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Abstract
Purpose:

The Taiwan version of the WHOQOL-BREF has been designed mainly for
using as a self-administered questionnaire inheriting difficulties in clinical
application for subjects of limitated in reading or writing. The purpose of this
study is to test the difference of the face-to-face interview mode and the
self-completion mode of administration on the measurement of
WHOQOL-BREF.

Methods:

A crossover study was carried out on 212 volunteers from the center of
health examination clinic at a teaching hospital in central Taiwan. We divided
the sample into two groups, one group used self-completion first, followed by
face-to-face interview, another group used face-to-face interview first and then
followed by self-completion. The outcome was the difference in
WHOQOL-BREF profiles comparing clinical based self-administration with
face-to-face interview by using the classical test theory (CTT) and item response
theory (IRT).

Results:

All domain scores were higher by interviews than by self-administration.
The ICC indices in interview first group (0.71~0.8) were higher than those in
self-administration first group (0.56~0.77). In addition, stratifying by age and
gender, the reproducibility was lower for the elderly and males. Physical,
psychological and environment domains demonstrated satisfactory reliability.
However, the social relationships domain exhibited poor reliability.

Three items: “need medication” , “negative feeling” and

“pain/discomfort” did not show unidimensionality. When we considered the
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sequence of item difficulty, for the item “negative feeling” , males in the

self-administration mode had lower scores than males in the interview mode;

female had opposite result. For the item “accepting appearance” , the elderly in

the self-administration mode had lower scores than in the interview mode. For
the items, of vague abstract in the wording requiring explaination at interview,
the difference of scores between the two modes was more significant.
Significant differenential item functioning (DIF) presented in items ” pain
and discomfort”, ” sexual activity” and > opportunities”.
Conclusions:
The scores obtained from interview mode were generally higher than those
by self-administration mode in WHOQOL-BREEF. The patterns of compared
between the two modes varied by age and gender. Compared with CTT, IRT

offers a new way to show the pattern of psychological characteristic, which is

more structured and detailed in the item level.
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I. Identify Concepts and Develop

Conceptual Framework

Identify concepts and domains that are important to patients.
Determine intended population and research application.

Hypothesize expected relationships among concepts.
. . \' ii. Create Instrument
V. M'Ddlf}f Instrument Generate items.
Change concepts measured, Choose administration method,
populations siudied, recall period, and response scales.
research application, Draft instructions.

instrumentation, Format instrument.
or method of administration. Draft procedures for scoring and

adminisiration. Filot test draft
instrument. Refine instrument and
procedures.

AN B

ii. Assess Measurement Properties
Assess score reliability, validity, and ability to detect change.
Evaluate administrative and respondent burden. Add, delete, or revise items.
|dentify meaningful differences in scores. Finalize instrument formats,
sconng, procedures, and training materials.

Figure 1. The PRO Instrument Development and Modification Process 17

13



AT RGEA R 9 04 PRO B SR 4L PRO 4531 -3 & & 2 30

A. - B 3 $ T ¥ 7 General Protocol Considerations

4% PROBIE hp I 2 977 > A P2ERPIEPROMA 7 & £ 4 cniks
L REe L (1) p & s 4 i%(Blinding and Randomization) ; (2) &k
& h5- F 2 8 (Clinical Trial Quality Control) 5 (3) F# ik 3ot dx £ g X
3+ (Designing the Trial to Avoid Data Missing Due to Withdrawal From

Exposure) °

B. Bl & =9f & (Frequency of Measurements)

PRO® fp crilf FPejd2b g f A8 2 L R I e 1> ¥ 3% 3 & 2

SR PR, T E ljvJ\A}lla\j}ﬁ_

C. 7 7 # % ¥ B (Duration of Study)

PRSP ARE R dm i@ U9 B3 Y pA /&
AT L PR o — 4RI > PRO#TEETG cnpFs it TR Hp | E s PP £ o
¥ - € bR E A HA L ¢ O PROSIEE FE A 4F o i Rl H ox

D. % * 2L(Endpoints) 53k 3+ 3 J (Design Considerations for Multiple

Endpoints)

14



PRO =7p] & ¥ Bh(endpoint)Z_17 #;}}% AREagyplrt kg4 @B ag

"

AHPIRERELE BN EEFAEAIE B EBRE

JEAR T L A L IR A G R IRk g e FDAZ R TR R T

E. %1% % 7% ## (Planning for Study Interpretation)

FDA# 2 F 1 iﬂ” B R Ao BT 7 F R g e R Rs Y

FEER

F. i¢ * 7 & ;“\PRO=1 £ ¥ 38 (Specific Concerns When Using Electronic

PRO Instruments)

st

L FPROVAZE L ML B TPROKDE 2 S - 2 (X w ¥ A
FEois FEHBH FDAY SRFT AR FHI ISR LE A

15



FZ2& PpAEFEGHe PR FEES
AR LR G - HEROR AN P AR S
B BAREIE AYPRAHI PN RANE T REEIPRE

—A T o BRARH PR OT AT E S S ot e p A EE S, %
PHEEGFEN v it ded W ki rge 5 MMM R de

Boos FA T A B EF R LR

;F:FP?}F ,.+ *T o, ’d ra»»];c_f'ui
om0\ = N 2 4182021
2R AT Ufog 3 e g

p 3 55" (self-administration)

Ann Bowling#-p 3 3¢ (self-administration modes)» = = #f: (a)#-F %

ﬂ%i%ﬂﬁ’%ﬁﬂﬁéFﬁé@Mﬂ“m%;ﬁ”ﬁ# I B RS
R R p B (ORFER BES
}ﬁ@mmmﬁ%

p 2 ¥ (self-completion) ™ 3¢ Fld X 3x % p 2 HF K L RIAp L @ 4
FatErIE R dhg 3 ST E G oenak gEs 2 d 00 7 it enT B HAA B R R

B R R for B AR )

ra
C%
S
o)
Sk
)
=
T\4
=
;
=

hELE A B F e A AR R G E S B o

P wﬂi’ﬂibﬁﬁﬁﬁfﬁ
AR EAREWRASFH o mF LA FRETN S ATREE Dy

N R R P AEE SN A A B g AE RSN

i

o pEY G A REAER

=~

16



FRENFOARE S LS PR pEE G 23 RGN TE D 0
EERGHLI IR CEAEREPN FIRFGRANE R PP P pES N

TRk 2 N kg o

3 5% (face-to-face interview)

§4

Ann Bowling#- (1) #RPH N A =28 (@i d P e He 28
@ Fiend 22 i F 8 R X (paper and pencil interview (PAPI); (b) #w it @ o 3+ R
¥E PRI RS (B AR SS(pe) £ H T (CAPD )B4 2 R () +

LN AT ) 2 2 —H >7 4 v = 2 ‘ €€€22
Ei“-ﬁéﬁﬁf:""'fiva’#???"bx/?lﬁ%FH ‘)"Fv v * B R R ;F’”

=1

e
ﬁ‘;
=N

PR R AR ORI AR OR S 2 AR R T R S N e

’%i“fi'ffiré’ﬁé‘*iﬁi'éf?é*ﬂ“rﬁ‘i”af‘%\i%*’avﬁlff?ﬂfé?‘? )

Bl L '}5 Fﬁmﬁﬁvﬁ_—\,»«:ﬁ?,rz;;{gﬁﬁgt;ﬁgy,'ﬁgg,ig«:ﬂ?
* A O\ié’?ﬁﬂﬁe'?’éﬂv‘ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁuﬁ?“"’?ﬁmﬁf@#—:—i— 37 R e

Pro Bd 2RI FEHE > AR ER AP Fod G FABILEN PR T

BB IR AT R FRN G TR B BT R BFRRE TR

2
e d 2 2B PF 2w A BRI -

ek B L (DTEFRET Qe Y RAZRA
(bias) - 1. 4+ ¢ #p #F {2 (social desirability) : 2. 3* 4R R % Z (interviewer
distortion) * AL F Vv A LR DERE X H W E o - a0 P 0
ATALEARE B A B a AR kA T A3 PR TFIEEREE  N F R
—g F AR E R F ‘mg/\g&k‘ﬁ—*ﬁmwg IR A= ;’?K{ﬁt

L
FHRIRBEIZ P 3% E*JFT i # (false respondents) * 3% 4B 42 > = ¥ F
2TF

BB R AOL L 0 R EOY o B R B3 SRR L

17



Tob o A RUE TR PR R A RE NG A e R S LWL
TIAEALY Vo € 4 R L nhi 4 o

7R E A 0§ T E B

(DEERFAL FEARE PARRF TER L& QR v H3p
TEE RS TRAEE ot - kPR g PR RPARL E
w T PR (TR AT E B o

Qg AL T F AP AR AP O] g S i
R RSFT ERE R Tk # PG Ry

(3)}1,,« LL,{Z‘I"‘ X 49 m§I;§_ B AR AN P E 5 L H j X 4 ef Fﬁﬁﬁ‘ﬁﬂf =
2B RS s YRR e A PRLGT & RPAR

L EEFET R e Fob o $ e X %F/m‘*f#'li A4

.zg pru
N %33

: J
(=

([N

}Nm

@ RETARR A

DF F i BB EfoG2  PARR TR L "
By NE RN T H F R AR B AR LA A

OIS: E AN gfg T HEEX AR YR Foig o B P o R
iﬁgﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%ia%uwwwﬁiﬁﬁ?ﬁgﬁﬁwgﬁﬁaﬁﬂo
Frul G T AT ARRALY 0 Bldertip 2 S EALAR B GRAT 0 A P
ﬁ%@’ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%#’ﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁo

