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ABSTRACT 

Background: There is no accurate data on the epidemiology of Myalgic Encephalomyelitis/ 

Chronic Fatigue Syndrome (ME/CFS) in Canada. The aims of the study were to describe the 

epidemiology of confirmed ME/CFS cases and their health-related quality of life (HRQoL).  

Methods: This is a cross-sectional study with British Columbia Generations Project (BCGP) 

participants who self-reported having CFS and population-based controls with no fatiguing 

illness.  Participants completed the Symptoms Assessment Questionnaire, RAND 36-item Health 

Survey, and Phenotyping Questionnaire Short-form. These assessments enabled the 

identification and characterization of “confirmed cases” of ME/CFS. Those with self-reported 

diagnoses who did not meet study diagnosis of ME/CFS were subcategorized as “non-ME/CFS 

cases.”  

Results: We included 187 participants, 45.5% (n=85) self-reported cases and 54.5% (n=102) 

controls; 34% (n=29) of those who self-reported ME/CFS fulfilled diagnostic criteria for 

ME/CFS. The population prevalence rates were 1.1% and 0.4% for self-reported and confirmed 

ME/CFS cases respectively. Participants displayed significantly lower scores in all eight SF-36 

domains compared to the other groups. Mental component scores were similar between ME/CFS 

and non-ME/CFS groups. The main risk factor for low HRQoL scores was fatigue severity (β = -

0.6, p<0.001 for physical health; β = -0.7, p<0.001 for mental health). 

Conclusions: The majority of self-reported cases do not meet diagnostic criteria for ME/CFS, 

suggesting that self-reported CFS may not be a reliable indicator for a true ME/CFS diagnosis. 

HRQoL indicators were consistently lower in ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS cases compared to 

controls, with ME/CFS cases having lower scores in most domains. Having higher symptom 

severity scores and perceived poorer health were the significant affecting factors of lower 

 . 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 (which was not certified by peer review)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 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.16.24307437doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.16.24307437
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


3 
 

HRQoL. Although self-report can be used as screening to identify cases in populations, we 

suggest studies of ME/CFS should include appropriate medically confirmed clinical diagnosis 

for validity. Further large-scale population-based studies with simultaneous medical assessment 

are suggested to further characterize validity parameters of self-reported diagnosis. 

Key words: Myalgic encephalomyelitis/chronic fatigue syndrome, self-reported ME/CFS, 

population-based cohort, health-related quality of life. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Myalgic Encephalomyelitis or Chronic Fatigue Syndrome (ME/CFS) is a chronic multi-

system debilitating disease characterized by intolerance to physical, cognitive, or emotional 

exertion. The prevalence of clinically diagnosed ME/CFS is estimated to be 0.2 to 1.4% [1, 2], 

while a meta-analysis (0.7%) and a pooled prevalence (0.4%) reported in the systematic review 

[2]. The reported estimated number of people having ME/CFS in Canada increased 37% from 

407,789 in 2014 [3] to 561,500 in 2017 [4]. This apparent increase in prevalence may not be 

reliable, as it was based on self-reports (of being diagnosed with CFS). ME/CFS has been shown 

to significantly affect the quality of lives of individuals [5]. Health-related quality of life 

(HRQoL) is  significantly lower in individuals with ME/CFS compared to the healthy population 

[5-7] and to those diagnosed with other long-term chronic illnesses such as multiple sclerosis [5, 

8, 9] and cancer [8]. Both physical and mental HRQoL dimensions are affected in ME/CFS, 

though physical health is more significantly affected. 

The underlying etiology of ME/CFS is not fully understood, although several etiological 

factors have been investigated, including infections [10, 11], neurological [12], immunological 

[13, 14], endocrine [15], and genetic [16]. Individuals with ME/CFS experience debilitating 

symptoms, with around 25% estimated to be housebound and 16% bedridden [17]. Mirin et al. 

estimated the economic impact to be $149 to $362 billion due to increased prevalence of 

ME/CFS (4-9 million individuals) in the United States after the COVID-19 pandemic [18]. There 

are no definitive diagnostic tests nor evidence of effective drug treatments to provide patients 

affected by ME/CFS with a cure. However, new treatments are emerging [19-21], and with 

proper and early diagnosis and management, there is an increased likelihood of improvement or 

reversal of symptoms [20, 22].  
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Currently, there is no accurate data on the health status of patients with ME/CFS from 

across Canada. In this study, we aimed to describe the epidemiology of ME/CFS among adults in 

the province of British Columbia (BC), investigate the HRQoL and associated risk factors,  and 

assess feasibility of confirming ME/CFS cases among self-reported population. Our main 

hypotheses are that the population prevalence of ME/CFS in BC is similar or larger than that 

estimated internationally, i.e. we expect an estimated point prevalence rate to be around 0.4% 

(often quoted as an international average rate) [2]. We also expect age variation and higher 

prevalence in women. The study served to assess the feasibility of using the methodology in 

larger populations in Canada.  

