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Abstract
Background
Due to high prevalence of diabetes and its complications, evaluating of the patients’ quality of life is critical. EQ-5D-5 L is a valid tool for assessing the quality of life in chronic diseases including diabetes. The present study conducted to illustrate the quality of life for the patients who referred to the Diabetes clinic and determine its relationship with their demographic and clinical characteristics in Birjand in 2017.

Methods
In this cross-sectional study, 300 patients with type 2 diabetes were selected through a systematic sampling in 2017. Data were collected using a checklist including patients’ demographic, clinical and laboratory information and the EQ-5D-5 L. Data were entered the SPSS (22) software, analyzed by independent sample T-test, ANOVA, Chi-Square and logistic regression tests. Statistical significance was inferred at α = 0.05.

Results
Mean age for the participants was 58.1 ± 9.6 years. The mean score for the quality of life based on the EQ-5D-5 L and VAS scale were 0.89 ± 0.13 and 65.22 ± 9.32, respectively. Moderate and severe problems were found in the anxiety/depression dimensions in 12% of the patients, while these numbers for the presence of pain/discomfort and mobility were slightly higher (13.7 and 13.6%, respectively). The mean scores for quality of life and VAS were significantly higher in the men, employed and patients < 50 years age.

Conclusion
The quality of life for the type 2 diabetes patients is affected by numerous factors including sex, occupation, duration of the disease and the presence of complications such as neuropathy and nephropathy.
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Background
In parallel with economy development, life standards improvement, lifestyle/diet changes and urbanization, non-communicable diseases like diabetes mellitus (DM) are the most important public health problems worldwide [1].
The prevalence of DM is increasing in the developed and developing countries. WHO reported that the number of diabetic patients in the world has increased from 110 million in 1994 to 240 million in 2010 and it is estimated to raise at 300 million in 2025 [2].
In Iran, the prevalence of DM is relatively high and has been estimated by various studies 12.4% in individuals aged 15–75 [2], 12.6% in aged group 40–64 [3], and 24.5% in the people aged 40–80 years old [4].
As with any other chronic disease, DM is associated with many personal, familial, social and financial issues and even higher mortality rate. Problems such as increased blood glucose, dietary and exercise limitation repeatedly demand for insulin injection, musculoskeletal complications, physical disabilities, sexual dysfunction and vascular disorders are some examples which negatively affect the lives of patients with DM [5].
Moreover, job loss, frequent hospitalization, higher demand for medical and patient care, indirect costs related to early death, reduced social and familial interactions, and worsening in lifestyle are some of the major problems which affect the familial, social and economic status of these patients [6].
In Iran, National Program for Prevention and Control of Diabetes has been introduced in the health system in 2004. Several levels of health care have been designed including the primary level in which health workers (the behvarz) in the health house and health technician in the urban health post perform the population evaluation and screening for DM. At the secondary level such as rural and urban health centers, general practitioners and laboratory technicians serve as the diabetes team members in this regard [7].
In the Diabetes clinic as a secondary level, several services are provided as follow: diagnosis, treatment and patients’ care, patients’ referral to the diabetes center, follow up feedback and appropriate action, assessing for complications according to clinical guidelines, and collecting as well as recording the patient information in the medical records [7].
Health-related quality of life (HRQoL) is one of the most widely measured treatment outcomes to self-assess the effects of the management of chronic disease on health, and monitors the physical, psychological and social aspects of personal health. It is influenced by individual expectations, beliefs, perceptions and experiences [8].
Numerous studies indicated that QoL for patients with DM is lower than that of the healthy individuals, and the factors involved in this regard are not precisely determined. It is noteworthy that some variables such as the type of DM, use of insulin, age, DM related complications, social status, psychological factors, ethnicity, educational level, knowledge about the disease, type of assistance which they received from others may interfere in the QoL for these patients [9].
So far several tools have been devised to assess the QoL including SF-36 tool [10] and EQ-5D created by Brook in 1991 [11]. The EQ-5D is one of the most feasible tools to assess individuals’ QoL, and evaluates their physical, mental and social performance [12]. It has been validated and used in many studies to determine QoL in chronic diseases such as diabetes, chronic lung diseases, stroke and chronic mental illnesses [13–17]. Currently three versions of EQ-5D are available including EQ-5D-3 L, EQ-5D-5 L and EQ-5D-y. The 5-level EQ-5D version (EQ-5D-5 L) was introduced by the EuroQol Group in 2009 to improve its sensitivity and reduce ceiling effects in comparison to EQ-5D-3 L [18].
EQ-5D-5 L is a short and clear questionnaire which could be easily completed in a short period of time by the patients, thereby substituted with the general quality of life questionnaire in epidemiological studies and clinical evaluation for diabetic patients.
The DM complications can be responsible for the most of morbidity and mortality associated with the disease. Therefore, assessing the patients’ QoL at regular intervals is a necessity for DM as a chronic disease. This evaluation, as a powerful tool, is critical in predicting patients’ status for disease management and long-term health care. Regular evaluation for QoL as a routine clinical practice could potentially improve necessary communication among the health care providers and their patients, thereby identify the complications and help them for long care resulting in improving their health status [19].
Evaluating the quality of life and its related factors can be helpful to improve the diabetic patients QoL. Due to the specific geographical and cultural characteristics of this region, QoL of the patients in this particular area and the factors affecting it may vary with other patients. Thereby using a short, brief and valid questionnaire which can be completed in a short time is beneficial for assessing patients’ QoL.
Therefore, the present study conducted to assess the QoL for patients with diabetes type 2 and its relationship with the demographic and clinical characteristics of these patients who referred to the Diabetes clinic in Birjand in 2017.