(6) FAE R o P HEREPRIFIHO BEL LN

TR FURPARR EEFEMY 10F

(7) FERPFFEERF 0 P F AT AP 0F LRI AT
FREFTRT AT R ﬁﬁ%%%*o

B) PRAZFRFTHET R nTEB050 Ae R Ry >

18



FOUERPE Y T FRNFIE 8- H 2

AR LA R
9) F: 4

IR ESS FAL L AR &L

B
(10) fAfFF §ieR A 19 0 Gomif o & BT RT3 LR § $HA
TR PPNE R RS L RS L | ke

19



Frid ARESPERLOBETRAMAY
BTk AP AR X5 pIpE T i A 4 h 4 fA ik £ 31 % o Ann Bowling™
CERBERS S RN EATZLRIEFIERERE o LRIEFL A
408 NF TR R RR R 2R 0 v R ATE E
EmAEFAAFT I L P oTR B BT A A e 3 F AV Mtk
A I AR T < A L - A
28 § 3£ (Non-measurement error)
1.tk ehd [l (coverage for sampling)
SR T KR ES —‘"K""’ BB AT Ar i R B3 L B R ﬂ

B REE D R ERAR LT A A KB LN e AR R e

EF LR R L A R R TS T E T S
EPELAT T g AER D kAL o
?..;?’:"?F\: mﬁﬁi‘ﬂ 13# t&lf%!{ j%,”"rrh ¥ % t_/ 'FB '\:3'7-:‘:; J:»

R IIELRS R Y e Lo tipd FIREGE BB T UG a @ S E KRR

TIROETRHLRF TR BAT N DN T R RN
fﬁﬁkiéJg%’EﬁqgﬁﬁEWﬂgﬁﬁﬁ%i’?Ly (RN R R PE
MTF AT omipE SR> ZEDT R IUY €7 fFApr2n o8 1R

Y BT IR R R RENE g
2. ¥ J& & (response rates)

LIt BH el S R A ey e S R B AT g ¢ R o
2w i e

A SHRAREY Y G RS EA Y U b

fis

e
22w ehi R BT gy BE AL FEFL AL ERG A

20



FIw g (blde: GR PPy BE RIS A5 e Rl T i 4 L
(e BEE a3 a4 3t ) o8- H ¥ ﬁ;gq.ﬁq s
e a7 e A Efirf(’m]%zrlﬁr-‘ic‘ﬁiﬁg.% BB F D FIEERE 0 B AR f

Z]

FRE >N FA

my

'.3;

N
o

BRI R P AR T RS Mg XA BEFEE T REFELE L

L3 3 PR o BRE s hg e 0 TG G TR B Y

R g AR hih Ao 3 T RA Rk g %@?#ﬁ& e
3 o

AR Y o E R A Ty T SRR LTy Lk
FAr kg8 v B2 B a7 B RE A ma ™ 6 #a pRe g
WARERE R R p o 0 R RARIR G FRB P RS Do - B % L AR
Ao &r iR Er g ey ko

EEW%EQiﬁ’4¢¢%ﬁﬁ%wﬁm,@ TI RS A=
= ;E“{,‘,—:S %"—);ilﬁk & = mﬁﬁiﬁ a ‘?"}T%—;' iy, u@f']-‘;’—t—’\i ;%EE}:*E]

it b o By s i w e am A s 1P § 3F 5 AT IR

7

4=

LiEH ATk e F B L P ik % eh £ B % Sykes and Collins®' 1980

ELEREMBE B ASY FA BHTALE R - B2 ED

o Hw g ﬁmA ?HQ%%AB w32,

HOFp A CEREF R S SFR TP RS L AT RY  REY T &

21



MisERE R X % G\'ﬂ‘?’ﬁ%j‘ FEApdo A ’{{;’:‘—‘F’fﬂ‘? A $ Rk ag
% #R8 % BE gﬂﬂz o
A v ¥ I (item response rates)
FoRCS iR g D N E R e S EE RS T P R § R
Fkeng Yo

35 2| 12 7 2
De Leeuw™¥? Zouwen=i{s 3k

)2
->\-
ﬂﬁi
N
¥
@
o)
e
A
i
(7
o
=1
\
"W
\
"W
g
=1
beiis

??%ﬁﬁ@’wﬁﬁﬂﬁ%*é%%ﬂﬁwéf?ﬁA?uﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%
A R R B

FHOoTF TR THEPEFH ARN S FRNRF PP ¥

A

B ko 9Tl 7§ G A IR R ARSI BTG SRR

S SR BV BN DR ECAE LS S S AR SRS AL

B B AR HR DI AR R RS A R AR A T the

~ H = d . - 2 s i 36 ~ . — N Y <r
ARRTP R FNSNpFFG AR EAR TR R ETR

=

R o BEERRAENE S

oo 38w FF AR B KEE B L Sy § 5 -

T
iﬁn\«

Johnson®” f 3 B #7 pachfld >t 117 % Eg Jf% DR F N ERES
WA KT pER L 3N FF R KIS E AR L5 23 o
Tourangeau™s £ # § F ;% il ¥ fo b L8 & el § § B v i
% B i
P £ %% (Measurement error)

1. A2 € B3 1 2 ik A gl B (the social setting and bias )

T RB D g O R E 2 F T LE R AL

22



73 Pl

ERR N

i ‘m\t

SR ER CAEHAE A RARET A AR SR E
A
I

Gw st endn) o iz BT 0 AP LR TR A e A 1
TRk R R FEF LG P 5 € * o Tourangeau’ % A 3% o $H3T T4 B e

N (ST AR CHNHST NG RABL o e BE S T E
PR AL ek o g TR thg %fr22’40-43 -

M AR L B BRRREFE R 7 A 4 areiy o dofe 4] 2 gl

IJ"‘

29 1. ?'J’**?I’,’«"?E“—,ﬂféEﬁﬂa%ﬁﬁi“g“ii@?iﬁ‘i Nl A
o Flm A wEE L PR LY Ad v { & FRME e 2.
B e BEL A R BRI ) 2 R T N R AR R S I

FNrp B E S AT R R AR Sk peREw B e f25N K
FLEFER-MRLL T oM R kY Fle B E X RERD

‘E\*

MAEBENE R LI LARET o AW AP HEN S TR G G RS
AR S P S B AT LAEEE SN L BER e §

2. A+ ¢ ¥ F Mk A (Social desirability bias )
BOER PR ERY Y A H BT BRI AT (F o K
Fhw FRER . P RAERPOAEDF > AL G FH R A(T

&
T E LR EAEHFOY F) A FLOTE ERTT PSR

v ¥
Y
p
%

Y

23



REALE BT A HAAREY Fhr AT FALE M

e E ?K%%?ﬁ}_ Hp & M0
AL

TR IR EARN ML

B F k- BRI v R S - LR o - ARG
BEOAP 0 ¥ - R A a FRFRERAr FHY - BRAE L RY -
B FREey”  PRALAF2Er Fan s o

=

|
|

TENHEEE REFER I FNYR AP PR HF
)AL EHFTw Fny - BRIFRFEDL G B - BEF TP OER
AP 0 X R g Y

WAz p O (GlAeSRE A L) o F K AR R e A w B
RRAL S D 6 BAL G Fikanw FOOY L A g g gL g B
#is & i £ (contextual effects) ***

Flt o 3G H LG e Atk L B M 2 S TR AL A
FAEW R NE LB ER PN F o TR F A FEE L (SR
FRR A S TEP R AL R U F R F A B
19,20,40,48-52

PTIATR PRE R AP M AL g 2 2 R AR E R AR MR eh( b o 7
MU R AR AR ) T e

z&#?%mbwﬁp WAL I R R R e A G
i EB
wmmﬁﬂﬁfHWﬁwwﬁ%ﬁéwﬁp;%’%%ﬁﬂﬁi%F

Lo of b ok
Z8pEE > 2

‘3\\-

24



-3‘.\\5
-l
[\

TP G BT T W2 R (audio-CASD e ¥ 373 A 8 2 0 WIS R

BRI E ¢ PR ;}F] Mo TR BN BT RS S H R o i

| <

T RES A B R RS AR R e P A b B g %
et e g R ERF A EILL BRGNP R (Bldek e 2

%ﬁ’ﬁﬂ%imgoxﬁﬂw%“&ﬂmp FLL RN TG it

’ﬁﬁﬁﬁgwﬁﬁ%go
fe £ Evans®4rdy 17 — R ehig 2 > R FHRY 6 He B et R
fr— et FIRER A0/ F AT {4

Fouladi®+  fi i 58 ¢ e & p B {eR 358 p 5 B 49 Pfig o
e ot e i g AR IL R Ao

B RS B e B Y (R I S E0E B R A R 4

BR)RLY o FRHN RN B LRSS R R T AP A

32,66
o

b=

ET“‘
m\ﬁ
ﬂt
Mr
NN
%
k:
fie
4
\a\
fa
b1}
¥l
5
|
&

)o
e
o
B3
§‘3\
g
—h
)
e
ﬁ\'
§‘3\
fa
o

3. Bk2¥ ik £ (Acquiescence bias)

B AR o B 0w o VAT AR & kD
P RALE T § S L Ay AR L s AR
- R g > FIREEE TRL v REE TARL, RS o

BARGEHRFA o s TS G R AR A D ERGNE P e EaE e

B A st BB KPS hd 8 T EER Y | BN A BN S



FPFTEE A BAE I HBAL  FvE G e EH R FT R E
JB o

AF AP g Bt Blw FEAE S L ELRF ¥ E (bl4e: 85 7
il - 73 b RS KGRI FR-RARL) Y Flhs L Rk
classic experimentsZF 4587 > &7 et Y > Hw 2 4 Tyes | ehif3)
% % - 5o Nicholaas™p M1 % & 33 2 23602 2 > BARF R A H © o
S (B LA BFRL

De Leeuw shfs 3k A 45 7 £ 2§ F I a#0F ~ T3 fod wrehffR2 ¢

St
fa
i
e
F_&
o
(@)
-
(@)
(@]
c
<
/\Azm
4w
ot
S
b
‘Ett
=11
-
o
5t
oy
hn
[
T
2
—
YN
hn
-
?\m
g._a\g

o S e AR AT R o

4. 2> B ik A (Interviewer bias)

