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Abstract
Background. If patients could utilise scientific research about modifiable risk factors there is a potential
to prevent disease and promote health. Mobile applications can automatically adjust what and how
information is presented based on a user's profile, creating opportunities for conveying scientific health
information in a simpler and more intuitive way. We aimed to demonstrate this principle by developing a
complex statistical model of the relationship between self-rated-health (SRH) and lifestyle-related factors,
and designing an app that utilises user data to translate the statistical model into a user-centred
visualisation that is easy to understand.

Methods. Using data from the 6th (n=12 981, 53.4% women and 46.6% men) and 7th (n=21 083, 52.5%
women and 47.5% men) iteration of the Tromsø population survey, we modelled the association between
SRH on a 4-point scale and self-reported intensity and frequency of physical activity, BMI, mental health
symptoms (HSCL-10), smoking, support from friends, and diabetes (HbA1c≥6.5%) using a mixed-effects
linear-regression model (SRH was treated as a continuous variable) adjusted for socio-economic factors
and comorbidity. The app registers relevant user information, and inputs the information into the
SRH-model to translate present status into suggestions for lifestyle changes with estimated health effects.

Results. SRH was strongly related to modifiable health factors. The strongest modifiable predictors of
SRH were HSCL-10 and physical activity levels. In the fully adjusted model, on a scale ranging from 1 to
4, a 10-HSCL index≥3 was associated with a reduction in SRH of 0.948 (CI: 0.89, 1.00), and vigorous
physical activity (exercising to exhaustion ≥4 days/week vs sedentary) was associated with an SRH
increase of 0.643 (0.56-0.73). Physical activity intensity and frequency interacted positively in their effect
on SRH, with large PA-volume (frequency ⨯ intensity) being particularly predictive of high SRH.

Conclusions. Apps that adjust the presentation of information based on the user's profile can simplify and
potentially improve communication of research-based scientific models, and could play an important role
in making health research more accessible to the general public. Such technology could improve health
education if implemented in websites or mobile apps that focus on improving health behaviours.
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Background
Unhealthy behaviours are related to increased risk of physical illness, mental distress, and reduced
health-related quality of life (1–5). Healthcare services cannot meet the epidemic of lifestyle-related
diseases such as cardiovascular disease, obesity, and diabetes, which stresses the importance of
facilitating individual adherence to healthy behaviours (6–8). By following basic health
recommendations such as smoking cessation, following a healthy diet, getting sufficient physical
exercise, and moderating alcohol consumption, it has been estimated that 70-90% of all lifestyle-related
diseases can be treated or prevented, and life expectancy can be increased by more than ten years (9–11).
Although healthy habits are in many cases highly effective at improving health outcomes, most
individuals are unable to adhere to them in the long term without external support or coaching (12–14).
Assisting individuals in developing healthy habits is, therefore, a central element of nearly all disease
rehabilitation and management programs (15–17). The effectiveness of these programs have been well
documented, but they are not scalable due to resource limitations and the need for long term follow up, as
patients tend to relapse into old habits after follow-up is ended (18).

Mobile applications for assisting lifestyle modification have been considered as a supplement or
alternative to centre-based rehabilitation programmes, and offer several advantages. Personalised mobile
health applications are widely available, can improve communication between healthcare providers and
patients, increase uptake by removing obstacles associated with centre-based rehabilitation sessions (e.g.,
long travel distance), and provide real-time support and guidance (18–20). Several studies suggest that
mobile health applications can facilitate effective disease management and long-term adherence to healthy
behaviours (21–31).

A downside to current lifestyle-oriented mobile applications is that very few provide guidance that is
adapted to the individual user characteristics, such as age, mental health status, and sex (32). This is a
missed opportunity, because the optimal strategy for pursuing health can be highly individual, and a
personalised experience is an important factor in successful long-term adherence (14). A mobile app
informed by user data can be designed to modify what and how information is presented so that it offers a
more individually tailored experience. Other limitations in current lifestyle apps is that they typically
focus on one aspect of lifestyle in isolation, such as physical activity (PA) or weight loss, and tend to lack
a proper scientific basis (33).

Epidemiological studies often form the basis for public health recommendations on lifestyle, and could
serve as a knowledge base for such an app, offering a broad perspective that considers the joint health
impact of multiple factors. Communicating the implications of such models to a general audience can be
challenging however, especially when the models are complex. The limitations of static means of
communication that do not adapt to the individual, i.e. standardised guidelines, become apparent in such
situations.
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In this study, we aim to demonstrate that apps informed by user data can present scientific findings on
health and lifestyle in a simpler and more intuitive way, and remove the tradeoff between model
complexity and ease of communication. We call this method of presenting information Individually
Adjusted Presentation of Health Information, IAPHI. To develop a proof-of-concept, we first develop a
statistical model of health based on large scale population data, and develop an app which integrates the
model and uses it to offer user-tailored feedback on health and lifestyle. The envisioned end goal is an app
that allows the user to compare, on the basis of scientific models of health, the health impact of health
factors covering all major domains of health, thereby making it easier for them to form a strategy for
improving their health and decide which aspects to prioritise first. We model population data from the 6th
and 7th iteration of the Tromsø study - a large scale population survey that draws representative samples
from the municipality of Tromsø, Norway, approximately every 7 years - to develop a model of overall
health as a function of lifestyle factors. The lifestyle factors considered are intensity and frequency of PA,
body mass index (BMI), smoking, Diabetes, symptoms of psychological distress, and social support. We
assess the association of these variables with overall health status using a linear mixed-effects regression
model fitted to population data from the Tromsø6 and Tromsø7 surveys. Health status is measured using
self-rated health (SRH), a simple one-item instrument that asks a person to rate their health, for example
on a 5-level scale ranging from poor to excellent. SRH has been shown to have cross-cultural validity, is
simple to understand, can easily be collected digitally on a large scale, and is a strong independent
predictor of mortality, even after controlling for a broad range of illnesses and lifestyle factors (34–37).

The health and lifestyle app we develop presents the SRH-model in terms of estimated health impact
associated with achievement of various goals related to health and lifestyle. It sets the user in his or her
current state as the baseline, and presents model effects in terms of expected change to their SRH
following deviations from this baseline status. This way of communicating scientific information could
benefit health education by helping individuals understand how the results of a study applies to them
specifically and highlight the personal relevance of the results. Our primary aim is to develop a
proof-of-concept on conveying complex population-level health research to a general audience by using
technology that automatically tailors the presentation to the user. We discuss the advantages and
limitations of such automated methods for communication, and how the limitations might be overcome.

