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Abstract

Background: Instruments designed to measure the subjective impact of painful shoulder
conditions have become essential in shoulder research. The Shoulder Pain and Disability Index
(SPADI) is one of the most extensively used scales of this type. The objective of this study was to
investigate reproducibility and responsiveness of the SPADI in patients with adhesive capsulitis.

Methods: SPADI test-retest reproducibility was estimated by the "intraclass correlation
coefficient” (ICC) and the "smallest detectable difference" (SDD). Responsiveness was assessed by
exploring baseline and follow-up data recorded in a recently reported clinical trial regarding
hydrodilatation and corticosteroid injections in 76 patients with adhesive capsulitis. "Standardized
response mean" (SRM) and "reliable change proportion" (RCP) for SPADI were compared with
corresponding figures for shoulder range-of-motion (ROM). The relationship between SPADI and
ROM change scores was investigated through correlation and linear regression analyses.

Results: Results for test-retest reproducibility indicated a smallest detectable difference of 17
points on the 0—100 scale, and an intraclass correlation coefficient of 0.89. The SPADI was generally
more responsive than ROM. Weak to moderately strong associations were identified between
SPADI and ROM change scores. According to the regression model, the three variables baseline
SPADI, baseline active ROM and change in active ROM together explained 60% of the variance in
SPADI improvement.

Conclusion: This study supports the use of SPADI as an outcome measure in similar settings.

Background

The Shoulder Pain and Disability Index (SPADI) is a self-
administered questionnaire consisting of items grouped
into pain and disability subscales. Rating is on visual ana-
logue scales, and the means of the two subscales are com-
bined to produce a total score ranging from 0 (best) to
100 (worst). The SPADI was designed to measure the

impact of shoulder pathology in terms of pain and disa-
bility, for both current status and change over time. The
original developers stated the rationale for developing this
type of joint-specific instrument: it was expected to meas-
ure the impact of specific joint problems more precisely
than global health assessment instruments, and also to be
better in demonstrating the effect of a treatment directed
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at one joint only [1]. These properties are closely linked to
responsiveness, defined as the ability of an instrument to
accurately detect change when it has occurred [2].

Responsiveness of the SPADI has been assessed using ret-
rospective self-assessment of global change as a reference
criterion, a study [3] cited by several researchers. Patients
were given their baseline responses when follow-up
SPADI scores were recorded along with the global rating
of change. Then the SPADI change score was compared to
the measure of global change, where the patient had rated
his shoulder problem as "cured", "improved", "the same"
or "worse" compared to his baseline examination. Based
on these comparisons, the authors stated that "the SPA-
DIA (baseline - follow-up) discriminated accurately
between subjects who improved versus those who stayed
the same or worsened" [3]. This statement regarding
SPADI responsiveness can hardly be expected to apply to
settings in clinical trials where more traditional designs
are used when gathering follow-up scores. Retrospective
methods of computing responsiveness yield little infor-
mation about the ability of an instrument to detect treat-
ment effects, and they should not be used as a basis for the
choice of an instrument for applications to clinical trials
[4,5].

SPADI responsiveness has been compared with the
responsiveness of other health assessment scales, both
global [6-10] and shoulder-specific [8-11]. SPADI is
reported to be one of the more responsive scales [12]. It is,
however, problematic to make conclusions on respon-
siveness based on comparisons only with such very simi-
lar types of instruments.

A considerable number of shoulder self-report question-
naires have been proposed [13]. The rationale for their
employment in research settings must be that there are
advantages concerning the properties of the new instru-
ments. This obvious criterion often seems to be ignored.
As a consequence, a variety of instruments sometimes
makes it a complex task to interpret the results of trials.
Furthermore, for most of the shoulder questionnaires, evi-
dence for their validity in various diagnostic groups used
in clinical trials is often limited, at best. The SPADI is no
exception to this, even though it is one of the shoulder rat-
ing instruments that have been most extensively studied
[12]. It has also been employed in several clinical trials
involving patients with adhesive capsulitis [14-18].

The objective of this study is to investigate reproducibility
and responsiveness of the SPADI when evaluating
patients with adhesive capsulitis (See Additional file 1 for
the Norwegian version [19] of the SPADI). Reproducibil-
ity is assessed with a test-retest of presumably "stable"
patients. Responsiveness is investigated by using baseline
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and follow-up scores from a recently reported clinical trial
regarding hydrodilatation and corticosteroid injections in
patients with adhesive capsulitis [20]. Subjects included
in the clinical trial were outpatients attending the Depart-
ment of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation of Ulleval
University Hospital in the period Dec. 2003 - June 2005.
A hydrodilatation procedure including corticosteroids
was compared with the injection of corticosteroids with-
out hydrodilatation. Patients were given three injections
with two-week intervals, and all injections were given
under fluoroscopic guidance. Seventy-six patients were
included and groups were compared six weeks after treat-
ment in order to identify potential treatment effects of
hydrodilatation. The main inclusion criteria were shoul-
der pain and reduction of passive ROM in the affected
shoulder of 30° or more for at least two out of three
glenohumeral movements (flexion, abduction and exter-
nal rotation).