PROGEERT /G A Codek P RNiRT 225 b g &
'&%gﬁﬁﬁ’*ﬁvﬁ{ﬂﬂsﬁwiﬁwﬁw
Vol hte e A TR 2T T e 2o
5% 0 (& F gLk o Rl es w,@—g TR~ E S Y R 3w | R
THERFRES 7R RA > % 2 B F TR 4 17 (inter-rater
relability)™ iRl 2.3 3 # B thiens b o pEBNRIRT PR B L

5. FH v k=t K (Response-choice order: primacy and recency effects)
ek Bt P MY BERTE S DRLP W SHRIFEFTY o

B kY BN o dei s < B RSB B PR RS @
A EAT IR IR e e AR £ E LaT Y
T P 0 A @ @R R ERY BT A A g RS Knauper
FRA TP PR - BRSO EE DAL

26



FoHADRFIEN > g S REIRARECH (S4ep ERS) > v

~4

2 ﬁ M3t ] E e PRw b - BIIRauEI > 2B ﬁ‘f‘u—f"—\primacy effects - § %
E.i%ﬁ_'fﬂii‘ﬁ?ﬁ}ﬁﬂ’&ﬁ??iéﬁlfj&mwm B § -ﬁFl'- % — BEIE > @ 4o
v

EREAS LR RAnE BREIERT - BET A R

MR AR v F it mpr (bldem o PR AT 52 R

B AR
P o b LG e § RN R AR e ok i T (T3 Ak
TP e W

L’f‘]i/{}@;J %I;(46,71-73 °
ERehlFRs 327

{722 EBRBEEDEEZ bl P22 R PE THRIER > # PRIE

B R hiss o THmzg | 2

SR AT Y 1K A 17 ¢ (meta-analysis)zE o0 i #5365 U

LR LT R R T R R

3\
ok =%
~
3
N
.
k]
=i
o
=

1 BT ) A 0 3 R AT SRR

B LS BroXE et g A ahw § € FIF 7 K ¥ el
o ERLB
6. w Bt (Recall effects)
PR LEAEFRBE T BAM PR L FEEN 7 R ¢
0

BAE R AR EREF Y F v RE R RER PR T
TR PR ENE AR T F T BAAMAL A p 7

ST E MR APF o G FHEBENE Y 0 TG R 2 T e
AREEE] AL PRET AT HR S N hEE R LY hipiE

27



Ao APLEEETYBE AL ST BIAPER L o
BREA Y o] WRE A FHIETROY R AR B L fovn- AL

&%ﬁ?@’j%—iiﬁk—ﬁio

-
N
=1
F_*
N
.
i
¥
)
o+
=

KPP BER N HREEN DT b g g S
wE hw BT - %2077 o

7.% 3% ch& K (Length of verbal response)

THED R ARG BT B PR FIF RS BB o 9
ZTERLEPERF ARSI ET etz g 2o BADB e Y §hl
L RRAE Y (R

De Lecuw 33 % et 234 ¥ 1t 4o 2» € @I %o R F]V A AT

o2
CHE

RS
M-

PR THEMUMMLE » TR AR E L s
@0 AR RRR O F S e e B LRT B RE
P i AR o

-

8. AT chl® 48 (Sensitive information)
S g~ ARG o PR e R P L e R
RREHEP DL od 2 T HBHEAAGH FME R 3 L 38 5 amEF R

EFLE Y 0 FIEA F AR A MO RATR iR B e 7 5 AR MRAT ) B AT

BHRANr §LF 2R AL D (7 50T
] gt s& TR A f\-"LE ® 7}@ F_IRAT R 3 4, 'f‘—" ZERATS 2 I RER
0 Sp 0 et AL G EIAD R R S Bl - B 5

@ﬁ%*m%'”o

ROR PRI BT E R AR NRR o pHEEL ST A o
2



37,39,46,81

dT gk TG R Bip BN P B ML R AR B AR

£ L ‘ pan — = Vs 2) > S - N 1y = .
cx F o EFTHFELIHT B PRI PLEF o TP RGFARY

< 83 pa — = K [ S 1 - 2 >a) e 52 >
e Groves R4 Baor b A2 R 3 o B A o e b o 5@;@@4[@—‘5 {7
i;g—g grﬁgﬂs&ﬂa R Ed »g\‘.%zg_gkgg@qrﬁqﬁ;ggo
84 9/[ /) 2 A 2| Y Ve 2 P
2 Smith™ {rTourangeau™ # [ FpRLBEIT S 2 B 5% 3 & o

9. w 7@%’ e1E 47 (Respondent preferences)

=2

i3 "}*),@-?‘]’é‘ﬁ AR o IR W= w1 2= T ;T‘}Lﬁﬁ /Eﬂ;z“fi%ﬁﬂz%'—?"@‘%%:

- - 62 2 N g s e N
Bapdnge®, a3 piIfppdannyps™

tt?‘i:’]"?—;;\:]’pa%ﬁ’lﬁiél f%“ﬁ§$65}§4uimiA85 2 R

29



£1§ T8 FREHFFULPS BB

78 B F 3% (item response theory, IRT) 7 FliE2 + & | E£ 2%
(classical test theory, CTT)er* 24| m 4 & d1 k5% o i3 CTTenat 8 &30 (1) &
i SR R R RACIL R DR AT, B g o R S e L H SRR P
{8 o m AIRT2. ¢ > 38 P S¥cE Bt 4 FE b2 oo (i)il2 APy >
- B4 AR REERE - PR @A F AT AR A5 b hiE
A ARk G AR RFREY AR - B AR > 5 RCTTR 2 f34-FN
ErAk oagade P RENLIESIRTHEN 2 R ESFBIED F A %
B ORI A R s (Ae 1S e i) eh R o (D)5 IRT #7148 #e3n 4,
FLr R E - BALE HATOTRIERE SR (V)T R RR7 R
¥ (subgroups) R ez4g £ w|# it (differential item functioning, DIF ) 4%
Pihi > (WF* KAS e frz B8 m g ¥ (viygdm ]
g § 3 e R 8 T OU BT T 4 A B 1 (equating)”

IRTA 477 Mt i B £ 2 s BB fog £ h S F > IRTHR &- B
BTEORAREFT RGN 2o BT R NB T RER L ZFETH T &
By B ipk TR AR G E PR E AR gk o

EHRPS T IR ER A PULET R ER S LI R R
Bop R B R4 25 folohEs GRIE) L3 7 02L& AEh

e

SRT D F IR RS- BECE B B B 21 2

—_—

N

BALCTEE H YA b P T RRE T S T P ITRIE BT L
FAROBREFEDATET - B ;ﬁfﬁ’}ﬁ_lt‘wﬁ_\@r% i %
HHGFHSEE 23 LE L4 - BeRF bt hRgZiew o T B

30



MR R OF IRt AR A fd Benit Bl R 2 7

Wang % {1 * % = & Rasch #i-3% 33 & WHOQOL-BREF ¢ #=v&irip B {2 4
WO L RAERD S TAE KRR SR T 2 g%
&R 3 o £ 7l o DIF A 474k % hzmid fo50 SFEHEE AR B R
Bwz s AFHPHAETE T HF DI AR AP P IR
fe3tEd* LEEX 3 054 73 DIF -

AT R F P F R ARRETEER kg A P TR B AR
FILR 2 BB e R dpth > ¥ b 2V ips % SRRT L Wl 4 4T 3 TR
SNk A e - EE LB R

hifd o » FALREFRSEY LR RE B IR H Y g
* Rascha 7 ¢ GDIF# it > 1" ad 2 h e - R¥F A - B % FiifEfoE v R
E’i”i-}ql% R

WEXR AT FowT T AR LR IRT ch 8 kpliREs < L
o F hdk AR EBAE R o n EREEE > L BAP
3 TR 0 LT LRI L e R R Bk

i AR ODIF e E ] REE O

=i
N
ey
N
3
F_L
o
hpan)
=
—
%;

BRI & TR g 2 E T AR BRALL o ek S BORE e o0R
FNTIDE R A0 AR 0 AR A F DIF b g o | 27
T '?%#*’”f&ijﬁﬂ RFRAMOT it 4ot R ied
BoRFE AN R TR o Pl IR P AR B (AR BRIR) & A
A oo

P e T R X e X D DIF shR & 5 0T kP R R ORER
i AR B A Aok A EHE BRALY P F TR b ams o DIPGEAT
TEIDNDIF chih % o | 5 727 & 0 #F4EF BEHARD) A p Rk s

31



- ®B# % DIF enZE#f > F] 5 @ e do et 7 0GP B 5 5 Bad ey 5 o
A X A A e R R ey M Py o Bl DIF e
EVUAE I TR TA TR TR BRES RSB ES T FarEHEA
T A AR e RIPAAL AR DIF 1 F 2+ 4ok B8 7 R AL
P S Bt AP P aE o RISZFIE &3 DIF - | &~ TalGeid i F BIEH
HLERER L (SHRFHDIF) ehi fd= 2 - T EBIP v b 2 o
FLaOWB A L RYED F RIEH k5 HApE M -Roordak-i® 2 ik

e7Western Ontario and McMaster Universities osteoarthritis index (WOMAC)

i J‘La%u\g-g\'h 55;19’“/1—?13*@ "éﬁﬁfgii)iﬂ’#Téq*Iﬁﬁﬁ)‘@ggﬁ
TRES R OR fa”wéé%m@mmm B RS
H- v Bk o - L RE Y REFHRGDIFF, > ki h b

beiE T HE - RFE S P HERBET I HT AR

FLDIF# i = 5% A2 Lang 2 7V fgpE g #? > # 5 % DIF
P kgl BN L L B0 hiEd 0 5 % B 55234 (cronbach alpha,
internal consistent reliability , factor analysis ) » A § 7 i * #f 33 < 45 F chsf