Methods
Study design
The Tromsø study is a cohort study initiated in 1974 that invites large representative samples of the
municipality of Tromsø, Norway (38). In this study, we use data from the last two iterations, Tromsø6
(2007-08, n=12 981, 53.4% women and 46.6% men) and Tromsø7 (2015-16, n=21 083, 52.5% women
and 47.5% men). In the Tromsø7 study, all residents of Tromsø aged ≥40 years were invited. In Tromsø6,
different age-groups were randomly sampled for invitation, with 10% of the youngest age group (30-39
years) invited, and everyone within the oldest age group (60-87 years) invited. In Tromsø7, 65.0%
invitees participated, and ages ranged from 40 to 99 years. In Tromsø6, 65,7% of the invitees of Tromsø6
participated, and the ages ranged from 30 to 87 years. Questionnaires were sent to the participants by
email, and physical examinations were carried out for those who physically attended the study.
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Independent variable and predictors
The independent variable of the model is SRH, which is a person's response to the question “How do you,
in general, consider your health to be?” with possible answers being 1. very poor, 2. poor, 3. not so
good, 4. good, 5. excellent. The “poor” category had low prevalence (0.37%, likely due to the difficulty
for those with severe health problems to participate in surveys), and was merged with the “not so good”
category. The new categories were relabelled to 1. “very bad”, 2. “bad”, 3. “good”, and 4. “very good”.
Although SRH only takes discrete values, it reflects underlying states and processes which are
continuous, which motivated us to model it as a continuous normally distributed variable. The predictors
of SRH considered are the following lifestyle-related factors: physical activity (PA) frequency and
intensity, body mass index (BMI, categorized into underweight, normal weight, overweight and obese
using cut-off values 18.5, 25, and 30 kg/m^2), mental health symptoms (10 item version of Hopkins
symptoms checklist, HSCL), social support (Do you have enough friends who can give you help and
support when you need it?), Diabetes (HbA1c≥6.5%), and smoking status (Do you smoke currently?
yes/previously/no). These factors can be modified through behavioural changes or therapeutic treatment,
and are therefore referred to hereafter as modifiable lifestyle factors. As confounders, we included age,
sex, education level (completed upper secondary education, completed high school diploma, or having
attended college/university), household status (do you live with a partner/spouse?), and comorbid disease
burden (using the comorbidity index described below). After excluding samples with missing data on one
or more model variables, 10 247 samples (78.9%) remained in the Tromsø6 dataset and 17 748 samples
(84.2%) in the Tromsø 7 dataset. In total, 8 906 individuals participated in both the Tromsø6 and Tromsø7
survey, of which 6 264 (70.3%) had complete (for our purposes) data in both surveys.

Comorbid disease burden was measured using the health impact index (HII) proposed by Lorem et al.
(39), which considers both the joint effect and severity of 11 illnesses, such as Cerebrovascular stroke,
Migraine, Myocardial infarction, and Asthma. The presence or history of a condition is measured with
questionnaire items of the form “Do you have or have you had....?”. The index is a weighted sum where
each term represents the impact on SRH of a medical condition, and the weights have been calibrated
based on their association with SRH. For example, the HII of someone who has had a Myocardial
infarction (weight=2) and suffers or has suffered from migraines (weight=1) is 3. The scale ranges from 0
to 22. In Tromsø7, 5.24% had a HII≥3.

PA levels were measured using self-reported PA frequency (“How often do you exercise?”) and intensity (
“If you exercise - how hard do you exercise?”). The PA frequency item had responses 1. Never, 2. Less
than once a week, 3. Once a week, 4. 2-3 times a week, 5. Approximately every day. The PA intensity item
had responses 1. Easy - you do not become short-winded or sweaty, 2. You become short-winded and
sweaty, 3. Hard - you become exhausted. We merged the “never” category into the “less than once per
week” category to reduce the number of PA frequency categories and simplify the model. PA frequency
and intensity thus had 4 and 3 levels respectively, and there were 12 PA subgroups defined by the
combination of PA frequency and intensity.

Mental health status was measured using a 10-item version of the HSCL (40), denoted HSCL-10. HSCL
is a well-validated clinical questionnaire for quantifying mental health symptoms that have been
developed using factor analysis (41). Each item has responses 1. No complaint, 2. Little complaint, 3.
Pretty much, 4. Very much. The numerical values corresponding to the responses are averaged to produce
a summary of the individual's mental health status. HSCL-10 ranges on a scale from 1 to 4, with a high
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index indicating psychological distress. If fewer than seven questions were answered, the HSCL was
defined as missing, and the participant's data were excluded from further analysis.

Model presentation algorithm
The algorithm takes the fitted SRH-model and user data (required to produce the model covariates) and
outputs a visual representation of the most relevant health goals and their estimated health effects. User
data is registered via drop-down menus in a Matlab app we designed using Matlab’s built-in app designer.
Aside from HII, the covariates are generated from raw inputs, e.g., weight and height are converted to
BMI. Modifiable variables for which there is room for improvement are identified, their impacts are
computed by estimating and comparing SRH at the current and optimal variable level, and the variables
are rank-ordered accordingly. Some factors, like PA, have a dose-response relationship with SRH, and a
choice has to be made regarding which goals and effects should represent their health impact. In these
cases, for simplicity and relevance, we hardcoded the suggested goals that we considered to be most
relevant given the users status, but always included the effect of reaching the optimal goal in order to
show the potential room for health improvement associated with that variable. Alternative approaches are
to present all variable-related goals that are associated with improved SRH, or using some fully
automated rule for selecting a sub-sample of potential goals. Finally, the selected health-related goals are
presented in terms of estimated effects on SRH associated with achievement of each respective goal. The
goals are grouped by which modifiable health factor they correspond to, and the groups are presented in
order of their maximum impact, i.e., the effect of reaching the theoretically ideal level. See Figure 6 and 7
for example of the app's output.

Statistical methods
To account for dependency due to some individuals having multiple data points, we use a mixed-effects
model, with participant ID set as the grouping variable which, in effect, assumes each participant has a
randomly assigned baseline SRH. We include interaction terms to test for interactions between covariates
and group-specific effects. Age, HSCL-10 and HII were modelled as continuous variables, and to select
which powers to include to model non-linearities, we separately fitted univariate polynomial models up to
degree 4 and removed the terms with p-values lower than 0.05. Age (divided by ten before entering the
model, for interpretability) was represented with a second-degree term only, and HII and HSCL were
modelled respectively with a second and third degree polynomial. The effects of covariates are primarily
reported in terms of associated change to SRH on a continuous scale, so an effect of 1.0 corresponds to
increasing SRH by one level on a 4-point scale, e.g., from good to very good or bad to good. To
summarise the overall impact of a covariate, we compare expected SRH between the levels corresponding
to the highest and lowest SRH-values, and refer to this value as the maximal impact for that predictor. For
continuous covariates, the strength of association with SRH is also reported in terms of their linear
correlation with SRH. Uncertainties are reported with p-values and 95% confidence intervals, with
p-values below 0.05 considered significant.