There are several aspects of responsiveness [2], reflecting
the different ways instruments are used in various settings.
"Internal” [21] responsiveness statistics refer to the ability
to produce statistically significant changes in scores,
dependent on the study population and intervention.
Interpretation of SPADI "internal" responsiveness figures
is facilitated in this study by reporting corresponding fig-
ures for shoulder ROM, thereby allowing for head-to-head
comparisons of SPADI and a more traditional outcome
measure [22] for shoulder capsulitis.

Responsiveness can also be measured in terms of the
strength of the relationship between changes in the out-
come measure of interest and changes in some external
standard, e.g. important clinical variables. This aspect of
responsiveness is called "external" responsiveness [21].
Previous researchers have investigated the relationship
between shoulder ROM and shoulder scales in cross-sec-
tional analyses [11,23-27], while our aim is to compare
change scores. In general, we expect associations of mod-
erate strength. We expect association with SPADI to be
stronger for measures of active ROM than for passive
ROM, and we expect stronger associations for the disabil-
ity subscale than for the pain subscale.

Methods

The regional ethics committee granted ethical approval
for the trial. The procedures followed protocol and com-
plied with the Helsinki Declaration as revised in 1983 and
current national ethical standards for such studies.

Translation

Translation of items was based on recommended guide-
lines [28]. Two teams of translators with Norwegian as
their mother tongue made the first forward translations.
Two back-translations were then made by professional
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translators with English as their mother tongue. A com-
mittee reviewed the source and final versions. Forward
and back-translations of the SPADI revealed no major dif-
ficulties and consensus was reached on a preliminary Nor-
wegian version. This version was pre-tested in a group of
patients before a final version was available for the present
study.

Measurements

The SPADI is divided into two subscales: a "pain" subscale
and a "disability" subscale. The subscales comprise series
of 5 items for "pain" and 8 items for "disability", referring
to various problems with their shoulder encountered over
the last week. Reported scoring procedures vary slightly in
different validity studies [1,3,29]. In this study, each item
is responded to by a visual analogue scale ranging from
"no pain"/"no difficulty", to "worst pain imaginable"/"so
difficult required help". Item scores for each section are
averaged to produce separate subscale scores ranging from
0 to 100. A SPADI total score ranging from 0 (best) to 100
(worst) is then produced by averaging the two subscale
scores. If more than two items of a subscale are not
responded to, no SPADI score is calculated. Within-
patient comparisons over time are based on items that
were scored on both occasions.

SPADI reproducibility in presumably stable patients is
assessed by administering the SPADI two times to each
patient with a one-week interval. This time interval was
chosen because it seemed long enough for the responder
to forget previous scoring details, yet short enough to
avoid any important change occurring in patients with
this long-lasting condition [30,31]. No patient started any
new treatment in this one-week period.

Along with SPADI, scores for active and passive shoulder
ROM in four different directions were gathered at baseline
and follow-up (as part of the clinical trial): abduction
(ABD) and flexion (FLE) from neutral, and internal (INT)
and external (EXT) rotation at 45° of abduction. For the
present study, scores for the four directions were com-
bined to produce overall measures of active (C.AROM)
and passive (C.PROM) range-of-motion for each patient.
ROM measurements were made according to a pre-speci-
fied protocol [32].

Statistical procedures

Calculation of SPADI reproducibility in stable patients is
based on the within-patient standard deviation (sw),
derived from a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).
We report the "smallest detectable difference”, defined as
SDD = 1.96 sw x V 2 = 2.77 sw (ref. "repeatability" [33],
"minimum detectable change" [6,34]). The difference
between two measurements for the same patient is
expected to be less than the SDD for 95% of pairs of obser-
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vations [33]. The calculation of a common standard devi-
ation for the measurements is based on the absence of
heteroscedasticity [35]. Heteroscedasticity refers to a situ-
ation in which measurement errors are dependent on the
size of the various readings. We investigated the relation-
ship between test-retest differences and SPADI means for
each patient by using Bland-Altman plots [33].