Methods
Study population
In this cross-sectional (descriptive analytical) study, 300 patients with type 2 diabetes who had a medical record in the Diabetes clinic in Birjand from September to December 2017 were selected in a systematic sampling. There were about 2000 medical records of diabetic patients in the Diabetes clinic in Birjand. The sample size was calculated based on the percentage of any reported problems in EQ-5D dimensions including mobility (MO), self-care (SC), usual activities (UA), pain/discomfort (P/D) and anxiety/depression (A/D). According to Javanbakht study [20], the patients reported “moderate or extreme problems” in different dimensions of the EQ-5D as follow: MO (30%), SC (24.6%), UA (32.9%), P/D (69.3%) and A/D (56.6%). The maximum sample size was calculated 295 patients considering the lowest percentages of reported problems. (Considering p = 24.6, 95% confidence level; and d = 0.05) using N = [z(1-α/2)2p(1-p)]/d2 formula. Then, we contacted them and provided a description of the study objective. Those patients with DM, who were interested to participate, were included in the study. Inclusion criteria were definitive diagnosis of DM and patient satisfaction for participation in the study.

Measures
To collect the patients’ information, two tools have been used including a checklist containing demographic and clinical characteristics as well as their laboratory values. The second tool was EQ-5D-5 L which consisted of two-parts, the EQ-5D descriptive system and the EQ visual analogue scale (VAS) [18].
Scoring the EQ-5D-5 L descriptive system
The descriptive system comprises five dimensions such as mobility, self-care, usual activities, pain/discomfort and anxiety/depression. Each dimension ranked at 5 levels as follow: no problems (1), slight problems (2), moderate problems (3), severe problems (4), and extreme problems (5). The patient was asked to indicate his/her health status by selecting the most appropriate statement in each of the five dimensions. Each state is referred to a 5-digit code.
The digits for the five dimensions can be combined into a 5-digit number that describes the patient’s health state. For example, state 11,111 indicates no problems on any of the 5 dimensions, while state 12,345 indicates no problems with mobility, slight problems with washing or dressing, moderate problems with doing usual activities, severe pain or discomfort and extreme anxiety or depression. To convert an individual EQ-5D health state to a single summary index a value set is required. In the present study due to the absence of a locally appropriate set of values, as suggested by EuroQol Group, the EQ-5D score was calculated using standard value sets produced by the EuroQol Groups’ standardized valuation technology (EQ-VT) which considered 1 = highest QoL, and 0 = the least QoL [18]. According to EQ-5D-5 L user guide (18), one way for data presentation as a health profile is via a table including the frequency of reported problems for various levels of each dimension. It is Sometimes more convenient to dichotomies the EQ-5D-5 L levels into ‘no problems’ (i.e. level 1) and ‘problems’ (i.e. levels 2 to 5), therefore changing the profile into frequencies of reported problems (18). In this context, we have also changed the profile into frequencies for reported data.

Scoring the EQ-5D-5 L VAS
The EQ VAS records the patients’ self-rated health on a vertical visual analogue scale which was scored from zero to 100, where the endpoints are labeled as ‘The best health you can imagine’ and ‘The worst health you can imagine’. Indeed, visual scale of the VAS 100 means the best health status and 0 means the worst health status you can imagine [18].

Psychometric properties
Before gathering the patients’ information, the questionnaire was translated to Persian by a native Iranian health professional translator who was fluent in both English and Persian languages. Subsequently, the questionnaire was back translated to English. Then, two versions of the questionnaire compared by the investigators, so any possible variations between them were discussed and corrected accordingly.
Finally, the Persian version of the questionnaire was tested on few patients and results showed that all the patients easily understood the items.
Factor analysis was undertaken on the five dimensions of the EQ-5D-5 L. The analysis produced a single component which accounted for 60.99% of the variance indicative that the dimensions can be added together to create a single index score. Internal consistency was also assessed using the coefficient Cronbach’s α which was calculated 0.83 for this questionnaire. To test the construct validity of the EQ-5D-5 L, the SF-36 questionnaire was administered for the subjects, Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to assess this type of validity and demonstrated that all the correlations were significant at the level of 0.01. The most powerful correlation was between pain/discomfort (P/D) of EQ-5D-5 L and pain of SF-36 (0.47).


Data collection
The demographic checklist and EQ-5D-5 L questionnaire were handed into the patients and collected after completion in the clinic between 8 am and 12 pm. The detailed data for DM history, laboratory values, presence and type of complications were obtained from the medical records. The information from the illiterate patients was collected by the researcher after reading the questions for them. Diagnosis of diabetic complications including nephropathy and neuropathy as well as retinopathy was performed and recorded in the patients’ profile by an Internal Medicine specialist and an ophthalmologist, respectively.