The relationship between several of the model covariates, such as PA, BMI, mental distress, and
comorbid disease burden, is complicated, and the choice of which predictors to include is not obvious. We
therefore assessed the sensitivity of our results to this somewhat subjective choice. Specifically, we
calculated the model impact of BMI (average SRH of normal BMI relative to obese BMI) and PA
(average SRH of most vigorous group relative to most sedentary group) respectively across a sequence of
nested models, each adding one covariate at a time.
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To test our assumption that SRH follows a normal distribution, we fit a normal distribution to SRH, use
the fitted distribution to compute theoretical rates for each SRH level by splitting the number line into
four bins with endpoints [-∞, 1.5, 2.5, 3.5, ∞]. We then compute the model's probability mass over each
bin, and compare these probabilities against corresponding empirical values. The goodness of fit was
assessed by comparing theoretical (using the fitted normal distribution) and empirical cumulative
probabilities, such as P(SRH ≤ 2). For model comparison and evaluation we calculate the proportion of
explained variance using the R-squared value. To test for overfitting, we set aside a test set of 200
Tromsø7 participants that did not participate in Tromsø6, and compared the prediction accuracy between
the test set and the set used to fit the model.
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Table 1. Prevalences and averages after stratification based on self-rated health. The Tromsø7 study
2015.

Variable Bad or very bad SRH Good or very good SRH

Age [average] 59.2 (58.9-59.5) 56.4 (56.2-56.6)

Female [%] 53.3 (52.1-54.5) 52 (51.2-52.8)

Lives with spouse [%] 72.3 (71.2-73.5) 79 (78.3-79.7)

Education

Upper secondary [%] 33.5 (32.4-34.7) 18.3 (17.6-18.9)

High school [%] 30.5 (29.4-31.7) 26.6 (25.9-27.3)

University/College (attended) [%] 36.0 (34.8-37.1) 55.1 (54.3-56)

Comorbid disease

Multiple illnessesa [%] 9.95 (9.23-10.7) 3.05 (2.77-3.33)

PA average weekly sessions

Less than once per week [%] 17.7 (16.7-18.6) 9.19 (8.71-9.66)

1 time per week [%] 25.2 (24.1-26.2) 16.1 (15.5-16.7)

2-3 times per week [%] 36.5 (35.3-37.6) 43.8 (43-44.7)

4 or more times per week [%] 20.7 (19.7-21.7) 30.9 (30.1-31.6)

PA average intensity

Mild (brisk walk) [%] 54.6 (53.3-55.8) 32.4 (31.6-33.2)

Moderate (out of breath or sweaty) [%] 43.6 (42.3-44.9) 62.3 (61.5-63.1)

High (become exhausted) [%] 1.83 (1.49-2.18) 5.27 (4.9-5.65)

Body Mass Indexb

Underweight [%] 0.913 (0.683-1.14) 0.406 (0.302-0.511)

Normal [%] 23.5 (22.4-24.5) 35.9 (35.1-36.6)

Overweight [%] 41.1 (39.9-42.3) 44.8 (44-45.7)

Obese [%] 34.5 (33.3-35.6) 18.9 (18.3-19.5)

Mental health

Significant symptoms of distressc [%] 18.4 (17.5-19.4) 5.24 (4.87-5.61)

Social support

Has support from friends [%] 82.2 (81-83) 92.6 (92-93)

Smoking

Current smoker [%] 20.1 (19.1-21.1) 11.1 (10.5-11.6)

Diabetes

HbA1c≥6.5% [%] 10.4 (9.7-11.2) 3.83 (3.52-4.15)

Note.
a Health Impact Index ≥ 3.
b BMI cut-off values are 18.0, 25.0, and 30.0 kg/m^2.
cSignificant mental health symptoms are defined as Hopkins Symptom Checklist score ≥ 1.85.
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Table 2. Prevalence of low SRH stratified by the number of modifiable unhealthy lifestyle factors.
Tromsø7 study 2015.

The number of
unhealthy factors

Prevalence of bad or
very bad SRH [%]

Count

0 14.5 (13.4-15.5) 4249 (20.2%)

1 26.1 (25.2-27.0) 9642 (45.7%)

2 44.0 (42.5-45.5) 4254 (20.2%)

3 57.9 (55.3-60.6) 1331 (6.3%)

≥ 4 79.6 (75.1-84.0) 318 (1.5%)

Note. Lifestyle factors defined as unhealthy are Diabetes, being overweight or obese, being sedentary
(exercising less than once per week), smoking, symptoms of mental health issues (HSCL≥1.85), and not
having sufficient support from friends.
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Table 3: Results of the Mixed Effects Model showing association with Self-Rated Health. Tromsø7 study.

Term Coefficient estimate (95% CI)

Age^2 -0.0029 (-0.0037, -0.0022)

Male -0.096 (-0.11, -0.079)

Upper secondary education -0.18 (-0.2, -0.15)

High school diploma -0.11 (-0.13, -0.096)

HII -0.12 (-0.14, -0.11)

HII^2 0.0069 (0.0029, 0.011)

BMI normal 0.11 (0.095, 0.13)

BMI obese -0.21 (-0.23, -0.18)

Diabetes -0.21 (-0.24, -0.17)

Current smoker -0.12 (-0.14, -0.099)

Mild PA<1/week -0.26 (-0.29, -0.23)

Mild PA 1/week -0.19 (-0.22, -0.17)

Mild PA 2-3/week -0.22 (-0.25, -0.2)

Mild PA ≥ 4/week -0.13 (-0.15, -0.1)

Moderate PA < 1/week -0.15 (-0.18, -0.11)

Moderate PA 1/week -0.087 (-0.11, -0.06)

Moderate PA ≥ 4/week 0.089 (0.066, 0.11)

Intense PA < 1/week -0.25 (-0.44, -0.056)

Intense PA 1/week -0.06 (-0.17, 0.048)

Intense PA 2-3/week 0.19 (0.15, 0.24)

Intense PA ≥ 4/week 0.38 (0.3, 0.46)

HSCL -1.9 (-2.2, -1.5)

HSCL^2 0.56 (0.37, 0.75)

HSCL^3 -0.063 (-0.095, -0.032)

Lack friend support -0.12 (-0.14, -0.091)

Age>65:intense PA ≥ 4/week -0.24 (-0.47, -0.02)

Age>65:BMI normal -0.073 (-0.11, -0.04)

Age>65:BMI obese 0.11 (0.074, 0.15)