Reproducibility is also reported by use of the intraclass
correlation coefficient (ICC). While SDD refers to the
absolute difference between observations, ICC is the cor-
relation between observations [36]. ICC is computed
using a one-way ANOVA model (single measures). ICC
values can theoretically range from 0 to 1, a high ICC in
this case indicating that within-patient differences are
small as compared to between-patient variability in the
study population.

Group level "internal" responsiveness is analyzed using
the "standardized response mean" (SRM) statistic ("effi-
ciency" [37]), defined as the absolute value of mean
change (follow-up minus baseline scores) divided by the
SD of this change [21,38]. Confidence intervals of the
SRM are calculated assuming the change score is normally
distributed [39], and the SD of the change is treated as
constant for each outcome. SRMs of different measures
are compared by the modified jack-knife procedure as
described by Angst et al. [40].

"Internal" responsiveness on the individual level is
reported in this study by use of the "reliable change pro-
portion" statistic (RCP [6,41]). This is defined as the pro-
portion of patients improving from baseline to follow-up
by more than the smallest detectable difference. While the
SRM statistic is closely related to the ability to detect sta-
tistically significant differences based on group means and
between-patient variability, the RCP statistic relates in a
similar way to the ability to detect treatment effects in
individuals. According to the method described by David-
son and Keating [41], we report confidence intervals for
the "reliable change proportions", and compare estimates
for the different outcome measures by use of the
Cochrane Q test. When calculating RCP for SPADI, the
SDD estimate from the SPADI reproducibility substudy of
"stable" patients is used. For shoulder ROM, we use SDD
estimates obtained in a previously reported study [32]
regarding reproducibility of ROM in "stable" patients with
adhesive capsulitis.

"External responsiveness” [21] is investigated in this study
by calculating Pearson correlation coefficients (1) between
changes in SPADI and ROM for the affected shoulder. For
a more in-depth analysis of the relationship between
ROM and SPADI, we also perform multiple linear regres-
sion. SPADI improvement from baseline is the dependent
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variable, independent variables being baseline SPADI,
baseline CCAROM and C.AROM change.

All statistical analyses are carried out by using the software
package SPSS 13.0 for Windows® (SPSS, Chicago, IL,
USA).

Results

Seventy-six patients were included in the clinical trial [20].
Fourteen of these patients were not able to take part in the
SPADI reproducibility substudy for practical reasons. Fur-
thermore, two patients did not respond to a sufficient
number of items at retest. Hence sixty patients were avail-
able for the SPADI reproducibility analysis. Details for
test/retest scores and reproducibility estimates for sub-
scales and SPADI total are given in Table 1. Distributions
of SPADI subscale and total scores on both occasions
approximate normal distributions according to plots (not
shown). Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests
were non-significant except for the disability scale at
retest. Results indicate a "smallest detectable difference"
(SDD) of 17 points for the SPADI total score. This means
that for approximately 95% of the pairs of observations,
the difference between scores was 17 points or smaller.
The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was 0.89.

Plotting SPADI means of the two observations against the
test-retest difference for each patient does not give any
indication that measurement errors vary systematically
over the range of possible scores (Figure 1).

Table I: SPADI test-retest reproducibility (n = 60)

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/9/161

Internal responsiveness

In the responsiveness substudy, all seventy-six patients
were included. One of them was not available for follow-
up. All other patients responded to a sufficient number of
items at follow-up to enable a SPADI score to be calcu-
lated. Hence seventy-five patients were available for the
responsiveness analysis. Patients in the two treatment
arms were pooled as there were no significant differences
in treatment effects [20]. Distributions of change scores
for ROM and SPADI subscale and total scores approxi-
mate normal distributions according to plots (not
shown). Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests
were non-significant except for active abduction (A.ABD)
and active flexion (A.FLE).

Results for responsiveness of outcome measures are given
in Table 2. According to the modified jack-knife proce-
dure [40], the SPADI total was more responsive than all
single-movement ROM measures (p < 0.001 for all these
comparisons). The SPADI total was also more responsive
than combined ROM (p = 0.01 for C.PROM and p < 0.001
for CAROM).

When addressing individual-level responsiveness, too,
SPADI was more responsive. The Cochrane Q test showed
a significantly higher reliable change proportion (RCP)
for the SPADI total score than for all single-movement
ROM-measures (p < 0.01 for all these comparisons, exact
test). The combined ROM measures were generally more
responsive than the corresponding single-movement

Item/Subscale Obs. | Obs. 2 SDD ICC
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) (95% CI)
How severe is your pain:

0l At its worst? 7.2 (2.6) 7.4 (2.6)

