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Properties of the major utility instruments
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Scale Coverage* 
(a)

Type of 
description1

(b)

No of 
dimensions

Valuing 
method2

Psychometric properties Combination 
model

Instrument 
boundaries4

Construct3 Validation 

Rosser-Kind XX Impairment 2 ME No No None −1.49 ⎯ 1.00

QWB X Impairment/ 
disability

4 VAS No Yes Additive 0.00 ⎯ 1.00

15D Impairment 15 VAS No Yes Additive +0.11 ⎯ 1.00

HUI I X Impairment 4 TTO No No Multiplicative −0.21 ⎯ 1.00

HUI II Impairment/ 
disability

7 VAS/SG No Yes Multiplicative −0.03 ⎯ 1.00

HUI III Impairment/ 
disability

8 VAS/SG No Yes Multiplicative −0.36 ⎯ 1.00

EQ-5D X Handicap 5 TTO No No Regression/
Additive

−0.59 ⎯ 1.00

DALY XX Disease N/A PTO No No RS/PTO5 N/A
WHOQoL-Bref Handicap 4 N/A Yes Yes Additive N/A

SF6D Handicap 6 SG Yes No Additive +0.46 ⎯ 1.00

AQoL Handicap 4 TTO Yes Yes Multiplicative −0.04 ⎯ 1.00
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Correlation between instruments 
(unadjusted)
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Case study
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Scattergrams of instrument scores 
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Scattergrams of Instrument Scores

JR2516SD.PPT 
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Note:  All informants, Unadjusted scores, 18 wildly inconsistent cases trimmed
AQoL
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Note:  All informants, Unadjusted scores, 18 wildly inconsistent cases trimmed
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AQoL = 1.0 HUI III = 1.0
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EuroQoL = 1.0
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Regression coefficients: 
TTO dependent = Self TTO 
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Dimensions AQoL PsyQoL EQ5D 15D SF6D HUI III
‘Within the Skin’
1. Mobility * ** * * ** *
2. Physical ability/vitality * ** ** *** *
3. Pain * *** * * * *
4. Senses ** ** ***** ****
5. Bodily care * * * *
6. SWB/satisfaction ****
7. Depression/Anxiety * **** * ** **
8. Cognitive ability * * *
9. Memory * *
Handicap
1. Social function * *** *
2. Family role * *
3. Work function * *
4. Activities of daily living * ** * * *

5. Communication * * * **
6. Emotion ** *
7. Intimacy/Isolation * *
8. Sexual relationships * *
9. Medical aids use
10. Medical treatment

Indicate the number of items used in calculation of utility scores.
Source:  Hawthorne G, Richardson J and Day NA 2001, ‘A comparison of the assessment of quality of life (AQoL) 
with four other generic utility instruments’, Annals of Medicine, vol 33, no 5, pp 358-370p 363