Note. Self-rated health is modelled as a continuous variable, with a unit change representing a one-level
increase on the 4-level SHR scale (e.g., from “very bad” to “bad”). Interaction is denoted with “:” (the
bottom three rows). Age is represented on a scale of decades. Reference categories are: moderate PA
intensity, exercising 2-3 times per week with moderate intensity, overweight BMI, University (attended)
level education, and Age≤65. HII, HSCL and Age are modelled as continuous variables with polynomial
functions, and the coefficients for the power terms are presented.
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Figure 1: Effects on Self-Rated Health (SRH) in the fully adjusted mixed effects model. SRH is
modelled as a continuous variable, with one unit increase representing a one-level change on the 4-level
SHR scale, such as from “very bad” to “bad” or “good” to “very good”. Interaction effects are denoted
with “:” (the three parameters furthest to the right). Reference categories are mild PA; PA <1 time per
week; overweight; college/university level education. HII, HSCL, and age are modelled as continuous
variables. Their effects are sampled at various points with baseline values being 0 (HII), 0 (HSCL), and
30 years of age, respectively. The recommended cut-off for significant mental health symptoms is
HSCL=1.85. Examples of combinations of comorbidities that correspond to HII-levels 2, 4, and 6,
respectively, are 1. Heart attack, 2. Heart attack and Cerebrovascular stroke, and 3. Heart attack,
Cerebrovascular stroke, and Asthma.

Results
Baseline characteristics
Table 1 shows the prevalence of various conditions and health-related behaviours in two disjoint subsets
of the Tromsø 7 cohort: those who rated their health as bad or very bad and good or very good,
respectively. Comorbid disease burden had the highest prevalence ratio (“bad or very bad” relative to
“good or very good”) of the confounders: 3.26 (presence of multiple illnesses; HII≥3). Education also
differed significantly between the groups, with higher education being 1.53 times more prevalent for
those with good or very good SRH. Mental health symptoms (HSCL-10≥1.85) had a prevalence ratio of
3.51, which was the highest amongst the modifiable health factors. There were also large group
differences for exercising with high intensity (2.88) and obese BMI (1.83).

Table 2 shows the prevalence of bad or very bad SRH in subgroups that have been grouped by the
participant’s number of unhealthy modifiable health factors. The unhealthy categories are defined as high
blood-sugar, overweight or obesity, being sedentary, smoking, poor mental health status (HSCL≥1.85),
and not having sufficient support from friends. The majority, 65.9%, had 0-1 unhealthy factors.
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Model results
Table 3 shows the estimated model parameters, represented in terms of impact on SRH, and 95%
confidence intervals. The reference category for PA is moderate exercise 2-3 times per week. To provide a
visual overview of the model parameters and effects, Figure 1 shows the model effects (vertical lines)
together with 95% confidence intervals.

The R-squared value for the fitted model was 0.631, and the root-mean-squared-error of the model was
0.632. The strongest predictors of SRH were HSCL, PA, and HII. The estimated effect of symptoms of
psychological distress (HSCL=1.85) relative to no symptoms (HSCL=1) was -0.588, and the maximal
impact (HSCL=4 vs HSCL=1) was -1.27. A move from the category with the lowest to the highest
PA-volume was associated with an increase in SRH of 0.643. The estimated impact of serious comorbid
illness, defined as HII=6 (e.g., a combined history of Myocardial infarction, Cerebrovascular stroke, and
Migraine), was -0.42. Assessing the estimated effect of multiple changes simultaneously, we found that
reducing weight from obese to normal, increasing PA from from the least to most active level, and
reducing the HSCL-10 index from level 3 to level 1, was associated with an SRH increase of 1.9.

To assess the impact of HSCL relative to HII, we fitted two reduced models, one without HSCL and one
without HII, and compared the reduction in explained variance. The mode that excluded HII had an
R-squared value of 0.671, and the model that excluded HSCL had an R-squared value of 0.642. Testing
the hypothesis that the mean of the squared errors differed between the models, we obtained a
p-value<0.0001, indicating that HSCL had a larger model impact than HII in terms of explained variance.
HSCL also correlated more strongly with SRH than HII; -0.33 (-0.34, -0.32) versus -0.24 (-0.25, -0.23)
(Tromsø7 cohort).

Interaction effects
No interaction effects were observed between sex and other covariates. We included an age≥65 years
category to investigate age related interaction effects. We observed significant positive interactions
between age≥65 and BMI, reflecting a reduced difference in average SRH between normal and
overweight BMI and overweight and obese BMI, and an overall weaker association between BMI
reduction and positive change to SRH. We found a negative interaction between age≥65 and underweight,
but the effect was not significant after adjusting for other covariates (especially HSCL). We observed a
negative interaction (-0.253, p=0.0264) between Age≥65 and the most vigorous level of exercise (≥4
times per week of intense exercise). PA frequency and intensity interacted positively in their effect on
SRH. Figure 4b shows the model-estimated effect of increasing PA frequency while holding PA intensity
fixed, and it is evident that increasing PA frequency is associated with larger increases in SRH when the
intensity is fixed at higher levels. Visually, this interaction effect is represented by steeper slopes within
the higher intensity subgroups. Figure 4a shows similar information, but there each combination of
intensity and frequency is compared against the same sedentary baseline level (<1 time per week with
mild intensity). Surprisingly, in the mild PA subcohort, the average SRH is lower in the subgroup that
exercises 1-3 times per week than in the subgroup that exercised only once per week. This finding is
discussed in the supplementary materials.

Sensitivity analysis: the impact of adding model covariates
Figure 3 shows the adjusted impact of vigorous PA (highest intensity and frequency) compared to the
least physically active group (left panel) and overweight compared to BMI in the recommended range
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across a sequence of nested models that add one more covariate in each model. In both cases, the base
model controls for sex, age, education level, and smoking, but the base-model for BMI also adjusts for
PA. The adjusted impact of vigorous PA in the base model is 0.745 (0.66-0.83). In the model that controls
for mental health and comorbid disease burden, the adjusted impact of vigorous PA is reduced to 0.646
(0.57-0.72), which is a reduction in estimated impact by 13.3%. The adjusted impact of vigorous BMI
in the base model is 0.315 (0.29-0.34), whereas, in the model that adjusts for hypertension, Diabetes, and
HII, the impact is 0.226 (0.23-0.27), which is a reduction in the estimated impact of 20.6%.

Test set predictions
Figure 4 shows model predictions of SRH on a test set consisting of 200 participants who participated in
Tromsø7 but not Tromsø6 (to ensure independence between training and test set). The linear correlation
between predicted and actual SRH was 0.588 on the test set and 0.544 on the set used for fitting the
model. As test performance did not indicate overfitting, we used the training set as the basis for model
testing and analysis. To further test the predictive power of the model, we discretized the SRH predictions
by rounding them to the nearest integer and then computed the rate that the model predicted the exact
level of SRH. We also dichotomised SRH into a “low” and “high” subgroup, with low merging bad and
very bad and high merging good and very good, and computed the accuracy with which the model
separated these two levels. The model predicted the exact SRH level with an accuracy of 58.6%
(58.0-59.1%). The detection rate was 90.5% (90.1- 91.0%) for the high-SRH group, and 43.6%
(42.5-44.7%) for the low-SRH group. The model discriminated between the high and low SRH subgroups
with an accuracy of 76.7% (76.2-77.2%).