METHODS 

This population-based cross-sectional study, nested within a prospective cohort study, 

was undertaken as part of a Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) funded network 

application for the Interdisciplinary Canadian Collaborative Myalgic Encephalomyelitis 

(ICanCME) Network, a national interdisciplinary collaborative ME/CFS research network that 

focuses on patient-centered research, from discovery to implementation. The goal of the network 

is to advance research in finding cause(s) and possible treatments for ME/CFS, thereby reducing 

the impact of ME/CFS on the health of Canadians. The understanding of the epidemiology of 

ME/CFS is essential to inform service delivery for this population.   

Study Population and Cohort 

Participants were recruited from the BC Generations Project (BCGP) [23], the British 

Columbian regional cohort of the Canadian Partnership for Tomorrow’s Health (CanPath) 

project [24]. CanPath is a population-based cohort looking at the social, economic and health 
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data of over 330,000 Canadians, aged between 30 and 74 years at recruitment. The cohort 

includes participants from Alberta (n~55,000), BC (n~30,000), Manitoba (n~10,000), Quebec 

(n~43,000), Ontario (n~225,000) and the Atlantic provinces (n~36,000). The BCGP recruited 

new participants between October 2009 and March 2013 (“1st participant time-point” at 

baseline), with most participants having completed physical measurements, Health & Lifestyle 

Questionnaires (HLQ), and had biological samples (blood and urine) (Table 1). In September 

2016, during the “2nd participant time-point”, a follow-up HLQ was released to all participants to 

collect any updates, including a newly added section asking if they were ever diagnosed with 

Chronic Fatigue Syndrome (CFS). We do not know the reliability of a self-reported diagnosis of 

CFS, and particularly, what proportion of them meet the rigorous diagnostic criteria for ME/CFS. 

Therefore, we considered those with a “self-reported” diagnosis as “probable cases.”  Control 

individuals were randomly selected from the BCGP database and contributed to estimates of 

“willingness of individuals without ME/CFS or other fatiguing illnesses to participate in ME-

specific future studies” and investigation of risk factors. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

Table 1. Data collection timeframe.  

 1st Time-point 

(BCGP) 

2nd Time-point 

(BCGP) 

3rd Time-point 

(BC EP-ME) 

Health & Lifestyle Questionnaires (HLQ) X X*  

Physical measurements X   

Symptoms Assessment Questionnaire (SAQ)   X 

RAND 36-Item Short Form Health Survey (SF-36)   X 

Phenotyping Questionnaire Short Form (pQsym-12)   X 

Note: * Including the self-report having chronic fatigue syndrome 

 

 

 

 

 . 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 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.16.24307437doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.16.24307437
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


7 
 

Data Collection and Questionnaires 

In 2016, at the 2nd participant time-point, 19,145 participants responded to the question 

about their Chronic Fatigue Syndrome diagnosis. Of those participants, 217 (1.1%) responded 

‘yes’ to ever having been diagnosed with CFS. Participants were given the option to consent to 

being contacted for future studies. Thus, almost 90% (195 out of 217) of BCGP participants who 

self-reported CFS and had previously consented to being contacted for future studies were re-

contacted and invited to participate in this study. All participants were invited to complete the 

same questionnaires which corresponded to the “3rd participant time-point” (Table 1). More 

details surrounding recruitment are shown in S1 Figure. 

Consenting individuals completed the following three questionnaires: 1) Symptoms 

Assessment Questionnaire (SAQ) for diagnosis confirmation, which is a symptom specific 

questionnaire for ME/CFS diagnosis aid [25]; 2) Phenotyping Questionnaire Short Form 

(PQsym-12), a symptom severity assessment with 12-questions created by the CureME Group in 

the United Kingdom used to collect data enabling clinical phenotyping information, with higher 

scores representing greater severity of ME/CFS symptoms [25]; and 3) RAND 36-Item Short 

Form Health Survey (SF-36) to assess physical and mental function, with scores ranging between 

0-100 for eight domains, and two summary normalized scores for overall physical and mental 

functions, with higher scores representing better health [26]. 

Case Definitions of ME/CFS 

In the absence of biomarkers for diagnosis, case definitions of ME/CFS were based on 

symptoms presented by participants. Responses to the SAQ enabled the identification of 

“confirmed cases” of ME (categorized as the “ME/CFS group”), as it contains a built-in 
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algorithm that enables categorization of participants according to whether they meet the 

diagnostic criteria of the 2003 Canadian Consensus Criteria (2003 CCC) [27] and/or 2015 

Institute of Medicine (2015 IOM) criteria [28]. Those with a self-reported diagnosis, but who do 

not meet the study diagnosis of ME, were sub-categorized as the “non-ME/CFS group.”  