02 When lying on the involved side? 6.7 (2.5) 6.9 (2.4)

03 Reaching for something on a high shelf? 74 (2.3) 7.7 (1.9)

04 Touching the back of your neck? 3.9 (3.3) 5.1 3.1)

05 Pushing with the involved arm? 5.0 (2.9) 53@3.1)

Pain score: 60.2 (19) 64.7 (21) 21 0.85 (0.76-0.91)

How much difficulty do you have:

06 Washing your hair? 55(2.9) 5.6 (2.7)

07 Washing your back? 7.8(2.3) 8.1 (1.9)

08 Putting on an undershirt or pullover sweater? 6.4(2.2) 5.6 (2.3)

09 Putting on a shirt that buttons down the front? 3.6 (2.6) 3.9 (2.5)

10 Putting on your pants? 3.9 (3.0) 4.1 3.0)

I'l Placing an object on a high shelf? 7.8 (2.1) 8.1 (1.7)

12 Carrying a heavy object of 10 pounds? 5.8 (3.5) 6.2 (3.4)

13 Removing something from your back pocket? 6.7 (3.0) 6.8 (2.9)

Disability score: 59.1 (19) 60.3 (19) 20 0.86 (0.78-0.92)
SPADI score: 59.7 (17) 62.6 (19) 17 0.89 (0.82-0.93)

SD = between-subject standard deviation, SDD = smallest detectable difference, ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient.
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Test-retest reproducibility: Bland-Altman scatter-
plot showing mean SPADI value of both observations
plotted against the difference between observations
for each patient (n = 60).

measures, but may be less responsive than the SPADI
total.

External responsiveness

Correlations (r) between changes in various ROM scores
and SPADI subscale and total scores were in the expected
direction, but for some movements the association was
weaker than anticipated (Table 3). As hypothesized, asso-
ciations with SPADI generally seem stronger for measures
of active ROM than for passive ROM, and stronger for the
disability subscale than for the pain subscale.

Table 2: Internal responsiveness of outcome measures (n = 75)

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/9/161

Results of the multiple linear regression analysis are given
in Table 4. At first we also included variables for passive
ROM (baseline and change for C.PROM), but these varia-
bles were omitted because the inclusion of these variables
did not result in a significant improvement of the model.
In the final model, 60% of the variance in SPADI
improvement could be explained by variance in the inde-
pendent variables, while only 40% could be explained if
improvement in C. AROM was omitted from the analysis.
Residuals were normally distributed and there was no evi-
dence of heteroscedasticity [35].

Discussion

The main finding in this study is that SPADI was more
responsive than measurements of shoulder ROM. Com-
paring responsiveness of a self-evaluation questionnaire
like SPADI and an impairment measure like shoulder
ROM may seem odd to some readers. Few researchers
have compared the responsiveness of shoulder scales with
the responsiveness of traditional shoulder outcome meas-
ures. However, this type of comparison was a natural
choice when investigating SPADI responsiveness in this
population. Both SPADI and shoulder ROM have been
used as outcome variables in several clinical trials involv-
ing patients with adhesive capsulitis. Furthermore, shoul-
der ROM was employed as a gold standard surrogate
when testing criterion validity and responsiveness of
SPADI in the original article by Roach et al. [1].

Reliability (reproducibility) is a necessary precondition
for the appropriate application of change scores in general
[42], but is especially important when interpreting change
scores for individual patients [43]. Investigation of SPADI
reproducibility with a test-retest design indicated that
approximately 95% of the pairs of observations did not

Baseline Follow-up Change SRM RCP
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) (95% CI) (95% CI)
P. ABD 31.0 (1) 45.0 (13) 14.0 (11) 1.29 (1.06-1.52) 49% (38%—61%)
P. FLE 47.2 (16) 62.9 (13) 15.7 (16) 1.0l (0.78-1.24) 45% (34%—57%)
P.INT 33.0 (13) 47.1 (13) 14.1 (1) 1.29 (1.06-1.52) 47% (35%—58%)
P. EXT 17.4 (14) 27.9 (16) 10.5 (12) 0.85 (0.62—1.08) 33% (22%—44%)
A. ABD 55.9 (20) 84.7 (35) 28.8 (32) 0.91 (0.68—1.14) 59% (47%—70%)
A. FLE 88.1 (24) 116.8 (29) 28.7 (29) 0.99 (0.76—1.22) 48% (37%—60%)
A.INT 45.5 (15) 66.9 (17) 21.4 (15) 1.38 (1.15-1.61) 57% (46%—69%)
A. EXT 22.2 (15) 38.1 (19) 15.9 (14) 1.13 (0.90-1.36) 63% (52%—74%)
C. PROM 128.6 (43) 182.9 (44) 54.4 (36) 1.52 (1.29-1.75) 67% (56%—78%)
C. AROM 211.6 (60) 306.5 (88) 94.9 (74) 1.28 (1.05-1.51) 75% (65%—85%)
Pain score 62.4 (22) 21.8 (20) -40.6 (25) 1.62 (1.39-1.85) 77% (68%—87%)
Disability score 60.1 (20) 23.1 (19) -36.9 (21) 1.76 (1.53—1.99) 77% (68%—87%)
SPADI score 61.3 (20) 22.5 (18) -38.8 (21) 1.81 (1.58-2.04) 85% (76%—93%)

SD = between-subject standard deviation, Cl = confidence interval, SRM = standardized response mean, RCP = reliable change proportion.