Goodness of fit
In Figure 5, in the leftmost panels, we have plotted the theoretical (after fitting a normal distribution to
Tromsø7 and using it to compute theoretical rates) and empirical distributions, and in the rightmost
panels, we have plotted the theoretical and empirical cumulative probabilities for each SRH level. The
plots show that the SRH-distribution is well approximated by a normal distribution.

Visualisation in matlab app
The upper panel of Figure 6 shows the algorithm output for a 68 year old man who smokes, has Diabetes,
a BMI of 27.4 kg/m^2, and exercises once per week with mild intensity. The algorithm has accounted for
his older age by predicting that the optimal PA-schedule is exercise with high intensity only 1-3 times per
week, and by assigning lower importance of weight loss. The lower panel in Figure 6 shows the
algorithm's model-based suggestions for health targets for a simulated 32 year old woman who
experiences psychological distress, exercises less than once per week, and has a BMI of 27.0 kg/m^2. The
algorithm's feedback suggests that mental health is the aspect of health that has the largest potential for
improving her health, followed by increasing the volume of PA. BMI reduction, by contrast, is given
lower priority. The expected SRH of someone with her profile is estimated to be intermediate between
bad and good, but improving her psychological wellbeing is predicted to potentially increase her SRH to a
level between good and very good.
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Figure 2: Joint effect of Physical Activity Frequency and Intensity on SRH in the adjusted model. The
figures show average SRH (in the fully adjusted model) for different PA subgroups relative to different
reference groups. In panel (a), all effects are presented with the least physically active group (mild
intensity <1 per week) as the reference group. In Panel (b), the effect on SRH of exercising with intensity i
and frequency f is represented relative to those that exercise with with intensity i <1 per week, so tracing
each interpolating line shows the effect of increasing exercise frequency from the lowest frequency (<1
per week) to the frequency specified on the x-axis whilst holding the exercise intensity fixed at the level
specified by the colour.
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Figure 3: Effect on model parameters of adjusting for confounders and other covariates. Note that the
bars show the adjusted impact of PA (left panel) and BMI (right panel), respectively, on SRH across
models that adjust for increasingly more variables. The effect of PA is summarised with the difference
between those who exercise intensely ≥4 times per week and those who exercise <1 time per week with
mild intensity. The effect of BMI is summarised with the difference between the obese and the normal
category. The effects are shown together with 95% confidence intervals. The models are nested and
increasing in size going left to right. Both baseline models control for sex, age, current smoking, and
education level. The BMI baseline model also controls for PA.
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Figure 4: Test-set predictions of SRH vs actual SRH values for 200 Tromsø 7 participants. Only
participants who participated in Tromsø7, but not Tromsø6, were included in the test set to ensure
independence. Random values have been added to the x-coordinates for visual clarity. The intervals are
95% confidence intervals for the mean of each set of predictions.
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Figure 5: Theoretical vs fitted normal distribution of SRH in Tromsø 6 and Tromsø 7. The theoretical
probabilities for each of the 4 SRH levels were defined as the probability mass over the four bins defined
by the bin-boundaries 1.5, 2.5, and 3.5. The right-hand figures are probability-probability plots showing
the empirically vs theoretically estimated probabilities of SRH≤i for i=1, 2, 3 and 4.
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Figure 6: Examples of user tailored presentations of the SRH-model effects using the Matlab app.
Predicted SRH associated with achievement of each goal is plotted along the x-axis. The dotted line
shows the predicted SRH given the user's current status. The upper panel corresponds to a fictional 68
year old man who exercises with mild intensity once per week, has no symptoms of mental distress aside
from some slight sleep issues, smokes, has high blood sugar levels, and a BMI of 27.5 kg/m^2. The
fictional user for the lower panel is a 32 year old woman who exercises with moderate intensity less than
once per week, is experiencing severe psychological distress, and has a BMI of 27.0 kg/m^2.

Discussion
Our model uses statistical methods to describe and analyse the relationship between modifiable risk
factors and SRH. The model was fitted to a large representative sample of the general population of
Tromsø which allows us to fit a complex model that can reliably model the relationship between SRH and
lifestyle factors across a broad range of subgroups. The app we developed identifies lifestyle factors that
can be modified from the user input, predicts their probable effect on SRH trajectories, and prioritises
these factors according to effect size. It thus applies general findings in a particular/individual setting
which offers an applied knowledge base that a patient can use to strategize on how to improve their
health. The examples in Figure 6 illustrate how the presentation is kept simple despite the inclusion of
interaction effects and non-linear relationships, and highlights an advantage of IAPHI; it removes the
need for a statistical model to be simple in order to be communicable. Thus, models that provide high
resolution maps of the relationship between health and lifestyle can be developed without concern for the
challenge of conveying them to the general public. This is an increasingly relevant point due to the
current trend towards larger and more complex datasets, increasing computer processing power, and
larger and more flexible mathematical models that are capable of discerning more complex associations
than classical models.

By presenting a simple and organised overview of the impact of the most relevant lifestyle factors, the
app can make it easier to decide which goals a person should prioritise. It also allows the user to see and
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understand scientific results more directly, without relying on a “middle-man” to interpret them, which
might facilitate adherence, as seeing a less altered or interpreted form of a result could make a person
more inclined to believe in that result. IAPHI can also facilitate patient-focused care, as the patient can
see - without the ambiguity or bias that can be introduced in the translation of numerical results into
words - the association between lifestyle change and health reward, and decide for themselves which
investments seem most worthwhile. This would give the patient a more active role in improving their
health, and doctor-patient communication could benefit from such technology, as they would have a
simple-to-understand visual to refer to when discussing strategies for improving the patients' health.

Self-rated health
In our analysis, we used SRH as a proxy measure of overall health. The relationship between SRH and
lifestyle factors is suitable for developing a model to improve general health and quality of life, as SRH
incorporates both subjective and objective aspects of health, and is highly predictive of long term
objective health outcomes. The subjective component of SRH is especially relevant for motivating
adherence to healthy behaviours as it represents a reward that is achievable on a much shorter time scale
compared to other health goals, such as reducing risk of various age-related illnesses. The relationship
between SRH and lifestyle factors can also be motivating due to how strongly SRH seems to be
influenced by lifestyle factors. Indeed, Table 2 shows that the prevalence of poor SRH increases steeply
with increasing numbers of unhealthy modifiable risk factors, with the prevalence of bad to very bad SRH
being 5.49 times higher for those who reported 0 and ≥4 unhealthy factors respectively. Similarly, when
we use the fully adjusted model to estimate the joint impact of simultaneously improving PA-levels, body
weight, and mental health, we found that this corresponded to an increase in SRH equivalent to improving
SRH by approximately two levels, e.g. from bad to very good.