BEEILH R Ok i A R o

32



-8 FrR

AEL G- BERFL  B AR P I QIR B RIE A LS
w o % - w4k p 5 WHOQOL-BREF » @ 146 10 A 484 d 2+ R & %
WHOQOL-BREF » B & & %4 ; - 2 %d 22§ 6 %o 2 I
WHOQOL-BREF » @ {4 10 & 48 d < P A p 3 WHOQOL-BREF » & ‘&
{3 § WHOQOL-BREF 2 % » ¥5 € d 3% f RIS ff 3 =477 it B % (short
portable mental state questionnaire; SPMSQ) » ## & S & > 57 ¢ » 2340
WE- BB PFRATHEUEEL [ WAL AR AL H
HdeT

?Wiﬁtﬂwgﬁ'%%a§ma%&@ﬁ
o i@l Rt > £ 2 SPMSQ(f % o A
fe BB )PIERE S 0 AT & e o

! l

4 p # 2 n=106 4 & 3 2 n=106
p 73 % WHOQOL-BREF d 23 B oo o
WHOQOL-BREF
10 ~ 4 i
d 2B e R A {73 % WHOQOL-BREF

WHOQOL-BREF

| |

B F R FHEL HYED

33



Y-8 B

AETHE ST RFEAFHRF RV LA E A B E A iR
i LA RS AFIED  F X AL BMA - E A EA R

LOoOBRXEBAERIe LA IIAB LT A E B R AL

Forrd oo EEgie Ko - B Ak BRERBH A FRMA S P (L
O 7 )T E 8T B T0M (R R21E127 31p 11 —%)’%Fguco%@
» 5

BRFAL A R E A B EE LD e 2R EG e FM o AT
e

LARFRERA B FROEERRAT TR -

~

ﬁ

Tk B L2006E = 7 22007 & 1 o HEER L0 FKoru o2

oo ok Bl £ 5212000 F42108 22 4104 Lo a FPTHEF > 4
T2 EF AR B BB EFRRERIA DL Y AER
=

M3
SPMSQ& 32 A 1 » 2 A e R 5B 2FE T K 0 557 ) r AFF R

o

ipfﬁﬁﬂ’~#?ii¥ DR REETE L3R F R R
H

i
ERBOFUrENZORE S R EEAZE T A EEL o

34



FI& FiiLadge

~#7 3 @ * SPMSQ (Short Portable Mental Status Questionaire) %

WHOQOL-BREF 4 i# i f 5% » 2000 %R % i& (75 ] » & w| i 4o

(- ) SPMSQ (Short Portable Mental Status Questionaire) o d Pfeiffer’ "3

B fiammp it A R A RN LT N o KB

10 4 pe gt ~BAL S HTEREES o A2 RIS
BB,

(- ) WHOQOL-BREF 3 # i PP 5%

TR L A EE - PR % D L #% ) WHOQOL-BREF (- 4
SRR P d 283 rle > B 4 2R R R R R MY BT —aiE
Bihdp o HAR26414 & & S v Béevk: 2 iR vk (physical health
domain )~ = 32 g v£( psychological domain )~#+ ¢ B % #=£( social relationships
domain) 14 % % 3 # vk (environment domain) > @ & L34 2 6 0 ¥V
TP TARYT IR E VA AT AR R ESDERDY G R
AL TR AR RARF P RERET AR - PrEs it B

rre

Ferbd g AP hT IR L4 BReni® A B E 5 4204

35



Fr & FTHgEERL

_[E‘Lﬁ-;;\%ﬁt‘-ﬂ: N E A ,ﬁg;j‘\ﬁ}g&] Ak %%. s 4 d
ekehs N (FSPMSQRE Akl p e A LG e o Lp g
WHOQOL-BREF g .5V FF % » £ d 2 F &7 o ¥ o 23 e 5

WHOQOL-BREF 7% if] o & 3+ | &

36



¥I & TR EL

T Excel #-F ALaEF » ¥ USAS 824K A A P RE (T E R A4 0 U
FAT AP EEE LG P i Ra o N REPY T 0 K
HEF -2 TERARABIBEAZR Y BIAC AASE (bldcEd |4
B) o i3 $A - RO ARRAL A A Ed s R AR .

d v L RIHREGHDEEERI e P T S E TR s nL R0 F
w7 I g HAETIOENLRE L NP F RERHF TR g A AR
BN af s R e R T 5 A8 A3 g0 A AddEs ¥ g R
EE

R i M A 7

SRR RN S TR € SR el AN ) U S
(intraclass correlation coefficient, ICC)A 47 4p 1 » & @ (%= 2 & B ok

£ R (reproducibility)™ > &7 2 p E R X S %2 s o

AT 4% SPSS10.0 F Rk A 47N fa M (3 ICC * £ 35 £ Mid
PHOICCHEiEE - PR BT b % st P Ir A 2I0E afo pna
HWnd @b R NTREFTER -

ICC e 2 o> 384T

2

O

e - 2 2
ICC coefficient: £ o, +o0,

37



oS EpREE
‘remREE
O 40 P FP R+ eTFHRE=0%PE
Mt sodp B %8R 42 45 Shrout &Fleiss'™, ICC -] *+ 0.4 B &~ & M &
£ Bt (poor reproducibility), ICC & 4 ** 0.4~0.7 B % % ¢ & £ R4 (fair to
good reproducibility), ICC & 4 3% 0.7~1 B] & & £ 22§ 4+ (excellent

reproducibility)'®'

FPFREHE e F RN T L mE

™2 IRT = Rasch & 5 #3% ¢ 9 Partial credit model % 4 7 #=v& % XL p
IR AR e 2453 P o2 351 (1)1 i & R 4p B (infit statistic) & 4k % & b
B - % B iRk - QIRT 6002 B3R £ R4 B L T 0 R ike @5
i#| € 2 B th Cronbach’s alpha #p e > # 12yt i H N - M o (3)BE P LA P
B EE R SRALP SR hfE [l 2 R o (4)11 24 £ W+ i (differential item
functioning, DIF) 4 47 kX {2kt %] 2 # £ TP R ER L T 4Pk o

(i & RAptk ks & o0 0 - » & hiEsK

- Tﬁ%“é?“ 075 AP BEARR - B e AL o Bldr o AP Aok B
LREARER BRI T %8 3 RIE S AR e B
FyRr ¢ 235 RIARER o T (F A BonfE fR-E_FlEE 0o & Rasch &
79 > REP A H - v R € F i & & ¥ % (misfit statistic) > T
- ?"“f\-??m%\ﬂ i oripl £ end 2 e — B £ 4 PF > misfit statistic g <t
GRE S A YR E - v R infit SR E 0 $v 14 0 L AR

LT LR N A P RE A #3&\1.;‘;7 FLEH - BB o

38



(Q)IRT 7 B 355

Person separation reliability ¥_E § % B $c B (8 2L £ d0b @ o § 2%
i@¢’ﬁ%“ﬁ%@*°

B hiE s 0~1 ¥ 2 5% f2f I Cronbach’s alpha - fi#icz 0.7 (7 4%
%) th#Bch 0.8 (4F) h#ci 09 ($&4F) -

(3)4 AL P FR iR LE Ko R ALP SLR de R 2 5

FI* Rasch ficsV -4 a4 2 AP EpR - B2 K LF -5 logit g = >
AP g3 logit o1 AT GHE - MPHAFPER 4 TR
BN A i THLZRF D L GPREP A TR ERS R
CRPAEP A Wnf g (gap) 2 £ 14 (redundancy ) o AR R AT
Py R&FEE NP F AL A 5 hRlr kg = Bk o BIRP DR FE
B3 Blogit: R G FIE 3o X% - w3gp BWELR HE fpi2pF
v ek T o R (B) 2 BAER RIE iR ¥3% (2 standard error of
measurement ) o 4 |- 8 F TTHN L RIE P ELA B o VRS i T
AEETREALAR  FARARTAT AR R AT R RIFE Y FEF L
A B RN R A R o

(4) FAL B # 5 P

AL wF e (DIF) 2 242 B B2HAF R E ke h i
e RALD 23 5 B FF P OE R o dhd RS B R A G
FHo=E DIF & ERNIAPHAALT LG 2 L ohmmEsm? -
TELAEGIE - BHRATEEP IR T D U FHRAEDP Pl B R F 4T
e AT APR I RAEEL G PETF DIF 5 R

AT G b &% WHOQOL-BREF 38 p ¥/ ¢ % € ¥ & B 19 B

il

39



ERR o P HEE G AP AR FACT R B AP SRR & G PR o
B AR EER B B AT R Y hA5S R AT 0 AR Y 2
0.5-logit ¥ % 2=z 28 ' 12 45 B & et 4 S+ T T # 0.5-logit » E &

Al CAPHHEELR RS G R A 7 2 4EP § DIF -

40



Fo 8 ARATERR2 SEn

R GAPTRAM CERT c RFE ARSI 2124 A FRT Py
544 5 R 524 kGG 554 0 g 514 Bl KR
HA5 004 fRIATA0~3 R FRATA0~90 R 22 53 22 d o
%’ﬁéﬁ-[ﬁﬁﬂé}fﬁ:r—},ﬁ,g;&mﬁ_%, & gr_gﬂ‘@\%[%\?%%\'u—u‘?
B AR R B AP R B b R
W g .

41



Table 2. Demographic characteristic of self-administration first group and interview

first group.
Self-administration Face-to-face p-value *
first interview first
106 106
Gender n % n % 0.89
Male 54 50.9 55 51.9
Female 52 49.1 51 48.1
Age 0.89
40-64 49 23.2 50 13.7
=65 57 26.9 56 10.9
Marriage 0.21
Married 88 41.5 80 37.8
Not married 17 8.1 24 11.3
Education (years) 0.93
=9 37 17.5 36 17
>9 68 32.1 68 32.1
Phvsician-di
cirsonic condition 0.34
0 51 48.1 42 39.6
1 30 28.3 39 36.8
2 15 14.2 11 10.4
>3 10 9.4 14 13.2

based on chi-square test
Table 3. Physician-diagnosed chronic condition distrubtion in self-administrated first and
face-to-face interview first.

