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9363035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9363035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3558716
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3558716
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3558716
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=5646906
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10856407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10856407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10856407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15928225
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15928225
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1593914
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1593914
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1594710
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1594710
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1594710
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15878474
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15878474


Health and Quality of Life Outcomes 2005, 3:74 http://www.hqlo.com/content/3/1/74
Publish with BioMed Central   and  every 
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for 
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."

Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK

Your research papers will be:

available free of charge to the entire biomedical community

peer reviewed and published immediately upon acceptance

cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central 

yours — you keep the copyright

Submit your manuscript here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

BioMedcentral

21. Cutrona CE, Russell DW: The provisions of social support and
adaptation to stress.  Advances in Personal Relationships 1987,
1:37-67.

22. Meng XL, Rosenthal R, Rubin DB: Comparing correlated corre-
lation coefficients.  Psychol Bull 1992, 111:172-175.

23. Byles JE, D'Este C, Parkinson L, O'Connell R, Treloar C: Single
index of multimorbidity did not predict multiple outcomes.
J Clin Epidemiol 2005, 58:997-1005.

24. Ware JEJ: SF-36® Health Survey Update. Available from:
http://www.sf-36.org/tools/sf36.shtml. Last access August
2005.  .

25. Leplège A, Ecosse E, Pouchot J, Coste J, Perneger T: Le question-
naire  MOS SF-36. Manuel de l'utilisateur et guide d'inter-
prétation des scores.  Paris, Estem; 2001. 
Page 7 of 7
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16168345
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16168345
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
http://www.biomedcentral.com/

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Authors' contributions
	Acknowledgements
	References