Statistical analysis
Data were entered into SPSS (22) software. After determining the normal distribution, data were analyzed with independent sample T-test, ANOVA, Chi-Square and logistic regression tests. Statistical significance was inferred at α = 0.05.
In logistic regression model, the dependent variable (QoL) in each domain from EQ-5D-5 L were dichotomized into ‘no problems’ (= level1) and ‘problems’ (= levels 2–5). After entering independent variables into regression model including age, gender, education level, occupation, duration of diabetes, HbA1c values, prescribed treatment, the presence of Nephropathy, Retinopathy, and Neuropathy, the history for diabetes related hospitalization and the history of ischemic heart disease (IHD), to summarize the data only those variables were reported which shown a significant relationship with a domain from EQ-5D-5 L.


Results
Population
A total of 300 diabetic patients with a mean age of 58.1 ± 9.6 participated in this study (ranged from 32 to 93 years old). As shown in Table 1, the majority were women 178 (59.3%), married 299 (99.6%), housewife 145 (48%), urban residents 279 (93%) and from the age group of 60 and older 125 (41.6%).
Table 1Distribution of the patients’ demographic and clinical characteristics


	characteristics
	N(%)

	sex
	female
	178 (59.3)

	male
	122 (40.7)

	Age group
	≤50y
	56 (18.7)

	51-60y
	119 (39.7)

	> 60
	125 (41.6)

	marriage
	single
	1 (0.3)

	married
	299 (99.7)

	Job
	Employed
	77 (25.7)

	housewife
	145 (48.3)

	others
	78 (26)

	Education
	illiterate
	58 (19.3)

	undergraduate
	153 (51)

	postgraduate
	89 (29.7)

	Residency
	Urban
	279 (93)

	rural
	21 (7)

	treatment
	Oral drug
	228 (76)

	insulin
	72 (24)

	HbA1C
	< 7
	57 (19)

	≥7
	243 (81)

	duration
	<10y
	189 (63)

	≥10y
	11 (37)

	Neuropathy
	yes
	32 (10.7)

	no
	268 (89.3)

	Retinopathy
	yes
	83 (27.7)

	no
	217 (72.3)

	Nephropathy
	yes
	56 (18.7)

	no
	244 (81.3)

	IHD
	yes
	70 (23.3)

	no
	300 (76.7)

	Diabetes related hospitalization
	yes
	140 (46.7)

	no
	160 (53.3)





EQ-5D-5 L results
The mean score for the quality of life based on the EQ-5D-5 L questionnaire was 0.89 ± 0.13 (CI:0.87–0.90) and the mean score of VAS scale was 65.22 ± 9.32 (CI:64.16–66.23).
Most of the patients did not report any problem or declared mild problems in various dimensions from the EQ-5D-5 L questionnaire. Higher percentages of patients indicated that they did not have any problem in different dimensions like mobility (65.7%), self-care (81.7%), usual daily activities (80%), the pain/discomfort (55%) and the anxiety/depression dimension (56.3%). However, moderate and severe problems were reported in some dimensions such as anxiety/depression (12%), pain/discomfort (13.7%) and mobility (13.6%). In Fig. 1, percentages of each level of problems are shown in 5 dimensions.
[image: A12955_2020_1277_Fig1_HTML.png]
Fig. 1The problem severity (percentage of each level of problems) in 5 dimensions reported by the patients





Factors associated with QoL
Mean scores for the quality of life in men (0.92 ± 0.12) was significantly higher (p = 0.004) than that in women (0.86 ± 0.13). These scores for VAS scale were 68.85 ± 8.20 and 62.73 ± 9.25, respectively (p = 0.008).
The mean score for the QoL and the VAS scale were compared in Table 2 using patients’ demographic and clinical characteristics versus sex.
Table 2Comparison the mean score for QoL and the VAS scale according to the patients’ demographic characteristics by sex


	characteristics
	ED-Q5
	VAS

	male
	female
	total
	male
	female
	total

	Mean ± SD
	Mean ± SD
	Mean ± SD
	Mean ± SD
	Mean ± SD
	Mean ± SD

	Age group
	≤50y
	0.98 ± 0.03
	0.91 ± 0.09
	0. 93 ± 0.08
	74.11 ± 6.11
	66.41 ± 9.71
	68.75 ± 9.54

	51-60y
	0.95 ± 0.08
	0.83 ± 0.15
	0.87 ± 0.14
	70.71 ± 9.72
	61.18 ± 8.91
	64.50 ± 10.24

	> 60
	0.89 ± 0.14
	0.86 ± 0.12
	0.88 ± 0.13
	66.19 ± 6.45
	62.33 ± 8.76
	64.28 ± 7.89

	F
	 	4.43
	4.49
	4.00
	8.94
	4.38
	5.09

	P value
	 	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	< 0.001
	0.01
	0.007

	Job
	Employed
	0.94 ± 0.11
	0.93 ± 0.07
	0.94 ± 0.10
	70.93 ± 8.22
	67.77 ± 11.27
	70.19 ± 9.04

	housewife
	–
	0.87 ± 0.12
	0.87 ± 0.12
	–
	62.38 ± 8.62
	62.38 ± 8.62

	others
	0.90 ± 0.13
	0.72 ± 0.21
	0.87 ± 0.16
	63.90 ± 7.74
	60.00 ± 11.01
	65.57 ± 8.82