Self-administration Face-to-face interview

first first

Disease n % n %
1. Hypertension 21 7.7 32 11.7
2. Nephrotic Syndrome 3 1.1 5 1.8
3. Periodontal disease 19 7 18 6.6
4. Heart disease, Cardiovascular Dysfunction 8 2.9 14 5.1
5. Diabetes Mellitus 7 2.6 7 2.6
6. Pulmonary disease 1 0.4 1 0.4
7. Hepatitis-B 4 1.5 7 2.6
8. Peptic ulcer 7 2.6 5 1.8
9. Hyperlipidemin 5 1.8 11 4.0
10. Stroke 1 0.4 3 1.1
11. Prostate cancer 1 0.4 0 0
12. Benign Prostatic, Hypertrophy 12 4.4 17 6.2
13. Others 20 7.3 8 2.9
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Self-administrated first O S(1st) B 1(2nd)
20
* sokok ko sokok
i 1445 - T
15 14113 N 1344 \14 13T43 ilg 1351 <
10
5 |-
0
Physical Psychological Social interaction Environmental

*0.01<P<0.5; ** 0.001<P<0.01; *** P<0.001; based on paired t test
Figure 2. Comparison of mean score of each domain in the WHOQOL-BREF among
two measurements in self-administrated first group

Self-administrated 2nd vs Interview first |1 S(2nd) B I(Ist)
20
B s Kk

5 b 14{84 15}07 1$8 14[27 14T27 14.4 14T07 1452
10 \
5 |-
0

Physical Psychological Social interaction Environmental

*0.01<P<0.5; ** 0.001<P<0.01; *** P<0.001; based on paired t test
Figure 3. Comparison of mean score of each domain in the WHOQOL-BREF among
two measurements in face-to-face interview first group
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Table 4. Reproductivity of domain score among two measurements within each

group

Self-administration — Interview ICC
Physical 14.13(1.93) 14.45(1.9) 0.78
Psycho]ogical 13.44(1.95) 14(1.67) 0.68
Social 13.43(2.24) 14.18(1.81) 0.56
Environmental 13.51(1.99) 14.21(1.38) 0.66

Interview —  Self-administration ICC
Physical 15.07(2.17) 14.84(2.24) 0.8
Psychological 14.27(2.15) 13.8(2.21) 0.71
Social 14.4(2.08) 14.27(2.17) 0.76
Environmental 14.52(1.84) 14.07(2.08) 0.71

2T REAT 0 LA BB BEA CHFTA EICC ¥ Pu Ak > A
g4 L4 594 Ep g eACCHERRAR LA E #1505-4 2 f
£0.73 5 LG 3w PICCH, Bcde B & o I §5380.57- 4 72 §80.57

P ESEL K 0 A ROSEK I fr65Hk T A o A5k A e
# o ICCHy e B 5 Ak § §2080.4-2 1 EvE0.71 > A 37 e anlCCy Hicde B 2
4 I8 §enE0.47-4 T ER0.71 65Kk T A p 2 ¢ ICCH e I 5 Ak
§ #150.73-2 12 §50£0.8 0 £ 3 £ enICCy Hede B 5 2 7 508740 € 4
£0.91 -

RG> VAGOSKRILE T R e {ed40-655K T ~H B B
65 11 b § 4 L pag e ICCH et B 5 Ak € §2080.38-2 #1£0.7 5 L5 3
22 ICCH #cft /) 5 H4:0.43-4 10.71 ; B65fk 1 b4+ 4 L » ICCH
Hofe Bl 5k § $050.53-4 HrR0.75 1 £ 6 37 2 ICCH, #icde B 5 v 320.53-
4780720 240-65% 7 2 & p e o ICCH #icft B 5 4 12 §5v50.62-3 5 &
0.84 ; £ 37 22 ICCHn Bt B 5w TL0.78-4- 6 0.91 5 240-64%k % 4 L p g
i ICCH #ede I 5 BB #2050.71-4 12 §2080.85 5 4 6 3% 22 ICCHy dc e )

50 1209-4320.94 -
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Table 5 . Reproductivity of self-administration and interview in domain scores of WHOQOL-BREF for each group stratified by

gender, age, education and disease status.

Physical domain Psychological domain Social domain Environmental domain
S(1st)vs [(2nd)  I(1st)vs S(2nd) S(1st)vs I(1st)vs S(1st)vs I(1st)vs S(1st)vs I(1st)vs
I(2nd) S(2nd) 1(2nd) S(2nd) 1(2nd) S(2nd)
Gender
Male 0.73 0.75 0.57 0.57 0.5 0.66 0.65 0.59
Female 0.83 0.84 0.78 0.81 0.65 0.82 0.68 0.8
Age
65- 0.80 0.87 0.76 0.9 0.73 0.91 0.77 0.8
65+ 0.71 0.71 0.61 0.47 0.4 0.6 0.58 0.49
Education
years
=9 0.8 0.78 0.58 0.75 0.49 0.79 0.57 0.8
>9 0.77 0.81 0.71 0.7 0.59 0.74 0.7 0.64

Disease

0 0.84 0.79 0.8 0.84 0.614 0.87 0.73 0.87

=1 0.7 0.77 0.59 0.66 0.531 0.71 0.59 0.64
Interaction
65+ male 0.7 0.71 0.54 0.44 0.38 0.6 0.56 0.43
65- male 0.71 0.8 0.62 0.78 0.74 0.91 0.84 0.88
65+ female 0.75 0.72 0.72 0.53 0.53 0.61 0.62 0.54
65- female 0.85 0.9 0.83 0.94 0.73 0.91 0.71 0.91

ICC: One way random
S(1st)vs I(2nd): Self-administration first vs. Face-to-face interview second
I(1st)vs S(2nd): Face-to-face interview first vs. Self-administration second
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Self-administrated first vs Interview first ‘ O S(1st) EI(1st) ‘
20 r
skekek *sk skek Kkok
1507 - T _
14.4 14452
15+ 14JT_13 134 1427 13T43 13-[51\
e ety
10
5 L
0
Physical Psychological Social interaction Environmental

*0.01<p<0.5; ** 0.001<p<0.01; *** p<0.001; Two sample t test
Figure 4 . Comparison of mean score of each domain in the WHOQOL-BREF among the
first measurements in both groups

Self-administrated 2nd vs Interview 2nd | O S(2nd) B 1(2nd)
20
s L 14T84 14145 118 T 1427 14]18 o7 141
10 -
5 [
0
Physical Psychological Social interaction Environmental

Figure 5. Comparison of mean score of each domain in the WHOQOL-BREF among the
second measurements in both groups
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Self-administrated first vs Interview first | S(Ist) B I(1st)

20 ¢ female

* i skek
15 - 14{18 1 13T42 13“97 13T74 142 13T47 P9
10 \ ! \\ l \ : \
s |
0

Physical Psychological Social interaction Environmental

*0.01<p<0.5; ** 0.001<p<0.01; *** p<0.001; Two sample t test
Figure 6 . Comparison of mean score of each domain in the WHOQOL-BREF among
the first measurements in both groups for female

Self-administrated first vs Interview first | S(Ist) B I(Ist)

20 1 male
* _ * KRk *k
1508 1 ¢ T:

15 - o T 14]s8 13T13 11 13%6<55

e e
10
s L
0

Physical Psychological Social interaction Environmental

*0.01<p<0.5; ** 0.001<p<0.01; *** p<0.001; Two sample t test
Figure 7. Comparison of mean score of each domain in the WHOQOL-BREF among
the first measurements in both groups for male
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Self-administrated first vs Interview first | E S(Ist) B I(1st)
20 r 40-64 years old
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Figure 8. Comparison of mean score of each domain in the WHOQOL-BREF
among the first measurements in both groups for age <65 years

Self-administrated first vs Interview first |3 S(Ist) B 1(1st)

20 1 =65 years old
kekk T ***__ skksk skekok _
14.9 14157 14.8 14|87
57 g 11 12T96 1336
X A\ N\ X
NN NN TN [T
10
s L
0

Physical Psychological Social interaction Environmental

*#%p<0.001; Two sample t test
Figure 9. Comparison of mean score of each domain in the WHOQOL-BREF
among the first measurements in both groups for age =65 years
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Table 6. Cronbach’s alpha, mean score of each item and comparison between
self-administration first group and face-to-face interview first group.

Self-administration ~ Face-to-face S-1
interview
Domains/Item Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) p-value
Overall
WNI1. Overall quality of life 3.37(0.62) 3.42(0.64) -0.05(0.63) 0.5737
WN2. Overall health 3.09(0.77) 3.07(0.93) 0.02(0.86) 0.8635
Physical as=0.73 o,;=0.76
PN3. Pain and discomfort 3.66 (0.85) 4.32 (0.93) -0.65 (0.89) <.0001
onia. Dependence on medication ot 379 (1.09) 416(1.12)  037(1L1) 00154
PN10. Energy and fatigue 3.16 (0.67) 3.41 (0.84) -0.25 (0.76) 0.0182
PN15. Mobility 3.62 (0.79) 3.98 (0.67) -0.37 (0.73) 0.0004
PNI16. Sleep and rest 3.25(0.84) 3.15(1.08) 0.1 (0.97) 0.4585
PN17. Activities of daily living 3.59(0.68) 3.68 (0.68) -0.09 (0.68) 0.3247
PN18. Working capacity 3.65 (0.66) 3.69 (0.71) -0.04 (0.68) 0.6855
Psychological as =0.67 o =0.73
YN5. Enjoyment of life 2.84 (0.8) 3.14 (0.99) -0.3 (0.9) 0.0155
gigfssl’irituamy’ religion and pprghal 3.57 (0.82) 3.57 (0.85) 0(0.83) 0.9907
iiznfr}:t‘i‘:g learning, memory & 3.33(0.77) 346(077)  -0.13(0.77) 02389
YNI11. Body image and appearance 3.53(0.78) 3.73 (0.65) -0.2 (0.72) 0.0436
YN19. Self-satisfaction 3.6 (0.73) 3.71 (0.76) -0.11 (0.75) 0.2694
YN26. Negative feeling 3.3(0.9) 3.79(0.91) -0.49 (0.9) 0.0001
Social interaction ag =0.77 oy =0.66
SN20. Personal relationship 3.52 (0.68) 3.53 (0.73) -0.01 (0.71) 0.8901
SN21. Sexual activity 3.11 (0.89) 3.53(0.71) -0.42 (0.81) 0.0005
SN22. Friends’ support 3.57 (0.65) 3.68 (0.67) -0.11 (0.66) 0.2353
SN27. Esteemed and respected 3.22(0.72) 3.69 (0.73) -0.47 (0.73) <.0001
Environmental ag =0.81 o; =0.73
EN&. Physical safety and security 3.12(0.82) 3.44 (0.89) -0.32 (0.86) 0.0065
EN9. Physical environments 2.9 (0.95) 3.12 (1.02) -0.22 (0.98) 0.1098
EN12. Financial environment 3.09 (0.77) 3.34 (0.96) -0.25 (0.87) 0.0389
EN13. Opportunities 3.44 (0.74) 3.79 (0.75) -0.36 (0.74) 0.0006
aECI: i:i‘ezamipaﬁon & support of leisure 3.32 (0.88) 3.64(0.86)  -033(0.87)  0.0069
EN23. Home environment 3.63 (0.7) 3.7(0.7) -0.07 (0.7) 0.4925
qujji‘:'yHea“h & social care: availability & 3.59 (0.65) 3.72(0.64)  -0.13(0.64)  0.1352
EN25. Transportation 3.52(0.68) 3.73 (0.61) -0.2 (0.65) 0.0238
EN28. Eating food 3.75 (0.85) 4.18 (0.87) -0.43 (0.86) 0.0004