Comparison with clinical care
Using data-driven apps to guide patients on lifestyle change in pursuit of better health may result in
prioritisations that are different from what is typically seen in a health care setting. For instance, if
guidance was based on our app and model, mental health would likely be the most highly prioritised
health factor for many individuals, as it was the strongest predictor of SRH by a substantial margin. The
app would also tend to prioritise PA above both BMI and Diabetes. However, as in clinical care, the app
takes into account the changing relationship between BMI and health with age, as it effectively places
lower priority on weight loss after age 65. By including an interaction effect between age≥65 and
vigorous PA approximately every day, the app also adjusts its feedback on PA levels on the basis of age,
and conveys that extreme PA levels may not be as advantageous in older age. Despite this negative
interaction effect however, vigorous PA was still strongly associated with high SRH in the age≥65 cohort.
An advantage of IAPHI is that it can more precisely communicate such subtle interaction effects,
resulting in a lower risk of miss-communication or exaggeration.

Comparison between self-rated health and other health measures
It is interesting to consider, as a proxy for health, how SRH differs from lifespan in terms of how it
weights various health factors, which in turn influences which lifestyle factors are focused on in the
general population and in healthcare. Epidemiological studies consistently support that the biggest
increase in life expectancy is gained in transitioning from a sedentary lifestyle to one that is moderately
active (such as taking a brisk walk daily) (42–44), with diminishing returns associated with more extreme
PA volume (intensity ⨉ frequency). By contrast, we observed no evidence for diminishing returns to SRH
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with increasing PA volume. Figure 2b suggests that to achieve high SRH, one should aim to combine
high PA intensity and frequency. Thus, a SRH-based model of health would more strongly encourage high
PA volume than models that have longevity as the endpoint. It is plausible that a SRH model reflects short
term benefits to a person's subjective sense of health that are not captured in longevity studies. A model of
health based on SRH could therefore supplement a longevity model to facilitate a more complete
understanding. On the other hand, longevity-based models may better illustrate the long term
consequences of habits for which subjective sense of health might not adequately reflect long term
consequences. For example, smoking has a surprisingly low impact in the SRH-model that did not seem
to be proportional to its well known health consequences. Another reason why a SRH model in isolation
might not be suitable for representing the harm of smoking, is that the increased mortality risk associated
with smoking could substantially bias its effect in SRH-models since the individuals with the most
severely affected health will likely be underrepresented. To get a more complete understanding of the
benefits of each health-related behaviour, a future version of the app should therefore incorporate models
for different measures of health, such as mortality, specific diseases (such as cardiovascular diseases,
obesity or Diabetes T2), and mental health.

Limitations
Cannot infer causality
The main limitation of this study is that the data is observational, and therefore we cannot be certain about
the role of causality in describing an association, nor can we determine the direction of causality. For
mental health, reverse causality could account for a considerable portion of the association, although
adjusting for comorbid disease provides some degree of confidence. In any case, uncertain causal
interpretations is an inherent limitation to using epidemiological models as a knowledge base, especially
when the model is based only on a single population study. Making the health information more reliable
will require methods for incorporating multiple studies and sources of knowledge into the app.

Variables do not change in isolation
Many of the variables included in the model have complicated relationships, with some acting as both
confounders and mediators for other covariates. This makes it challenging to infer the impact of the
lifestyle factors and decide which variables to include in the model. For example, PA's positive effect on
health is partly mediated through its ability to facilitate long-term maintenance of weight loss weight loss
(45), and thus BMI can act as a mediator of the positive effect of PA on SRH (Figure 3 illustrates this
point, as the effect of PA drops when BMI is included). Conversely, some individuals are motivated to
exercise because they are overweight, and therefore BMI can also be interpreted as a confounder of the
relationship between PA and SRH. A similar discussion can be had for PA and comorbid disease burden
(5), PA and Diabetes T2, and numerous other combinations of lifestyle factors. Automated user adjusted
presentation of such statistical models therefore should be supplemented with educational tools that help
the user understand how to interpret the information that is presented to them. For instance, it could
illustrate through text and animations that the estimated impact of a lifestyle factor represents only its
isolated or direct effect assuming that all other model variables are held constant, but that is unlikely to be
the case. The app could also allow the user to query the model for the joint effect of reaching multiple
goals, and suggest synergistic combinations based on other studies to provide context to the presented
results. If model effects are presented without such context, it might mislead a person into thinking that a
given health investment will be less impactful than it actually would be.
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The model can not show cumulative effects over time
The model and app can not provide information on the cumulative benefit or harm of maintaining
behaviours or states across various lengths of time, and does not specify the time of adherence that
corresponds to the stated effects. Measures of PA, Diabetes, BMI, and mental health in this study provide
only snapshots of peoples current situations at two time points. Therefore, the SRH associated with a
certain reported behaviour, such exercising 2-3 times per week, will represent an average across various
levels of adherence to that behaviour, and the estimated effect may therefore not represent the maximum
possible benefit. This again stresses the importance of educating the user on the correct interpretation and
limitations of the presented information, as well as supplementing it with scientific results that motivates
adherence by illustrating the cumulative nature of various lifestyle changes.

Other lifestyle variables could be added.
We have not included as independent predictors the full range of modifiable lifestyle factors relevant to
health. Most notably, diet and sleep are not included, although sleep does influence the model via its
influence on mental health. Sleep issues may exist independently of mental health issues, however. In
terms of guiding lifestyle change and prioritisation, this is not an issue if the user has sleep issues because
of mental distress. However, if an individual suffers from sleep issues that are unrelated to mental health
issues, the algorithm would suggest focusing on mental health instead of sleep as the primary intervention
target. A model incorporating questionnaire items designed specifically to detect sleep issues and their
likely causes could resolve this issue.

Conclusions
A digital educational tool for presenting scientific findings that utilises user data to adjust the presentation
can potentially convey research findings more effectively than standard guidelines. They can visualise the
information from a point of reference that is tailored to the user, simplify the presentation by showing
only relevant findings, and facilitate engagement and understanding by allowing the user to interact with
the information, and convey health information in a way that is more easily translated into actionable
steps. SRH was found to be strongly associated with lifestyle factors after controlling for comorbid
disease burden and demographic factors. The most predictive modifiable health risk factors were
symptoms of mental health, physical activity levels, and BMI. PA frequency and intensity were found to
interact positively on SRH, suggesting that PA that high volume is particularly important for good SRH.