	F or T
	 	1.89
	11.38
	8.76
	3.57
	3.53
	19.95

	P value
	 	0.06
	< 0.001
	< 0.001
	0.002
	0.03
	< 0.001

	Education Level
	Illiterate
	0.88 ± 0.13
	0.87 ± 0.13
	0.87 ± 0.13
	66.87 ± 11.31
	60.90 ± 8.37
	61.72 ± 8.96

	undergraduate
	0.91 ± 0.14
	0.88 ± 0.10
	0.89 ± 0.12
	67.17 ± 7.16
	63.63 ± 8.56
	65.07 ± 8.18

	postgraduate
	0.94 ± 0.08
	0.80 ± 0.18
	0.88 ± 0.15
	71.15 ± 8.43
	62.97 ± 11.63
	65.75 ± 10.36

	F
	 	1.44
	5.05
	0.73
	3.73
	1.43
	7.70

	P value
	 	0.24
	0.007
	0.47
	0.02
	0.24
	0.001

	Treatment type
	Oral drug
	0.93 ± 0.12
	0.87 ± 0.13
	0.89 ± 0.13
	69.42 ± 8.46
	63.12 ± 9.52
	65.85 ± 9.46

	insulin
	0.91 ± 0.11
	0.83 ± 0.14
	0.86 ± 0.13
	66.85 ± 6.95
	61.57 ± 8.37
	63.55 ± 8.23

	T
	 	0.62
	2.22
	2.28
	1.01
	0.89
	1.37

	P value
	 	0.53
	0.02
	0.02
	0.30
	0.36
	0.16

	HbA1C
	< 7
	0.96 ± 0.04
	0.86 ± 0.16
	0.89 ± 0.14
	70.55 ± 7.25
	63.84 ± 9.20
	65.96 ± 9.13

	≥7
	0.92 ± 0.13
	0.86 ± 0.12
	0.88 ± 0.13
	68.55 ± 8.35
	62.41 ± 9.27
	65.06 ± 9.39

	T
	 	2.84
	0.01
	0.47
	0.95
	0.85
	0.66

	P value
	 	0.006
	0.99
	0.63
	0.30
	0.39
	0.50

	DM history
	<10y
	0.95 ± 0.07
	0.87 ± 0.12
	0.90 ± 0.11
	69.93 ± 7.78
	63.91 ± 9.09
	66.43 ± 9.42

	≥10y
	0.88 ± 0.17
	0.84 ± 0.14
	0.85 ± 0.16
	66.86 ± 6.63
	60.80 ± 9.24
	63.15 ± 8.81

	T
	 	2.4
	1.61
	2.83
	2.00
	2.20
	2.98

	P value
	 	0.02
	0.10
	0.005
	0.04
	0.04
	0.003




In terms of the age groups and irrespective of the sex, the mean scores for QoL and VAS were significantly higher for the patients younger than 50 years old compared to the other age groups (p < 0.05).
The QoL and VAS in the employed women and men were significantly higher than those for housewives, unemployed women and men (p < 0.05).
Mean scores of the QoL was not different in terms of the education level in all individuals (p = 0.47) and also in the men (p = 0.24); however, in the illiterate and the undergraduate women, it was significantly higher than postgraduate women (p = 0.007). While, VAS mean scores were significantly higher in postgraduate than that for the iilliterate and undergraduate men (p = 0.02), no significant difference was found in this regard in the participant women (p = 0.24).
Mean scores for the QoL in women who took oral drugs was significantly higher than that for Insulin users (p = 0.02), this score was also higher in the men with HbA1c < 7 in comparison to individuals with HbA1c > 7 group (p = 0.006).
Mean scores of QoL in men (p = 0.02) and VAS score in all subjects (p = 0.003) with a history of diabetes less than 10 years was significantly higher than subjects with a history of diabetes higher than 10 years (Table 2).
As illustrated in Table 3, each reported problem (percentage) by the patients was assessed in terms of theire demographic and clinical characteristics. In the mobility dimension, more problems were observed in the age group 50–60 years old (40.3%), housewives (42.1%), subjects with more than 10 years of DM history (44.1%) and those with nephropathy (46.4%) and neuropathy (62.5%). In the self-care dimension, more problems were reported by the housewives (21.4%), subjects with more than 10 years of DM history (25.2%), and in rural area residents (38.1%). In the usual activities dimension, more problems declared in the age group 50–60 years old (28.8%), subjects with more than 10 years of DM history (28.2%), those with nephropathy (23.6%), neuropathy (37.5%) and a hospitalization history (25%). In the pain/discomfort dimension, more problems were observed in women (56.5%), housewives (57.2%), and patients with a history of nephropathy (64.3%) and neuropathy (68.8%). Finally, in the anxiety/depression dimension, more problems reported by women (53.9%), housewives (52.4%), and rural residents (66.7%) in comparison to men, employed subjects and urban residents.
Table 3The abundance of problems (percentage) reported by the patients in terms of theire demographic and clinical characteristics


	variable
	Mobility
	Self Care
	Usual Activities
	Pain / Discomfort
	Anxiety / Depression