a =(internal consistent reliability) cronbach’s alpha
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Table 7 : Cronbach’s alpha, mean score of each item and comparison between
self-administration first group and face-to-face interview first group for male.

Self-administration ~ Face-to-face S-1
interview

Domains/Item Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) p-value
Overall
WNI1. Overall quality of life 3.34(0.59) 3.47(0.69) -0.13(0.64) 0.2834
WN2. Overall health 3.13(0.79) 3.04(0.92) 0.1(0.86) 0.5634
Physical domain ag =0.73 o =0.77
PN3. Pain and discomfort 3.75 (0.79) 433 (0.94) -0.58 (0.87) 0.0009
PN4. Dependence on medication or 3.56 (1.18) 393(123)  -037(121)  0.1159
treatment
PN10. Energy and fatigue 3.08 (0.68) 3.51(0.77) -0.43 (0.73) 0.0027
PN15. Mobility 3.62 (0.84) 3.96 (0.61) -0.35(0.73) 0.0167
PN16. Sleep and rest 3.37 (0.79) 3.24 (1.08) 0.12 (0.95) 0.4988
PN17. Activities of daily living 3.58(0.7) 3.7 (0.6) -0.13 (0.65) 03178
PN18. Working capacity 3.69 (0.62) 3.73 (0.76) -0.04 (0.7) 0.7736
Psychological domain 05 =0.65 0; =0.66
YNS. Enjoyment of life 2.83 (0.83) 3.2 (1.06) -0.37 (0.95) 0.0463
gigfssl’irituamy’ religion and pprghal 3.58 (0.84) 3.58 (0.85) 0(0.85) 0.9849
YN7. Thinking, learning, memory & 3.4(0.72) 3.55 (0.74) -0.15 (0.73) 0.2899

concentration
YNI11. Body image and appearance 3.5(0.8) 3.84 (0.5) -0.34 (0.67) 0.0116
YN19. Self-satisfaction 3.58(0.8) 3.78 (0.63) -0.21 (0.72) 0.1429
YN26. Negative feeling 3.32 (0.73) 3.93(0.96) -0.61 (0.85) 0.0003
Social interaction domain 05 =0.76 0;=0.68
SN20. Personal relationship 3.44 (0.73) 3.55 (0.66) -0.1 (0.69) 0.4435
SN21. Sexual activity 3(0.93) 3.6 (0.68) -0.6 (0.82) 0.0003
SN22. Friends’ support 3.52(0.7) 3.7 (0.66) -0.18 (0.68) 0.1663
SN27. Esteemed and respected 3.17 (0.76) 3.8(0.7) -0.63 (0.73) <.0001
Environmental domain s =0.85 01 =0.67
EN&. Physical safety and security 3.17 (0.73) 3.42(0.9) -0.25 (0.82) 0.1259
EN9. Physical environments 3(0.79) 3.09 (0.97) -0.09 (0.89) 0.5972
EN12. Financial environment 3.08 (0.76) 3.55(0.81) -0.47 (0.79) 0.0027
EN13. Opportunities 3.48 (0.7) 3.84 (0.63) -0.36 (0.67) 0.0068
EN14. Participation & support of leisure 3.33 (0.88) 375(0.84)  -042(0.86) 00135
activities

EN23. Home environment 3.63 (0.69) 3.71 (0.74) -0.07 (0.71) 0.5904
EN24. ey st cares aatlabily & 3.62(0.63) 369(063)  -0.08(063) 05386
EN25. Transportation 3.42(0.72) 3.59 (0.63) -0.18 (0.68) 0.177
EN28. Eating food 3.72 (0.89) 4.09 (0.87) -0.38 (0.88) 0.0294

a =(internal consistent reliability) cronbach’s alpha
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Table 8 : Cronbach’s alpha, mean score of each item and comparison between self-administration
first group and face-to-face interview first group for female.

Self-administration ~ Face-to-face S-1
interview

Domains/Item Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) p-value
Overall
WNI1. Overall quality of life 3.4(0.66) 3.37(0.6) 0.03(0.63) 0.8023
WN2. Overall health 3.03(0.77) 3.12(0.95) -0.08(0.86) 0.6425
Physical domain ag =0.74 o; =0.75
PN3. Pain and discomfort 3.58 (0.91) 4.31(0.93) -0.74 (0.92) <.0001
PN4. Dependence on medication or 4.02 (0.94) 443(092)  -041(093)  0.0268
treatment
PN10. Energy and fatigue 3.25(0.65) 3.31(0.91) -0.06 (0.79) 0.6835
PN15. Mobility 3.62 (0.75) 4.02 (0.73) -0.4 (0.74) 0.0066
PN16. Sleep and rest 3.13 (0.89) 3.06 (1.08) 0.08 (0.99) 0.6983
PN17. Activities of daily living 3.6 (0.66) 3.67 (0.77) -0.07 (0.72) 0.6186
PN18. Working capacity 3.62 (0.69) 3.66 (0.66) -0.05 (0.67) 0.7392
Psychological domain as =0.69 ao; =0.79
YNS5. Enjoyment of life 2.85(0.78) 3.08 (0.93) -0.23 (0.86) 0.1729
gig'ffp‘m”ahty’ religion and pprghal 3.56 (0.8) 3.57(0.85)  -0.01(0.83)  0.9467
YN7. Thinking, leaming, memory & 3.7 (0.82) 337 (0.8) 0.1(0.81)  0.5186

concentration
YNI11. Body image and appearance 3.56 (0.75) 3.63 (0.77) -0.07 (0.76) 0.6436
YN19. Self-satisfaction 3.62 (0.66) 3.65 (0.89) -0.03 (0.78) 0.8383
YN26. Negative feeling 3.29 (1.05) 3.67 (0.84) -0.38 (0.95) 0.047
Social interaction domain as =0.77 o; =0.62
SN20. Personal relationship 3.6 (0.63) 3.53 (0.81) 0.07 (0.73) 0.6418
SN21. Sexual activity 3.24 (0.82) 3.45(0.76) -0.21 (0.79) 0.2419
SN22. Friends’ support 3.62 (0.6) 3.66 (0.69) -0.05 (0.64) 0.7274
SN27. Esteemed and respected 3.27 (0.69) 3.59 (0.75) -0.32 (0.72) 0.0271
Environmental domain ag =0.78 o; =0.78
EN&. Physical safety and security 3.06 (0.89) 3.47(0.9) -0.41 (0.9) 0.0217
EN9. Physical environments 2.81 (1.09) 3.16 (1.08) -0.35 (1.08) 0.1055
EN12. Financial environment 3.1 (0.78) 3.1 (1.06) 0(0.93) 1
EN13. Opportunities 3.39(0.78) 3.76 (0.86) -0.37 (0.82) 0.024
EN14. Part.ic.iI.)ation & support of leisure 3.31(0.9) 3.5 (0.88) -0.24 (0.89) 01711
activities
EN23. Home environment 3.63 (0.71) 3.71 (0.67) -0.07 (0.69) 0.6035
EN24. Healt.h & social care: availability & 3.56 (0.67) 3.76 (0.65) 2021 (0.66) 0.1146
quality

EN25. Transportation 3.63 (0.63) 3.88 (0.55) -0.25 (0.59) 0.036
EN28. Eating food 3.79 (0.82) 4.29 (0.86) -0.51 (0.84) 0.0029

a =(internal consistent reliability) cronbach’s alpha
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Table 9. Cronbach’s alpha, mean score of each item and comparison between self-administration first
group and face-to-face interview first group for age < 65 years.