Page 5 of 8

(page number not for citation purposes)



BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2008, 9:161

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/9/161

Table 3: Correlation (r) of ROM and SPADI change after treatment (n = 75)

Examined movement Pain subscale Disability subscale SPADI total
P. ABD -0.26 -0.28 -0.29
P. FLE -0.03 -0.09 -0.09
P. INT -0.02 -0.15 -0.09
P. EXT -0.15 -0.33 -0.25
C. PROM -0.15 -0.29 -0.23
A. ABD -0.31 -0.32 -0.33
A. FLE -0.30 -0.36 -0.35
A INT -0.14 -0.31 -0.23
A EXT -0.22 -0.33 -0.29
C. AROM -0.32 -0.40 -0.38

differ by more than 17 points. This is slightly better than
what has previously been reported for other study popu-
lations where a similar design has been used [6,8,29].

Studying SPADI reproducibility, we observed a mean
score difference between the two administrations of the
questionnaire. The finding suggests some form of session
bias. One could suspect that ROM measurements on the
first test occasion caused temporarily increased pain in
some patients. Another possible explanation is that
patients were included early in the development of the
condition, so that a stable pain situation had not yet been
reached. Measurements in this study were analyzed
according to a simple one-way ANOVA model, and thus
we did not plan to control for a session effect. This means
that our results might tend to over-estimate measurement
errors. However, we analyzed data by a two-way ANOVA
model post-hoc, and results for reproducibility were very
similar to those reported in this study from the one-way
model analyses.

Estimates for reproducibility were used in subsequent
responsiveness analyses to produce a "reliable change
proportion" (RCP) figure for SPADI which was compared
with corresponding figures for shoulder ROM. A higher
RCP was found for SPADI than for the individual move-
ments of shoulder ROM. This could be interpreted either

Table 4: Results of linear regression analysis (n = 75)

B SE of B B Sig.
Constant -40 I 0.001
Baseline SPADI 0.80 0.091 0.75 <0.00l
Baseline CAROM 0.082 0.031 0.23 0.01
C. AROM improvement 0.13 0.022 046 <0.001

SD = between-subject standard deviation, Cl = confidence interval,
SRM = standardized response mean, RCP = reliable change
proportion.

as smaller measurement errors or as a larger "change" for
SPADI.

Group-level responsiveness was investigated by the
"standardized response mean" (SRM) statistic. Again, the
SPADI was more responsive than individual-movement
ROM measures. The combined ROM measures were also
generally more responsive than the individual-movement
measures, the reason for this being the relatively smaller
measurement errors for combined movements [32,44].
From purely statistical and practical points of view, the
SPADI appears as a more attractive outcome measure than
shoulder ROM in this study. The ratio of sample sizes
required to detect a given clinical effect is equal to the
square of the ratio of standardized response means [45].
Hence estimates for SRM indicate two- or three-fold
increases in necessary sample size if a single ROM move-
ment is chosen instead of SPADI as the primary outcome
measure in a trial of this type. Likewise, if SPADI and a
ROM measure are both used as outcome measures in a
trial, SPADI may have a better chance than the ROM
measure to detect a treatment effect. The possibility to
detect a significant difference is one thing, however. When
comparing responsiveness of ROM and SPADI in this way,
we compare the ability to detect change, but we are not
comparing the ability to detect the same change. We ana-
lyze the change in scales which do not measure the same
construct. Clearly, the aim of each separate study must
guide in the selection of outcome measures.

Compared to previous studies reporting SRM for SPADI,
estimates in this population are high. Five previous stud-
ies report much lower SRMs [6,7,9,11,34], while in a
recently published study [10], SRM for SPADI was almost
as high as in this study. The researchers also reported
responsiveness of the cASES "Motion active" (SRM: 1.54)
and "Motion passive" (SRM: 1.47), which are constructs
that (roughly) correspond to the constructs C.AROM
(SRM: 1.28) and C.PROM (SRM: 1.52) in the present
study. Responsiveness for these ROM measures is quite
similar in the two studies, and in both studies lower than
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the SPADI total. However, results for responsiveness are in
general specific to the study population, the intervention
and the overall design of the study. Comparisons across
studies are difficult.