	% of any problem
	P value
	% of any problem
	P value
	% of any problem
	P value
	% of any problem
	P value
	% of any problem
	P value

	sex
	male
	23
	0.001
	9.8
	0.002
	14.9
	0.07
	31.1
	< 0.001
	28.7
	< 0.001

	female
	42.1
	24.2
	23.6
	56.5
	53.9

	Age group
	≤50y
	16.1
	0.005
	12.5
	0.31
	3.6
	0.001
	32.1
	0.10
	37.5
	0.53

	51-60y
	40.3
	21.8
	28.8
	47.9
	43.7

	>60y
	36.8
	17.6
	19.2
	48
	46.4

	Job
	Employed
	18.2
	0.002
	6.5
	0.007
	11.8
	0.10
	26
	< 0.001
	24.7
	< 0.001

	housewife
	42.1
	21.4
	22.1
	57.2
	52.4

	others
	35.9
	24.4
	24.4
	41
	46.2

	Education
	Illiterate
	43.1
	0.29
	20.7
	0.17
	20.7
	0.54
	53.4
	0.29
	48.3
	0.42

	undergraduate
	32
	14.4
	17.8
	44.4
	45.1

	postgraduate
	32.6
	23.6
	23.6
	40.4
	38.2

	Residency
	Urban
	33.3
	0.18
	16.8
	0.01
	18.7
	0.03
	44.1
	0.24
	41.9
	0.02

	rural
	47.6
	38.1
	38.1
	57.1
	66.7

	treatment
	Oral drug
	31.3
	0.06
	14.5
	0.005
	17.6
	0.05
	42.7
	0.13
	43.2
	0.69

	insulin
	43.1
	29.2
	28.2
	52.8
	45.8

	HbA1C
	< 7
	24.6
	0.08
	10.5
	0.09
	16.1
	0.40
	42.1
	0.62
	43.9
	0.97

	≥7
	36.6
	20.2
	21
	45.7
	43.6

	duration
	<10y
	28.6
	0.006
	14.3
	0.01
	15.3
	0.008
	43.9
	0.62
	41.3
	0.27

	≥10y
	44.1
	25.2
	28.2
	46.8
	47.7

	Nephropathy
	yes
	46.4
	0.03
	25
	0.15
	23.6
	0.46
	64.3
	0.001
	53.6
	0.09

	no
	31.6
	16.8
	19.3
	40.6
	41.4

	Retinopathy
	yes
	41
	0.13
	20.5
	0.55
	24.1
	0.33
	50.6
	0.22
	43.4
	0.95

	no
	31.8
	17.5
	18.5
	42.9
	43.8

	Neuropathy
	yes
	62.5
	< 0.001
	25
	0.30
	37.5
	0.009
	68.8
	0.004
	53.1
	0.25

	no
	31
	17.5
	18
	42.2
	42.5

	IHD
	yes
	40
	0.41
	22.9
	0.48
	22.9
	0.71
	47.1
	0.61
	45.7
	0.63

	no
	32.8
	17
	19.3
	44.5
	43.2

	Diabetes related hospitalization
	yes
	42.1
	0.008
	20.7
	0.31
	25
	0.04
	50
	0.10
	48.6
	0.10

	no
	27.5
	16.3
	15.7
	40.6
	39.4





Regression analysis
In logistic regression model, after dichotomizing the dependent variable in each domain, the relevant variables (as mentioned in method section, statistical analysis) entered into regression model. To follow the results easier, only those variables which exerted a significant relationship with any domain from EQ-5D-5 L were reported in Table 4. Indeed sex (OR = 2.8, CI:1.6–5), duration of diabetes (OR = 1.7, CI:1–2.9) and neuropathy (OR = 2.4, CI:1.5–5) in mobility dimension; sex (OR = 3.9, CI:1.7–8.8), job (OR = 2.7, CI:1.4–5) and residence place (OR = 4.2, CI:1.5–11.6) in the self-care dimension; duration of diabetes (OR = 2, CI:1.1–3.7) and residency (OR = 2.8, CI:1.1–7.6) in the usual activities; sex (OR = 2.9, CI:1.7–4.9), job (OR = 2.6, CI:1.3–4.9) and nephropathy (OR = 2.6, CI:1.3–4.9) in the pain/discomfort dimension; and sex (OR = 3.1, CI:1.8–5.2), job (OR = 1.7, CI:1.2–2.5) and place of residence (OR = 2.8,CI:1–7.5) in the anxiety/depression dimension showed a significant relationship with the QoL.
Table 4Independent association of relevant variables with QoL dimensions in diabetic patients


	 	characteristic
	B
	SE
	P value
	Odds ratio
	CI 95(Exp B)