Self-administration ~ Face-to-face S-1
interview

Domains/Item Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) p-value
Overall
WNI1. Overall quality of life 3.33(0.56) 3.38(0.66) -0.05(0.61) 0.6775
WN2. Overall health 2.98(0.84) 3.01(0.92) -0.04(0.88) 0.8206
Physical domain ag =0.72 o; =0.78
PN3. Pain and discomfort 3.66 (0.94) 435 (1.02) -0.69 (0.98) 0.0006
PN4. Dependence on medication or 422 (0.9) 46(0.78)  -038(0.84) 00208
treatment
PN10. Energy and fatigue 3.33(0.62) 3.2(0.91) 0.13 (0.79) 0.378
PN15. Mobility 3.8 (0.75) 4.16 (0.5) -0.36 (0.63) 0.0049
PN16. Sleep and rest 3.27 (0.87) 3.11 (1.03) 0.17 (0.96) 0.3766
PN17. Activities of daily living 3.69 (0.65) 3.67 (0.77) 0.01 (0.71) 0.9225
PN18. Working capacity 3.8 (0.61) 3.65 (0.75) 0.15 (0.69) 0.2802
Psychological domain 0s =0.7 0; =0.78
YNS. Enjoyment of life 2.88 (0.79) 2.96 (1.09) -0.08 (0.96) 0.6594
o Spirituality, religion and prghe 378 (0.7) 3.65(0.7) 0.13 0.7) 0.343
YN7. Thinking, leaming, memory & 3.37(0.8) 344 (069)  -0.06(0.74)  0.6596

concentration
YNI11. Body image and appearance 3.67 (0.82) 3.62 (0.73) 0.05 (0.77) 0.7479
YN19. Self-satisfaction 3.69 (0.71) 3.56 (0.9) 0.12 (0.81) 0.4387
YN26. Negative feeling 3.25(0.93) 3.78 (0.9) -0.53 (0.92) 0.0038
Social interaction domain 05 =0.82 05 =0.67
SN20. Personal relationship 3.53(0.67) 3.36 (0.7) 0.17 (0.69) 0.2189
SN21. Sexual activity 3.35 (0.75) 3.53(0.72) -0.19 (0.74) 0.2209
SN22. Friends’ support 3.63 (0.66) 3.58 (0.69) 0.05 (0.67) 0.7285
SN27. Esteemed and respected 3.43 (0.64) 3.58 (0.71) -0.15 (0.68) 0.2567
Environmental domain 05 =0.82 0 =0.77
ENS. Physical safety and security 3.12 (0.86) 3.35(0.95) -0.23 (0.91) 0.1997
EN9. Physical environments 2.92 (0.96) 3(0.98) -0.08 (0.97) 0.6781
ENI12. Financial environment 3.08 (0.72) 3.05 (1.04) 0.03 (0.91) 0.884
EN13. Opportunities 3.45 (0.76) 3.71 (0.9) -0.26 (0.83) 0.1135
EN14. Participation & support of leisure 3.25(0.84) 3.6 (0.89) 2035(0.87)  0.0441
activities

EN23. Home environment 3.75 (0.66) 3.69 (0.72) 0.05 (0.69) 0.6868
EN24. ey st care allabily & 3.53(0.67) 369(066)  -0.16(067) 02166
EN25. Transportation 3.61(0.7) 3.73 (0.62) -0.12 (0.66) 0.3528
EN28. Eating food 3.84 (0.76) 4.16 (0.86) -0.32 (0.81) 0.0444

a =(internal consistent reliability) cronbach’s alpha
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Table 10. Cronbach’s alpha, mean score of each item and comparison between self-administration
first group and face-to-face interview first group for age = 65 years.

Face-to-face

Self-administration interview S-1
Domains/Item Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) p-value
Overall
WNI. Overall quality of life 3.4(0.68) 3.45(0.63) -0.05(0.66) 0.6815
WN2. Overall health 3.18(0.71) 3.1(0.96) 0.07(0.84) 0.6768
Physical domain a5 =0.69 a; =0.78
PN3. Pain and discomfort 3.65 (0.77) 4.31(0.81) -0.66 (0.79) <.0001
PN4. Dependence on medication or 3.38 (1.07) 373(122)  -035(115)  0.1094
treatment
PN10. Energy and fatigue 3.02 (0.7) 3.65 (0.7) -0.64 (0.7) <.0001
PN15. Mobility 3.45(0.78) 3.82(0.8) -0.37 (0.79) 0.0147
PN16. Sleep and rest 3.21(0.82) 3.19 (1.12) 0.03 (0.98) 0.8772
PN17. Activities of daily living 3.48 (0.69) 3.69 (0.58) -0.2 (0.64) 0.0968
PN18. Working capacity 3.49 (0.67) 3.72 (0.66) -0.23 (0.66) 0.0734
Psychological domain as =0.63 0,=0.69
YNS5. Enjoyment of life 2.81(0.79) 3.33(0.84) -0.52 (0.81) 0.001
0. Spirituality, religion and grrgghey 3.39 (0.86) 351(098)  -0.12(092)  0.4808
YN7. Thinking, learning, memory & 3.26 (0.77) 3.51(0.86)  -0.25(0.81)  0.1126
concentration
YN11. Body image and appearance 3.39 (0.71) 3.87 (0.55) -0.48 (0.63) 0.0001
YN19. Self-satisfaction 3.48 (0.74) 3.85(0.62) -0.37 (0.68) 0.0049
YN26. Negative feeling 3.33(0.91) 3.78 (0.94) -0.45 (0.92) 0.0116
Social interaction domain as =0.71 o; =0.64
SN20. Personal relationship 3.48 (0.69) 3.69 (0.74) -0.21 (0.72) 0.127
SN21. Sexual activity 2.85(0.92) 3.54 (0.71) -0.68 (0.83) 0.0002
SN22. Friends’ support 3.5(0.63) 3.75 (0.68) -0.26 (0.65) 0.0447
SN27. Esteemed and respected 3.05 (0.75) 3.84 (0.74) -0.78 (0.74) <.0001
Environmental domain as =0.81 o; =0.66
ENB&. Physical safety and security 3.11 (0.76) 3.55(0.86) -0.44 (0.81) 0.0051
ENO. Physical environments 2.86 (0.94) 3.27 (1.03) -0.42 (0.99) 0.0283
ENI12. Financial environment 3.07 (0.81) 3.6 (0.85) -0.53 (0.83) 0.0011
EN13. Opportunities 3.4 (0.71) 3.84 (0.66) -0.44 (0.69) 0.0012
EN14. Participation & support of leisure 3.38 (0.91) 3.73(0.83)  -035(0.87)  0.0347
activities
EN23. Home environment 3.52 (0.71) 3.73 (0.71) -0.21 (0.71) 0.123
EN24. Healt.h & social care: availability & 3.61 (0.65) 3.76 (0.61) 20.16 (0.63) 0.1936
quality
EN25. Transportation 3.39(0.7) 3.74 (0.59) -0.36 (0.65) 0.0048
EN28. Eating food 3.67 (0.91) 4.24 (0.89) -0.57(0.9) 0.0011

a =internal consistent reliability cronbach’s alpha
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Table 11. Item difficulty, infit statistics, and personal separation reliability of each item among
self-administration first group and face-to-face interview first group (arranged by item
difficulty within each domain)

Self-administration Face-to-face
interview
Domains / Ttem . Item Infit Mean . Item Infit Mean
difficulty Square difficulty Square

Physical domain Reliability: 0.68 Reliability: 0.71

PN15. Mobility -0.79 0.91 -0.44 1.02
PN4. Dependence on medication or treatment -0.59 1.31 -0.84 1.23
PN16. Sleep and rest 0.2 0.86 0.79 1.28
PN18. Working capacity 0.23 0.87 0.15 0.83
PN3. Pain and discomfort 0.27 1.29 -0.97 1.01
PN10. Energy and fatigue 0.29 0.93 0.77 0.97
PN17. Activities of daily living 0.39 0.82 0.54 0.7
Psychological domain Reliability: 0.6 Reliability: 0.7

YN19. Self-satisfaction -0.28 0.84 -0.4 0.68
YNS. Enjoyment of life -0.27 0.97 0.72 0.9
YNG. Spirituality, religion and personal beliefs -0.23 0.84 0.03 1.16
YN7. Thinking, learning, memory & concentration 0.11 1.04 0.07 1.01
YN26. Negative feeling 0.19 1.34 0 1.23
YNI11. Body image and appearance 0.48 0.9 -0.41 0.94
Social domain Reliability: 0.61 Reliability: 0.45

SN27. Esteemed and respected -1.25 1.07 0.04 1.14
SN21. Sexual activity -0.5 1.05 -1.52 1.23
SN20. Personal relationship 0.07 0.96 0.17 0.82
SN22. Friends’ support 1.68 0.87 1.31 0.83
Environmental domain Reliability: 0.79 Reliability: 0.71

EN28. Eating food -1.44 1.07 -1.12 0.97
EN14. Participation & support of leisure activities -0.54 1.18 -0.63 0.96
EN12. Financial environment -0.31 0.86 0.27 0.98
EN23. Home environment -0.23 0.9 0.29 0.95
EN24. Health & social care: availability & quality 0.02 1.12 0.31 0.96
ENS. Physical safety and security 0.38 0.78 0.31 0.97
EN13. Opportunities 0.59 0.82 -0.34 0.98
EN25. Transportation 0.63 1.24 0.27 0.9
EN9. Physical environments 0.9 1.04 0.64 1.21
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Table 12. Comparison of internal consistent reliability between CTT and IRT among
self-administration first group and face-to-face interview first group

Self-administration  Face-to-face interview

Domain\mode of administrated

CTT IRT CTT IRT
Physical 0.73 0.68 0.76 0.71
Psychological 0.67 0.6 0.73 0.69
Social 0.77 0.61 0.66 0.45
Environmental 0.81 0.79 0.73 0.71
Physical domain Psychological domain
1 PNIG i o i
2 . PNI8.¢” PNIT L Nas”
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Figure10. DIF analysis among the mode of self-administration first and the mode of
face-to-face interview first in each domain of WHOQOL-BREF. Self-administration
calibrations on the x axis, and face-to-face interview on the y axis. Calibrations are expressed
in logits. Negative calibrations indicate easier items. Positive calibrations indicate more
difficult items. An identity line is drawn through the origin, with a slope of 1. Statistical
control lines (95% CI) are drawn around the identity line (dotted lines). The area between the
dotted lines depicts acceptable item deviation. Items outside the control lines demonstrate DIF.
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Table 13. Item difficulty, infit statistics, and personal separation reliability of each item among
self-administration first group and face-to-face interview first group for male (arranged by
item difficulty within each domain)