In this study, confidence intervals and test statistics for the
SRM and RCP are calculated as if the estimated variability
in scores (SD of change and SDD, respectively) represents
the underlying "true" variability. This is an approxima-
tion. A more exact method would probably result in wider
confidence intervals and more conservative test results.

Investigation of "external" responsiveness is sometimes
performed in order to demonstrate that a new measure
may replace an old one. This was not really our aim: we
simply wanted to investigate the relationship between
changes in shoulder ROM and SPADI in these patients.
Since there is no valid way to measure change directly
[42], comparisons were based on the difference between
respective measurements for the two different time points.
Correlations between improvement in ROM and SPADI
were below 0.50. In the original study by Roach et al. [1],
associations between SPADI and active ROM change
scores were stronger, coefficients ranging from -0.52 to -
0.70. Limited information regarding the variability of
change scores in that study restricts further comparisons,
however.

The ability to discern associations among variables is
impaired by a lack of reproducibility in direct proportion
to the products of the reliabilities of the measurements
involved [46]. Furthermore, one must expect the reliabil-
ity of a difference between measurements to be lower than
the reliability of the separate measurements [44]. Hence
there is reason to believe that the association between
"true" changes for ROM and SPADI is somewhat stronger
than indicated by the correlation coefficients reported in
this study.

Of the translation process, the Stage VI (submission of
reports to the developers of the original questionnaire)
was not performed, and this is a weakness of the study. We
were not able to get in contact with the respective
researchers.

Conclusion

Results indicate that SPADI is more responsive than
shoulder ROM measurements, which have been exten-
sively employed as shoulder outcome variables in these
patients. The relationship between changes in shoulder
ROM and SPADI suggest that they measure overlapping
underlying phenomena. The results in this study support
incorporating the SPADI questionnaire in patient evalua-
tion procedures when designing clinical trials where
patients with adhesive capsulitis are investigated.
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Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors' contributions

All authors contributed to study design. EKT recruited the
patients, performed the statistical analysis and drafted the
manuscript. OME administered questionnaires and meas-
ured range-of-motion. OME, NGJ and EBH helped to draft
the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final
manuscript.

Additional material

Additional file 1

Norwegian SPADI. The Norwegian version of the SPADI questionnaire
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-
2474-9-161-S1.pdf]

Acknowledgements

This study was supported by the Research Council of Norway, the Univer-
sity of Oslo and Ulleval University Hospital, represented by the Depart-
ment of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation.

References

I. Roach KE, Budiman-Mak E, Songsiridej N, Lertratanakul : Develop-
ment of a shoulder pain and disability index. Arthritis Care Res
1991, 4:143-149.

2. Beaton DE, Bombardier C, Katz JN, Wright JK: A taxonomy for
responsiveness. | Clin Epidemiol 2001, 54:1204-1217.

3. Williams JW, Holleman DR, Simel DL: Measuring shoulder func-
tion with the Shoulder Pain and Disability Index. | Rheumatol
1995, 22:727-732.

4. Norman GR, Stratford P, Regehr G: Methodological problems in
the retrospective computation of responsiveness to change:
The lesson of Cronbach. | Clin Epidemiol 1997, 50:869-879.

5. Schmitt J, Di Fabio RP: The validity of prospective and retro-
spective global change criterion measures. Arch Phys Med Reha-
bil 2005, 86:2270-2276.

6.  Schmitt ], Di Fabio RP: Reliable change and minimum impor-
tant difference (MID) proportions facilitated group respon-
siveness comparisons using individual threshold criteria. |
Clin Epidemiol 2004, 57:1008-1018.

7.  Heald SL, Riddle DL, Lamb RL: The Shoulder Pain and Disability
Index: the construct validity and responsiveness of a region-
specific disability measure. Phys Ther 1997, 77:1079-1089.

8. Cloke DJ, Lynn SE, Watson H, Steen IN, Purdy S, Williams JR: A
comparison of functional, patient-based scores in subacro-
mial impingement. | Shoulder Elbow Surg 2005, 14:380-384.

9.  Beaton DE, Richards RR: Assessing the reliability and respon-
siveness of 5 shoulder questionnaires. | Shoulder Elbow Surg
1998, 7:565-572.

10.  Angst F, Goldhahn J, Drerup S, Aeschlimann A, Schwyzer HK, Simmen
BR: Responsiveness of six outcome assessment instruments
in total shoulder arthroplasty. Arthritis Rheum 2008, 59:391-398.