List of abbreviations
● SRH: self-rated health
● PA: physical activity
● IAPHI: individually adjusted presentation of health information
● BMI: body mass index
● HSCL: Hopkins symptoms checklist
● HII: health impact index

20

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 30, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate

The Regional Ethical Committee of Northern Norway gave ethical approval for this work (project number
89721). The Tromsø study was approved by the Norwegian Data Inspectorate and the Regional Ethical
Committee of North Norway (REK). The Tromsø Study collected written informed consent from all
participants.

Consent for publication
Not applicable

Availability of data and materials

The Tromsø Study data is not publicly available. However, researchers can apply for access at
https://uit.no/research/tromsostudy

Descriptions of the questionnaire variables used in this study can be found at
http://tromsoundersokelsen.uit.no/tromso/

The code is open sourced using the The GNU Affero General Public License. It is available at
https://github.com/uit-hdl/health-diary-app

Competing interests

The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Funding

This work has not received any external funding.

Authors' contributions

GFL conceived the IAPHI approach, and CR further developed the approach under supervision of GFL.
CR, PNW and LAB searched for and identified relevant literature and sources. GFL determined study
methodology, and obtained access to and curated the data used in the project. PNW was responsible for
statistical analysis of results, and algorithm and model development. GFL and LAB were responsible for
funding acquisition, project administration, and supervision. PNW, GFL, CR and LAB prepared the
original draft. All authors have approved and contributed to reviewing and editing the final manuscript.

21

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 30, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://uit.no/research/tromsostudy
http://tromsoundersokelsen.uit.no/tromso/
https://github.com/uit-hdl/health-diary-app
https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Acknowledgements

Thanks to Johan Ravn and Wilhelm Vold for developing an early proof-of-concept version of the app.

References
1. Bayán-Bravo A, Pérez-Tasigchana RF, Sayón-Orea C, Martínez-Gómez D, López-García E,

Rodríguez-Artalejo F, et al. Combined Impact of Traditional and Non-Traditional Healthy Behaviors
on Health-Related Quality of Life: A Prospective Study in Older Adults. PloS One.
2017;12(1):e0170513.

2. Budreviciute A, Damiati S, Sabir DK, Onder K, Schuller-Goetzburg P, Plakys G, et al. Management
and Prevention Strategies for Non-communicable Diseases (NCDs) and Their Risk Factors. Front
Public Health [Internet]. 2020 [cited 2023 Feb 28];8. Available from:
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7726193/

3. Riediger ND, Bombak AE, Mudryj AN. Health-related behaviours and their relationship with
self-rated health among Canadian adults. BMC Public Health. 2019 Jul 18;19(1):960.

4. Kotseva K, Wood D, De Backer G, De Bacquer D, Pyörälä K, Keil U, et al. Cardiovascular
prevention guidelines in daily practice: a comparison of EUROASPIRE I, II, and III surveys in eight
European countries. Lancet Lond Engl. 2009 Mar 14;373(9667):929–40.

5. Nelson ME, Rejeski WJ, Blair SN, Duncan PW, Judge JO, King AC, et al. Physical activity and
public health in older adults: recommendation from the American College of Sports Medicine and the
American Heart Association. Med Sci Sports Exerc. 2007 Aug;39(8):1435–45.

6. Amini M, Zayeri F, Salehi M. Trend analysis of cardiovascular disease mortality, incidence, and
mortality-to-incidence ratio: results from global burden of disease study 2017. BMC Public Health.
2021 Feb 25;21(1):401.

7. Benziger CP, Roth GA, Moran AE. The Global Burden of Disease Study and the Preventable Burden
of NCD. Glob Heart. 2016 Dec;11(4):393–7.

8. Roth GA, Mensah GA, Johnson CO, Addolorato G, Ammirati E, Baddour LM, et al. Global Burden
of Cardiovascular Diseases and Risk Factors, 1990-2019: Update From the GBD 2019 Study. J Am
Coll Cardiol. 2020 Dec 22;76(25):2982–3021.

9. Willett WC. Balancing life-style and genomics research for disease prevention. Science. 2002 Apr
26;296(5568):695–8.

10. Sverre E, Peersen K, Weedon-Fekjær H, Perk J, Gjertsen E, Husebye E, et al. Preventable clinical and
psychosocial factors predicted two out of three recurrent cardiovascular events in a coronary
population. BMC Cardiovasc Disord. 2020 Feb 5;20(1):61.

11. Li Y, Pan A, Wang DD, Liu X, Dhana K, Franco OH, et al. Impact of Healthy Lifestyle Factors on
Life Expectancies in the US Population. Circulation. 2018 Jul 24;138(4):345–55.

12. Burgess E, Hassmén P, Pumpa KL. Determinants of adherence to lifestyle intervention in adults with
obesity: a systematic review. Clin Obes. 2017 Jun;7(3):123–35.

13. Kotseva K, Wood D, De Bacquer D, De Backer G, Rydén L, Jennings C, et al. EUROASPIRE IV: A
European Society of Cardiology survey on the lifestyle, risk factor and therapeutic management of
coronary patients from 24 European countries. Eur J Prev Cardiol. 2016 Apr;23(6):636–48.

14. Collado-Mateo D, Lavín-Pérez AM, Peñacoba C, Del Coso J, Leyton-Román M, Luque-Casado A, et
al. Key Factors Associated with Adherence to Physical Exercise in Patients with Chronic Diseases

22

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 30, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


and Older Adults: An Umbrella Review. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2021 Jan;18(4):2023.
15. Kotsev K, Wood DA, De Bacquer D, Heidrich J, De Backer G, on behalf of the EUROASPIRE II

Study Group. Cardiac rehabilitation for coronary patients: lifestyle, risk factor and therapeutic
management. Results from the EUROASPIRE II survey. Eur Heart J Suppl. 2004 Dec
1;6(suppl_J):j17–26.

16. Anderson L, Thompson DR, Oldridge N, Zwisler A, Rees K, Martin N, et al. Exercise‐based cardiac
rehabilitation for coronary heart disease. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2016 Jan
5;2016(1):CD001800.

17. Janssen V, De Gucht V, Dusseldorp E, Maes S. Lifestyle modification programmes for patients with
coronary heart disease: a systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. Eur J
Prev Cardiol. 2013 Aug;20(4):620–40.

18. Sverre E, Peersen K, Perk J, Husebye E, Gullestad L, Dammen T, et al. Challenges in coronary heart
disease prevention - experiences from a long-term follow-up study in Norway. Scand Cardiovasc J
SCJ. 2021 Apr;55(2):73–81.

19. Beswick AD, Rees K, Griebsch I, Taylor FC, Burke M, West RR, et al. Provision, uptake and cost of
cardiac rehabilitation programmes: improving services to under-represented groups. Health Technol
Assess Winch Engl. 2004 Oct;8(41):iii–iv, ix–x, 1–152.