	Mobility
	sex
	1.04
	0.28
	< 0.001
	2.84
	1.61–5.01

	duration
	0.54
	0.27
	0.04
	1.72
	1.00–2.94

	Neuropathy
	0.88
	0.42
	0.03
	2.43
	1.06–5.55

	Self Care
	sex
	1.36
	0.41
	0.001
	3.93
	1.75–8.82

	job
	1.00
	0.31
	0.001
	2.73
	1.47–5.07

	Residency
	1.43
	0.51
	0.006
	4.20
	1.52–11.60

	Usual Activities
	duration
	0.71
	0.31
	0.02
	2.04
	1.11–3.77

	Residency
	1.05
	0.49
	0.03
	2.87
	1.08–7.60

	Pain / Discomfort
	sex
	1.08
	0.26
	< 0.001
	2.96
	1.77–4.95

	Nephropathy
	0.95
	0.33
	0.004
	2.60
	1.35–4.99

	Anxiety / Depression
	sex
	1.14
	0.26
	< 0.001
	3.13
	1.87–5.25

	job
	0.56
	0.18
	0.002
	1.76
	1.22–2.53

	Residency
	1.03
	0.50
	0.04
	2.80
	1.03–7.57






Discussion
In the present study which aimed to assess the QoL in type 2 diabetic patients using the EQ-5D-5 L questionnaire, the mean score for QoL and VAS scale were 0.89 ± 0.13 and 65.22 ± 9.32, respectively. In Javanbakht study, the mean score of QoL was 0.7 (in the interval of 0.69–0.71) and VAS score was 56.8 (in the interval of 56.15–57.5) [20]. Similar studies using EQ-5D in Japan, Norway, and Korea reported a QoL score of 0.84, 0.85 and 0.91, respectively [13, 21, 22]. Considering the fact that EQ-5Dvalue sets for each country could be different, QoL is affected by various socio-economic factors and indicators such as age, DM history and complications. This notion should be considered and assessing the results should be interpreted cautiously when comparing the QoL scores. In this context, one of the challenging issues in the developing countries like Iran is that many patients usually are not aware from their illness until the onset of the complications [20, 23].
Our finding showed that most patients did not suffer from any problem or reported mild problems in some dimensions. It was also evident that moderate and severe issues were more common in the dimensions like anxiety/depression, pain/discomfort, and mobility. In this area, numerous studies reported that pain and depression as the major complaints by the patients [20, 22, 24]. In a study by Solli in 2010, pain and depression were considered as the major complaints for the diabetic patients [22]. Javanbakht et al., in 2012 also reported that challenges for DM patients were mostly common in the pain and depression dimensions [20]. Pain and mobility were the most predominant complaints of diabetic patients reported by Sakamaki et al., [21]. In parallel with different studies conducted in this field, our study also confirmed that the majority of patients were complaining from moderate to severe problems in depression, pain and mobility dimensions.
In the present study, mean scores for QoL and VAS scale were significantly higher in men, urban residents and employed patients. This could be due to the higher level of activities and the opportunity for having a better socio-economic status for the populations living in the urban areas, working people and men when compared with the unemployed patients, rural residents and women, especially in the developing countries such as Iran. In addition, since women in comparison to men showed a higher tendency for expressing health-related problems, it seems that they have a lower QoL score, which is similar and consistent with the findings of previous studies [13, 21, 25, 26].
After entering and analyzing the variables related to the regression model, it is evident that the gender variable showed a significant relationship with all dimensions of QoL, with the exception of the usual activities, so that women in the mentioned dimensions had lower QoL than men. Also, the highest correlation was found among place of residence and sex with self-care dimension. In Javanbakht study [20], individuals living in bigger cities had lower QoL than those in small cities in the self-care dimension.
Our finding also suggested that the mean score for QoL in the older age groups was lower from younger groups. Indeed, most of the complaints and problems were reported by patients who belonged to people older than 50 years. Moreover their complaints were about usual activities and mobility which were consistent with other reported studies [13, 20, 25]. Conversely, in studies such as O’Reilly et al., [27] the QoL scores increased with age, which could be due to different economic and social conditions in different societies.
Our study showed that patients with higher level of education possess a better QoL score. It should be noted that no significant difference was found in the QoL score for men with different levels of education; however, it was significantly higher in the illiterate and undergraduate women when compared to the postgraduate women. VAS score was significantly associated with higher education level for men, this information was also in line with other studies which shown positive effects on improving the QoL for DM patients. It could be due to better understanding of the disease and the proper and timely pursuit for better disease control and treatment [22, 25]. In illiterate women due to lack of enough knowledge on the disease and its health consequences, it exerted a lower impact on their QoL.
In terms of the treatment type and the mean scores for the QoL and the VAS scale, our finding suggest that patients treated with insulin had significantly lower mean scores for QoL compared with individuals who received oral treatment. It was even more evident in the self-care dimension which insulin user patients reported more problems in comparison to the oral drug users. In this regard and considering the fact that insulin is used as the last resort when the oral therapy is ineffective in patients with type 2 diabetes, longer periods of diabetes are expected in insulin-dependent patients resulting in a direct negative impact on the patients’ QoL [4, 13]. This result is consistent with Redekop et al., study suggesting that insulin-dependent diabetes patients had lower QoL in Germany [28]. Conversely, in studies such as Bradley et.al [29], none of the treatments showed significant associations with EQ-VAS health status.
The results of our study showed that patients with a history of hospitalization had significantly lower QoL and VAS scores. They also reported more problems in terms of mobility and their usual activities. Due to weakness of the immune system, diabetic patients are more vulnerable to various types of infections, and on the other hand, the chance of acute and chronic complications is high due to the illness’ nature and the lack of proper control for DM [30]. The history of hospitalization may be indicative of inappropriate control for the disease and its complications which could justify a lower quality of life in this group of patients. Numerous studies in this regard suggested that diabetic patients with a hospitalization history have been associated with lower QoL [21, 22].
In the present study, a history of longer than 10 years of DM and the presence of chronic complications including neuropathy and nephropathy were significantly associated with a decreased level of QoL and VAS scale. More significant problems were observed in patients with nephropathy in terms of mobility and pain, and individuals with neuropathy in terms of mobility, pain and routine activities. Similar studies have shown the lower QoL scores in patients with history of hospitalization, history of over 10 years with DM and the presence of chronic complications [20, 22, 25, 27, 31], which was in line with our findings.
Although in our study, patients with HbA1c level below 7 had a higher score of the QoL than those with the level greater than 7, it was only statistically significant in men. Considering the direct correlation among DM complications and the proper control for blood glucose level [30] and the fact that HbA1c level is indicative of DM status in the last 3 months, patients with lower HbA1c level are expected to have a better QoL with lower complications.
In this study, we have encountered several limitations as follow:
We have selected the participants from one diabetic clinic which were not included all diabetic patients in the city, therefore the results cannot be representative for all the diabetic patients in the city, which is one of the limitations of the study.
We collected the patients’ information from their profile and medical records which were previously gathered and recorded. These data include the diabetes treatment, laboratory values, presence of complications, type of complication (nephropathy, retinopathy and neuropathy), hospitalization history due to diabetes and history of IHD.
Although diabetes complications were related to individuals’ HRQoL, we did not assess all diabetic complications which influence the HRQoL. Furthermore, since this is a cross-sectional study, the observed associations are not necessarily causal. The absence of a locally appropriate set of values in our country was other limitation.
We did not also follow the PROMs guidelines for translation; this could be the other limitation for the present study.