1. Paul A, Lewis M, Shadforth MF, Croft PR, Windt DAWM van der, Hay
EM: A comparison of four shoulder-specific questionnaires in
primary care. Ann Rheum Dis 2004, 63:1293-1299.

12. Bot SDM, Terwee CB, Windt DAWM van der, Bouter LM, Dekker |,
de Vet HCW: Clinimetric evaluation of shoulder disability
questionnaires: a systematic review of the literature. Ann
Rheum Dis 2004, 63:335-341.

13. Michener LA, Leggi BG: A review of self-report scales for the
assessment of functional limitation and disability of the
shoulder. | Hand Ther 2001, 14:68-76.

Page 7 of 8

(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2474-9-161-S1.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11188601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11188601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11750189
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11750189
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7791172
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7791172
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9291871
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9291871
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9291871
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16344022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16344022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15528051
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15528051
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15528051
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9327822
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9327822
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9327822
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16015237
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16015237
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16015237
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9883415
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9883415
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18311752
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18311752
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15361390
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15361390
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15020324
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15020324
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11382257
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11382257
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11382257

BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2008, 9:161

19.
20.

21.

22.
23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31
32.

33.
34.

35.

36.

37.

Buchbinder R, Green S, Forbes A, Hall S, Lawler G: Arthrographic
joint distension with saline and steroid improves function
and reduces pain in patients with painful stiff shoulder:
results of a randomised, double blind, placebo controlled
trial. Ann Rheum Dis 2004, 63:302-309.

Buchbinder R, Hoving JL, Green S, Hall S, Forbes A, Nash P: Short
course prednisolone for adhesive capsulitis (frozen shoulder
or stiff painful shoulder): a randomised, double blind, pla-
cebo controlled trial. Ann Rheum Dis 2004, 63:1460-1469.
Carette S, Moffet H, Tardif ], Bessette L, Morin F, Frémont P, Bykerk
V, Thorne C, Bell M, Bensen VW, Blanchette C: Intraarticular cor-
ticosteroids, supervised physiotherapy, or a combination of
the two in the treatment of adhesive capsulitis of the shoul-
der: A placebo-controlled trial. Arthritis  Rheum 2003,
48:829-838.

Pajareya K, Chadchavalpanichaya N, Painmanakit S, Kaidwan C, Putta-
ruksa P, Wongsaranuchit Y: Effectiveness of physical therapy for
patients with adhesive capsulitis: a randomized controlled
trial. | Med Assoc Thai 2004, 87:473-480.

Piotte F, Gravel D, Moffet H, Fliszar E, Roy A, Nadeau S, Bédard D,
Roy G: Effects of repeated distension arthrographies com-
bined with a home exercise program among adults with idi-
opathic adhesive capsulitis of the shoulder. Am | Phys Med
Rehabil 2004, 83:537-546.

Juel NG: Norsk fysikalsk medisin Oslo: Fagbokforlaget; 2007:71.
Tveita EK, Tariq R, Sesseng S, Juel NG, Bautz-Holter E: Hydrodila-
tation, corticosteroids and adhesive capsulitis: A rand-
omized controlled trial. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 2008, 9:53.
Husted JA, Cook R, Farewell VT, Gladman DD: Methods of assess-
ing responsiveness: a critical review and recommendations.
J Clin Epidemiol 2000, 53:459-468.

Green S, Buchbinder R, Glazier R, Forbes A: Interventions for
shoulder pain. Issue 3 The Cochrane Library; 2002.

Triffitt PD: The relationship between motion of the shoulder
and the stated ability to perform activities of daily living. |
Bone Joint Surg Am 1998, 80(1):41-46.

Beaton DE, Richards RR: Measuring function of the shoulder. A
cross-sectional comparison of five questionnaires. | Bone Joint
Surg Am 1996, 78(6):882-890.

Roddey TS, Cook KF, O'Malley K|, Gartsman GM: The relationship
among strength and mobility measures and self-report out-
come scores in persons after rotator cuff repair surgery:
Impairment measures are not enough. | Shoulder Elbow Surg
2005, 14:95S5-98S.

Offenbicher M, Ewert T, Songha O, Stucki G: Validation of a Ger-
man version of the "Disabilities of Arm, Shoulder and Hand"
questionnaire. Z Rheumatol 2003, 62:168-177.

Rundquist PJ, Ludewig PM: Correlation of 3-dimensional shoul-
der kinematics to function in subjects with idiopathic loss of
shoulder range of motion. Phys Ther 2005, 85:636-647.

Beaton DE, Bombardier C, Guillemin F, Bosi Ferraz M: Guidelines
for the process of cross-cultural adaptation adaptation of
self-report measures. SPINE 2000, 25:3186-3191.