Self-administration Face-to-face
interview
Domains / Ttem ’ Item Infit Mean ' Item Infit Mean
difficulty Square difficulty Square

Physical domain Reliability: 0.65 Reliability: 0.71

PN10. Energy and fatigue -0.85 0.92 0.22 0.93
PN15. Mobility -0.43 0.78 -0.45 0.92
PN16. Sleep and rest 0 0.74 0.51 0.8
PN18. Working capacity 0.14 0.78 0.25 1.38
PN4. Dependence on medication or treatment 0.2 1.42 -0.86 1.22
PN3. Pain and discomfort 0.21 1.45 -0.78 1.06
PN17. Activities of daily living 0.73 0.85 1.13 0.71
Psychological domain Reliability: 0.63 Reliability: 0.65

YNI19. Self-satisfaction -0.41 0.8 0.07 0.75
YNG. Spirituality, religion and personal beliefs -0.27 0.83 -0.08 1.31
YNS5. Enjoyment of life -0.24 1 0.31 0.87
YNT7. Thinking, learning, memory & concentration -0.02 0.89 -0.12 0.77
YNI11. Body image and appearance 0.23 0.79 0.13 0.89
YN26. Negative feeling 0.7 1.44 -0.31 1.36
Social domain Reliability: 0.69 Reliability: 0.37

SN27. Esteemed and respected -0.99 1.35 -0.67 1.08
SN21. Sexual activity -0.24 0.95 -1.31 1.27
SN20. Personal relationship -0.11 0.76 1.05 0.92
SN22. Friends’ support 1.35 0.82 0.93 0.76
Environmental domain Reliability: 0.79 Reliability: 0.76

ENS. Physical safety and security -1.35 0.9 0.15 0.94
EN25. Transportation -0.72 1.16 -1.1 1.03
EN28. Eating food -0.18 0.73 0.17 0.94
EN23. Home environment -0.07 1.04 -0.02 0.89
EN14. Participation & support of leisure activities 0.53 1.28 0.35 1.06
EN24. Health & social care: availability & quality 0.66 0.87 -0.02 0.89
EN12. Financial environment 0.78 0.99 0.52 0.88
EN13. Opportunities 0.93 0.88 -0.48 1.09
ENO9. Physical environments 0.97 1.1 0.43 1.26
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Figurell. DIF analysis among the mode of self-administration first and the mode of
face-to-face interview first in each domain of WHOQOL-BREF for male.
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Table 14. Item difficulty, infit statistics, and personal separation reliability of each item among
self-administration first group and face-to-face interview first group for female (arranged by
item difficulty within each domain)

Self-administration Face-to-face
interview
. Item Infit Mean Item Infit Mean
Domains / Item difficulty ~ Square difficulty  Square

Physical domain Reliability:0.75 Reliability:0.72
PN4. Dependence on medication or treatment -1 1.1 -0.73 1.13
PN17. Activities of daily living -0.1 0.8 0.39 0.69
PN15. Mobility -0.03 1.04 -0.56 1.15
PN18. Working capacity 0.01 0.98 0.45 0.85
PN3. Pain and discomfort 0.04 1.2 -1.03 1
PN16. Sleep and rest 0.04 0.93 0.78 1.12
PN10. Energy and fatigue 1.04 0.98 0.71 1.02
Psychological domain Reliability:0.6 Reliability:0.73
YN26. Negative feeling -0.47 1.05 0.33 0.99
YNG. Spirituality, religion and personal beliefs -0.25 0.88 0.12 0.92
YN11. Body image and appearance -0.21 1 -0.16 1.07
YN19. Self-satisfaction 0.04 0.88 -0.18 0.68
YNS5. Enjoyment of life 0.19 0.97 -0.48 0.84
YN7. Thinking, learning, memory & concentration 0.71 1.18 0.37 1.27
Social domain Reliability:0.47 Reliability:0.5
SN22. Friends’ support -0.76 0.9 1.04 0.84
SN20. Personal relationship -0.47 1.13 0.07 0.74
SN21. Sexual activity 0.08 1.18 -1.19 1.23
SN27. Esteemed and respected 1.15 0.81 0.08 1.18
Environmental domain Reliability:0.79 Reliability:0.66
EN28. Eating food -0.7 1.02 -1.35 0.91
EN9. Physical environments -0.67 0.95 0.75 1.24
EN14. Participation & support of leisure activities -0.48 1.32 -0.27 1.06
EN25. Transportation -0.17 1.32 -0.06 0.85
EN24. Health & social care: availability & quality 0.02 0.99 0.19 0.86
EN23. Home environment 0.12 1.03 0.24 0.98
ENS. Physical safety and security 0.21 0.66 0.35 1.04
EN12. Financial environment 0.8 0.85 0.47 0.92
EN13. Opportunities 0.88 0.79 -0.32 0.95
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Figure 12. DIF analysis among the mode of self-administration first and the mode of
face-to-face interview first in each domain of WHOQOL-BREF for female
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Table 15. Item difficulty, infit statistics, and personal separation reliability of each item among
self-administration first group and face-to-face interview first group for age < 65 years (arranged

by item difficulty within each domain

Domains / Item

Self-administration

Face-to-face

Physical domain

PN4. Dependence on medication or treatment
PN17. Activities of daily living

PN15. Mobility

PNI16. Sleep and rest

PN3. Pain and discomfort

PN10. Energy and fatigue

PN18. Working capacity

Psychological domain

YNS5. Enjoyment of life

YNG6. Spirituality, religion and personal beliefs
YNI11. Body image and appearance
YNI19. Self-satisfaction

YN26. Negative feeling

YN7. Thinking, learning, memory & concentration

Social domain

SN22. Friends’ support

SN27. Esteemed and respected
SN21. Sexual activity

SN20. Personal relationship

Environmental domain

EN9. Physical environments

EN28. Eating food

EN23. Home environment

EN2S5. Transportation

EN24. Health & social care: availability & quality
ENS. Physical safety and security

EN13. Opportunities

EN14. Participation & support of leisure activities

EN12. Financial environment

Item Infit Mean
difficulty Square
Reliability:0.7
-1.45 1.06
-0.28 0.87
-0.24 1.17
-0.01 0.73
0.09 1.28
0.88 0.94
1.01 1.03
Reliability:0.65
-0.74 1.01
-0.54 1.02

0 1.08
0.12 0.94
0.42 0.82
0.73 1.06
Reliability:0.45
-14 0.64
-0.6 1.02

0.4 1.23
1.59 0.99
Reliability:0.82
-1.01 1.08
-0.84 1.1
-0.62 1.09
-0.2 1.16
-0.06 1.11
0.18 0.72
0.37 0.78
0.8 1.13
1.37 0.76

interview
Item Infit Mean
difficulty Square
Reliability:0.7
-1.01 0.93
0.6 0.57
0.18 1.21
1.04 1.43
-0.86 1.15
-0.19 1.02
0.24 0.81
Reliability:0.67
1.57 1.07
-1.83 1.03
-1.7 1.14
0.2 0.58
0.27 1.05
1.48 1.04
Reliability:0.25
0.27 0.97
-0.35 0.95
0.01 1.01
0.07 1.06
Reliability:0.79
-0.45 1.12
-1.13 0.94
0.53 1.07
0.58 0.87
0.7 0.96
-0.92 1.09
-0.18 0.94
-0.13 0.99
0.99 0.82
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Figurel3. DIF analysis among the mode of self-administration first and the mode of
face-to-face interview first in each domain of WHOQOL-BREF for age < 65

years
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Table 16. Item difficulty, infit statistics, and personal separation reliability of each item
among self-administration first group and face-to-face interview first group for age = 65
years (arranged by item difficulty within each domain).

Self-administration Face-to-face
interview
Item Infit Mean Item Infit Mean

Domains / Item difficulty  Square  difficulty  Square

Physical domain Reliability:0.61 Reliability:0.75

PN10. Energy and fatigue -1.13 0.93 0.46 0.7
PN15. Mobility -0.52 0.7 -0.59 0.95
PN4. Dependence on medication or treatment -0.04 1.6 -0.78 1.33
PN16. Sleep and rest 0.07 0.86 0.23 1.24
PN3. Pain and discomfort 0.13 1.25 -1.08 1.04
PN17. Activities of daily living 0.63 0.78 0.94 0.85
PN18. Working capacity 0.86 0.8 0.82 0.86
Psychological domain Reliability:0.54 Reliability:0.71

YN?7. Thinking, llearning, memory & 113 1.04 0.15 0.82

concentration

YN26. Negative feeling -0.13 1.59 0.01 1.37
YNS. Enjoyment of life -0.07 0.92 0.03 0.83
YN19. Self-satisfaction 0.21 0.78 -0.02 0.84
YNG6. Spirituality, religion and personal beliefs 0.33 0.73 -0.02 1.05
YN11. Body image and appearance 0.79 0.79 -0.15 0.95
Social domain Reliability:0.64 Reliability:0.35

SN27. Esteemed and respected -0.9 1.14 -0.65 1.32
SN21. Sexual activity -0.13 0.94 -0.56 1.42
SN20. Personal relationship 0.03 0.84 0.53 0.7
SN22. Friends’ support 1 0.95 0.68 0.7
Environmental domain Reliability:0.78 Reliability:0.62

ENS. Physical safety and security -1.35 0.81 0.04 0.85
EN25. Transportation -0.91 1.25 0.22 0.92
EN28. Eating food -0.83 1.06 -0.96 0.98
EN14. Participation & support of leisure activities -0.12 1.17 0.19 0.92
EN12. Financial environment 0.1 0.94 -0.07 1.15
EN23. Home environment 0.39 0.76 0.29 0.82
EN24. Health & social care: availability & quality 0.42 1.15 0.16 0.95
END9. Physical environments 1.08 1.02 0.41 1.29
EN13. Opportunities 1.22 0.88 -0.28 1.05
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Figurel4. DIF analysis among the mode of self-administration first and the mode of
face-to-face interview first in each domain of WHOQOL-BREEF for age = 65 years.
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