Conclusion
The quality of life for the patients with type-2 diabetes is affected by numerous factors such as sex, occupation, DM history and the presence of complications including neuropathy and nephropathy. Therefore, much more attention should be paid toward the key determinants of HRQoL to identify and implement the appropriate policies for achieving better management for DM and ultimately improving the QoL for diabetic patients in this region.

Acknowledgements
The authors appreciate all the patients participated in the project.
Informed consent
Informed consent was obtained from all individual participants included in the study.


Authors’ contributions
MR. Abedini and B. Bijari have designed the study and involved in all the phases of data analysis and the manuscript writing. Z. Miri contributed to writing the manuscript and data collection. F. Shakhs Emampour and A. Abbasi contributed in data collection. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This study was funded by Birjand University of Medical Sciences.

Availability of data and materials
Please contact the corresponding author for data requests.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study performed in Birjand University of Medical Sciences, with the following ethical code: ir.bums.rec.1395.16.
All procedures performed in the study involving human participants were in accordance to the ethical standards of the institutional and/or national research committee and the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards.

Competing interests
The Authors declared no conflict of interest.


[image: Creative Commons]Open AccessThis article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​4.​0/​), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. 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.

References
1.
Association AD. Diagnosis and classification of diabetes mellitus. Diabetes care. 2010;33(Supplement 1):S62-S9.

2.
Mohtasham-Amiri Z, Barzigar A, Kolamroudi HR, Hoseini S, Rezvani S, Shakib RJ, et al. Prevalence, awareness and control of diabetes in urban area of north of Iran, 2009. Int J Diabetes Dev Ctries. 2015;35(3):346–50.Crossref

3.
Ebrahimi H, Emamian MH, Shariati M, Hashemi H, Fotouhi A. Diabetes mellitus and its risk factors among a middle-aged population of Iran, a population-based study. Int J Diabetes Dev Ctries. 2016;36(2):189–96.Crossref

4.
Katibeh M, Hosseini S, Soleimanizad R, Manaviat M, Kheiri B, Khabazkhoob M, et al. Prevalence and risk factors of diabetes mellitus in a central district in Islamic Republic of Iran: a population-based study on adults aged 40-80 years/prevalence et facteurs de risque du diabete Sucre dans un district du Centre en Republique islamique d'Iran: etude populationnelle chez des adultes ages de 40 a 80 ans. East Mediterr Health J. 2015;21(6):412–20.PubMed

5.
Gregg EW, Beckles GL, Williamson DF, Leveille SG, Langlois JA, Engelgau MM, et al. Diabetes and physical disability among older US adults. Diabetes Care. 2000;23(9):1272–7.Crossref

6.
Olson RS. An update in diabetes management. Rehabil Nurs. 2000;25(5):177–84.Crossref

7.
Azizi F, Gouya M, Vazirian P, Dolatshahi P, Habibian S. The diabetes prevention and control programme of the Islamic Republic of Iran; 2003.

8.
Megari K. Quality of life in chronic disease patients. Health Psychol Res. 2013;1(3).Crossref

9.
Kiadaliri AA, Najafi B, Mirmalek-Sani M. Quality of life in people with diabetes: a systematic review of studies in Iran. J Diabetes Metab Disord. 2013;12(1):54.Crossref

10.
McHorney CA, Ware JE Jr, Lu JR, Sherbourne CD. The MOS 36-item short-form health survey (SF-36): III. Tests of data quality, scaling assumptions, and reliability across diverse patient groups. Med Care. 1994:40–66.Crossref

11.
Brooks RG, Jendteg S, Lindgren B, Persson U, Björk S. EuroQol©: health-related quality of life measurement. Results of the Swedish questionnaire exercise. Health Policy. 1991;18(1):37–48.Crossref

12.
Fayers PM, Machin D. Quality of life: the assessment, analysis and interpretation of patient-reported outcomes: John Wiley & Sons; 2013.