Angst F, Goldhahn ], Pap G, Mannion AF, Roach KE, Siebertz D,
Drerup S, Schwyzer HK, Simmen BR: Cross-cultural adaptation,
reliability and validity of the German Shoulder Pain and Dis-
ability Index. Rheumatology (Oxford) 2007, 46:87-92.

Reeves B: The natural history of the frozen shoulder syn-
drome. Scand | Rheumatol 1975, 4:193-196.

Shaffer B, Tibone JE, Kerlan RK: Frozen shoulder. A long-term
follow-up. | Bone Joint Surg Am 1992, 74:738-746.

Tveitd EK, Ekeberg OM, Juel NG, Bautz-Holter E: Range of shoul-
der motion in patients with adhesive capsulitis; intra-tester
reproducibility is acceptable for group comparisons. BMC
Musculoskelet Disord 2008, 9:49.

Bland JM, Altman DG: Measurement error. BM| 1996, 312:1654.
Beaton DE, Katz |N, Fossel AH, Wright |G, Tarasuk V, Bombardier C:
Measuring the whole or the parts? | Hand Ther 2001, 14:128-46.
Atkinson G, Nevill AM: Statistical methods for assessing meas-
urement error (reliability) in variables relevant to sports
medicine. Sports Med 1998, 26:217-238.

Shrout PE, Fleiss JL: Intraclass correlations: Uses in assessing
rater reliability. Psychol Bull 1979, 86:420-428.

Anderson J], Chernoff MC: Sensitivity of change of rheumatoid
arthritis clinical trial outcome measures. | Rheumatol 1993,
20:535-537.

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/9/161

38. Liang MH, Fossel AH, Larson MG: Comparisons of five health sta-
tus instruments for orthopedic evaluation. Med Care 1990,
28:632-42.

39. Beaton DE, Hogg-Johnson S, Bombardier C: Evaluating changes in
health status: Reliability and responsiveness of five generic
health status measures in workers with musculoskeletal dis-
orders. | Clin Epidemiol 1997, 50:79-93.

40. Angst F, Verra ML, Lehmann S, Aeschlimann A: Responsiveness of
five condition-specific and generic outcome assessment
instruments for chronic pain. BMC Med Res Methodol 2008, 8:26.

41. Davidson M, Keating JL: A comparison of five low back disability
questionnaires: reliability and responsiveness. Phys Ther 2002,
82:8-24.

42. Norman GR: Issues in the use of change scores in randomized
trials. | Clin Epidemiol 1989, 42:1097-1105.

43. De Vet HC, Terwee CB, Bouter LM: Current challenges in clini-
metrics. | Clin Epidemiol 2003, 56:1137-1141.

44. Rousson V, Gasser T, Seifert B: Assessing intrarater, interrater
and test-retest reliability of continuous measurements. Stat
Med 2002, 21:3431-3446.

45. Liang MH: Evaluating measurement responsiveness. | Rheuma-
tol 1995, 22:1191-1192.

46. Lachin JM: The role of measurement reliability in clinical tri-
als. Clinical Trials 2004, 1:553-566.

Pre-publication history
The pre-publication history for this paper can be accessed
here:

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/9/161/pre
pub

Publish with Bio Med Central and every
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."
Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK
Your research papers will be:
« available free of charge to the entire biomedical community
« peer reviewed and published immediately upon acceptance
« cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central
« yours — you keep the copyright

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

Page 8 of 8

(page number not for citation purposes)



http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14962967
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14962967
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14962967
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15479896
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15479896
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15479896
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12632439
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12632439
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12632439
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15222514
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15222514
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15222514
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15213478
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15213478
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15213478
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18423042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18423042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18423042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10812317
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10812317
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9469307
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9469307
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8666606
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8666606
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15726094
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15726094
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15726094
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12721705
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12721705
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12721705
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15982170
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15982170
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15982170
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11124735
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11124735
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11124735
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16720638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16720638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16720638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1198072
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1198072
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1624489
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1624489
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18405388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18405388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18405388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8664723
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11382253
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11382253
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9820922
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9820922
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9820922
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18839484
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18839484
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8478866
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=8478866
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2366602
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2366602
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9048693
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9048693
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9048693
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18439285
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18439285
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18439285
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11784274
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11784274
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2809664
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2809664
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14680660
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=14680660
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12407682
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12407682
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=7674254
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16279296
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16279296
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/9/161/prepub
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
http://www.biomedcentral.com/

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Translation
	Measurements
	Statistical procedures

	Results
	Internal responsiveness
	External responsiveness

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Competing interests
	Authors' contributions
	Additional material
	Acknowledgements
	References
	Pre-publication history