20. Suaya JA, Shepard DS, Normand SLT, Ades PA, Prottas J, Stason WB. Use of cardiac rehabilitation
by Medicare beneficiaries after myocardial infarction or coronary bypass surgery. Circulation. 2007
Oct 9;116(15):1653–62.

21. Pal K, Eastwood SV, Michie S, Farmer AJ, Barnard ML, Peacock R, et al. Computer-based diabetes
self-management interventions for adults with type 2 diabetes mellitus. Cochrane Database Syst Rev.
2013 Mar 28;2013(3):CD008776.

22. Lunde P, Nilsson BB, Bergland A, Bye A. Feasibility of a Mobile Phone App to Promote Adherence
to a Heart-Healthy Lifestyle: Single-Arm Study. JMIR Form Res. 2019 Apr 19;3(2):e12679.

23. Jackson L, Leclerc J, Erskine Y, Linden W. Getting the most out of cardiac rehabilitation: a review of
referral and adherence predictors. Heart Br Card Soc. 2005 Jan;91(1):10–4.

24. Fukuoka Y, Vittinghoff E, Jong SS, Haskell W. Innovation to Motivation - Pilot study of a mobile
phone intervention to increase physical activity among sedentary women. Prev Med.
2010;51(3–4):287–9.

25. Lunde P, Bye A, Bergland A, Grimsmo J, Jarstad E, Nilsson BB. Long-term follow-up with a
smartphone application improves exercise capacity post cardiac rehabilitation: A randomized
controlled trial. Eur J Prev Cardiol. 2020 Nov;27(16):1782–92.

26. Stephens J, Allen J. Mobile phone interventions to increase physical activity and reduce weight: a
systematic review. J Cardiovasc Nurs. 2013;28(4):320–9.

27. Tong HL, Quiroz JC, Kocaballi AB, Fat SCM, Dao KP, Gehringer H, et al. Personalized mobile
technologies for lifestyle behavior change: A systematic review, meta-analysis, and meta-regression.
Prev Med. 2021 Jul;148:106532.

28. Varnfield M, Karunanithi M, Lee CK, Honeyman E, Arnold D, Ding H, et al. Smartphone-based
home care model improved use of cardiac rehabilitation in postmyocardial infarction patients: results
from a randomised controlled trial. Heart Br Card Soc. 2014 Nov;100(22):1770–9.

29. Lunde P, Nilsson BB, Bergland A, Kværner KJ, Bye A. The Effectiveness of Smartphone Apps for
Lifestyle Improvement in Noncommunicable Diseases: Systematic Review and Meta-Analyses. J
Med Internet Res. 2018 May 4;20(5):e162.

30. Widmer RJ, Allison TG, Keane B, Dallas A, Lerman LO, Lerman A. Using an online, personalized
program reduces cardiovascular risk factor profiles in a motivated, adherent population of
participants. Am Heart J. 2014 Jan;167(1):93–100.

31. Beatty AL, Fukuoka Y, Whooley MA. Using Mobile Technology for Cardiac Rehabilitation: A
Review and Framework for Development and Evaluation. J Am Heart Assoc Cardiovasc Cerebrovasc
Dis. 2013 Dec 19;2(6):e000568.

32. Masterson Creber RM, Maurer MS, Reading M, Hiraldo G, Hickey KT, Iribarren S. Review and

23

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 30, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Analysis of Existing Mobile Phone Apps to Support Heart Failure Symptom Monitoring and
Self-Care Management Using the Mobile Application Rating Scale (MARS). JMIR MHealth
UHealth. 2016 Jun 14;4(2):e74.

33. Larsen ME, Huckvale K, Nicholas J, Torous J, Birrell L, Li E, et al. Using science to sell apps:
Evaluation of mental health app store quality claims. Npj Digit Med. 2019 Mar 22;2(1):1–6.

34. Ganna A, Ingelsson E. 5 year mortality predictors in 498 103 UK Biobank participants: a prospective
population-based study. The Lancet. 2015 Aug 8;386(9993):533–40.

35. Cho H, Wang Z, Yabroff KR, Liu B, McNeel T, Feuer EJ, et al. Estimating life expectancy adjusted
by self-rated health status in the United States: national health interview survey linked to the
mortality. BMC Public Health. 2022 Dec;22(1):141.

36. Idler EL, Kasl S. Health perceptions and survival: do global evaluations of health status really predict
mortality? J Gerontol. 1991 Mar;46(2):S55-65.

37. Idler E, Leventhal H, Mclaughlin J, Leventhal E. In Sickness but Not in Health: Self-ratings, Identity,
and Mortality. J Health Soc Behav. 2004 Sep;45(3):336–56.

38. The Tromsø Study | UiT [Internet]. [cited 2023 Apr 14]. Available from:
https://uit.no/research/tromsostudy?p_document_id=708030&Baseurl=%2Fresearch%2F

39. Lorem GF, Schirmer H, Emaus N. Health Impact Index. Development and Validation of a Method for
Classifying Comorbid Disease Measured against Self-Reported Health. PLOS ONE. 2016 Feb
5;11(2):e0148830.

40. Kleppang AL, Hagquist C. The psychometric properties of the Hopkins Symptom Checklist-10: a
Rasch analysis based on adolescent data from Norway. Fam Pract. 2016 Dec 1;33(6):740–5.

41. Derogatis LR, Lipman RS, Rickels K, Uhlenhuth EH, Covi L. The Hopkins Symptom Checklist
(HSCL): A self-report symptom inventory. Behav Sci. 1974;19(1):1–15.

42. Lee DH, Rezende LFM, Joh HK, Keum N, Ferrari G, Rey-Lopez JP, et al. Long-Term Leisure-Time
Physical Activity Intensity and All-Cause and Cause-Specific Mortality: A Prospective Cohort of US
Adults. Circulation. 2022 Aug 16;146(7):523–34.

43. Arem H, Moore SC, Patel A, Hartge P, Berrington de Gonzalez A, Visvanathan K, et al. Leisure Time
Physical Activity and Mortality: A Detailed Pooled Analysis of the Dose-Response Relationship.
JAMA Intern Med. 2015 Jun 1;175(6):959.

44. Wen CP, Wai JPM, Tsai MK, Yang YC, Cheng TYD, Lee MC, et al. Minimum amount of physical
activity for reduced mortality and extended life expectancy: a prospective cohort study. Lancet Lond
Engl. 2011 Oct 1;378(9798):1244–53.

45. Jakicic JM, Davis KK. Obesity and physical activity. Psychiatr Clin North Am. 2011
Dec;34(4):829–40.

24

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 30, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?B4cBVu
https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.25.23290511
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