13.
Lee WJ, Song K-H, Noh JH, Choi YJ, Jo M-W. Health-related quality of life using the EuroQol 5D questionnaire in Korean patients with type 2 diabetes. J Korean Med Sci. 2012;27(3):255–60.Crossref

14.
Matter-Walstra K, Klingbiel D, Szucs T, Pestalozzi BC, Schwenkglenks M. Using the EuroQol EQ-5D in Swiss cancer patients, which value set should be applied? Pharmacoeconomics. 2014;32(6):591–9.Crossref

15.
Rutten-van Mölken MP, Oostenbrink JB, Tashkin DP, Burkhart D, Monz BU. Does quality of life of COPD patients as measured by the generic EuroQol five-dimension questionnaire differentiate between COPD severity stages? Chest. 2006;130(4):1117–28.Crossref

16.
Pinto ÉB, Maso I, Vilela RNR, Santos LC, Oliveira-Filho J. Validation of the EuroQol quality of life questionnaire on stroke victims. Arq Neuropsiquiatr. 2011;69(2B):320–3.Crossref

17.
Van de Willige G, Wiersma D, Nienhuis FJ, Jenner JA. Changes in quality of life in chronic psychiatric patients: a comparison between EuroQol (EQ-5D) and WHOQoL. Qual Life Res. 2005;14(2):441–51.Crossref

18.
Van Reenen M, Janssen B, Oppe M, Kreimeier S, Greiner W. EQ-5D-Y user guide: basic information on how to use the EQ-5D-Y instrument. Rotterdam: EuroQoL Group; 2014.

19.
Prajapati VB, Blake R, Acharya LD, Seshadri S. Assessment of quality of life in type II diabetic patients using the modified diabetes quality of life (MDQoL)-17 questionnaire. Braz J Pharm Sci. 2017;53(4).

20.
Javanbakht M, Abolhasani F, Mashayekhi A, Baradaran HR. Health related quality of life in patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus in Iran: a national survey. PLoS One. 2012;7(8):e44526.Crossref

21.
Sakamaki H, Ikeda S, Ikegami N, Uchigata Y, Iwamoto Y, Origasa H, et al. Measurement of HRQL using EQ-5D in patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus in Japan. Value Health. 2006;9(1):47–53.Crossref

22.
Solli O, Stavem K, Kristiansen IS. Health-related quality of life in diabetes: the associations of complications with EQ-5D scores. Health Qual Life Outcomes. 2010;8(1):1.Crossref

23.
Esteghamati A, Khalilzadeh O, Anvari M, Meysamie A, Abbasi M, Forouzanfar M, et al. The economic costs of diabetes: a population-based study in Tehran, Iran. Diabetologia. 2009;52(8):1520–7.Crossref

24.
Clarke P, Gray A, Holman R. Estimating utility values for health states of type 2 diabetic patients using the EQ-5D (UKPDS 62). Med Decis Mak. 2002;22(4):340–9.Crossref

25.
Quah JH, Luo N, Ng WY, How CH, Tay EG. Health-related quality of life is associated with diabetic complications, but not with short-term diabetic control in primary care. Ann Acad Med-Singapore. 2011;40(6):276.PubMed

26.
Rwegerera GM, Moshomo T, Gaenamong M, Oyewo TA, Gollakota S, Rivera YP, et al. Health-related quality of life and associated factors among patients with diabetes mellitus in Botswana. Alex J Med. 2018;54(2):111–8.Crossref

27.
O’Reilly DJ, Xie F, Pullenayegum E, Gerstein HC, Greb J, Blackhouse GK, et al. Estimation of the impact of diabetes-related complications on health utilities for patients with type 2 diabetes in Ontario, Canada. Qual Life Res. 2011;20(6):939–43.Crossref

28.
Redekop WK, Koopmanschap MA, Stolk RP, Rutten GE, Wolffenbuttel BH, Niessen LW. Health-related quality of life and treatment satisfaction in Dutch patients with type 2 diabetes. Diabetes Care. 2002;25(3):458–63.Crossref

29.
Bradley C, Eschwège E, de Pablos-Velasco P, Parhofer KG, Simon D, Vandenberghe H, et al. Predictors of quality of life and other patient-reported outcomes in the PANORAMA multinational study of people with type 2 diabetes. Diabetes Care. 2018;41(2):267–76.Crossref

30.
Association AD. 9. Cardiovascular disease and risk management: standards of medical care in diabetes—2018. Diabetes Care. 2018;41(Supplement 1):S86–S104.Crossref

31.
Madmoli M, Madmoli Y, Khodadadi M, Samsamipour M. Some factors affecting quality of life in patients with diabetes: a systematic review. Ann Microbiol Infect Dis. 2019;2(1):26–30.



Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/cc-by.png
() _®





OEBPS/contact.gif





OEBPS/A12955_2020_1277_Fig1_HTML.png
Percentages

100+

None

o

MO
SC
B UA
. P/D
E3A/D

Moderate

Problem Severity

Severe

Extreme