Data Analysis 

All analyses were performed using Stata17 statistical packages [29]. Descriptive analyses 

for socio-demographic variables, sleep, and symptom severity scores (PQSym-12) are presented 

as percentages with 95% confidence interval (CI) for categorical variables, and means and 95% 

CI for continuous variables. Normal distributions were verified using histograms, box plots or 

scatter plots for continuous variables such as age, sleep hours, symptom severity scores, and all 

eight domains of SF-36 scores. Mean scores of each health domain of SF-36, as well as summary 

physical and mental component scores, were calculated based on the user manual created by 

Ware et al.[26, 30]. Scoring for each domain included precoding numeric values for each 

question, then averaging to eight domains with resulting scores ranging from 0-100 [30]. To 

calculate physical and mental component summary scores, we first performed z-score 

transformation to standardize each domain score by using the standard deviation from the US 

general population, followed by aggregating scale scores for physical and mental components, 

and lastly, calculating physical and mental summary scores accordingly [31]. One-way ANOVA 

was performed for comparing physical and mental summary components of SF-36 across groups. 

The post-hoc Tukey methods (ME/CFS vs Non-ME/CFS; ME/CFS vs. Control; and Non-

ME/CFS vs. Control) was employed for all eight domain scores, and physical and mental 

component scores. Unadjusted and adjusted linear regression analyses were performed to 

evaluate the relationship between factors associated with HRQoL, with physical and mental 

 . 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 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.16.24307437doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.16.24307437
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


9 
 

summary component scores as dependent variables. Two independent models, one for physical 

and one for mental summary scores, were created. Diagnosis group (ME/CFS, non-ME/CFS and 

controls) was treated as a main exposure for both models. Independent variables included age, 

sex, education level, ethnicity, employment status, sleep hours, sleeping trouble, and PQSym-12 

scores. Models were adjusted for selected factors significantly associated with both outcome and 

main exposure in unadjusted model. Moreover, for some of the analyses, ME/CFS and non-

ME/CFS groups were combined as “probable cases” and compared to the controls; this was due 

to the relatively small sample sizes for both of the groups. Lastly, comparison between ME/CFS 

and non-ME/CFS was performed for both physical and mental health summary scores.  

 

RESULTS 

Prevalence rates and descriptive epidemiology 

The prevalence of self-reported CFS was 1.1% (217 out of 19,145) at ascertained at the 

2nd participant time-point. To determine confirmed ME/CFS prevalence, a total of 700 BCGP 

participants (195 probable cases and 505 healthy controls) were invited to participate in this 

study. Response rates, defined as the percentage of participants who completed all three 

questionnaires, were 43.6% (n=85) among probable cases and 20.2% (n=102) in the control 

group, respectively, with a total of 187 participants. Among the 85 individuals who reported 

having CFS, 34% (n=29) fulfilled the IOM and/or CCC diagnostic criteria, yielding a prevalence 

for confirmed ME/CFS diagnosis of 0.4%. These individuals were categorized into the ME/CFS 

group, while the remaining 56 (66%) individuals were categorized into the non-ME/CFS group 

(Table 2).   
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Age of the study population ranged between 35 and 68 years, with a mean age of the total 

population of 52.6 years (95% CI 51.5; 53.8). Those in the non-ME/CFS group (55.6 years, 95% 

CI 53.6; 57.5) were slightly older than ME/CFS participants (52.2 years, 95% CI 49.1; 55.2), and 

were significantly older than the control participants (51.2 years, 95% CI 49.6; 52.7, p = 0.01). 

Participants were mostly female (86.2% in ME/CFS, 89.3% in non-ME/CFS, and 65.7% in 

control groups). More than 92% of the participants identified as “white” ethnicity. Education 

level in the three groups was not significantly different; however, more than 80% of the study 

population had post-secondary education. Almost 70% (n=20) of the ME/CFS group and 56% 

(n=30) of non-ME/CFS were unemployed. Among them, 56% (n=15) and 30% (n=16) reported  

physical health conditions as the reasons for unemployment in the ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS 

groups, respectively. Only 17% (n=17) of controls were unemployed. 

 More than half (58.6%) of the individuals from the ME/CFS group and just under half 

(45.5%) of non-ME/CFS group reported poor or fair health (categorized as ‘not good’). In 

contrast, none of control participants reported poor or fair health (p < 0.001). Moreover, although 

individuals in the ME/CFS group reported sleeping significantly longer hours than other groups, 

76% of ME/CFS and 80% of non-ME/CFS groups had trouble sleeping, compared to 53% in the 

control group (p=0.002). The outliers (n=3) in sleep hours were removed from further sleep 

hours related analysis, and differences of these continuous variables were tested in three groups 

using one-way ANOVA (ME/CFS, non-ME/CFS and controls). 

The PQSym-12 questionnaire results showed that the ME/CFS group had significantly 

higher symptom severity scores (21.9, 95% CI 19.6; 24.2), when compared to both the non-

ME/CFS (15.2, 95%CI 13.0; 17.5, p<0.001) and control (4.1, 95% CI 3.0; 5.1, p<0.001) groups 
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(Table 2). When comparing the three groups, each group was statistically significant different 

from the other two groups (see also Figure 1).  

Table 2. Descriptive characteristics of the study participants 

 

ME/CFS 

(n=29) 

Non-ME/CFS* 

(n=56) 

Control 

(n=102) 

Total 

(n=187) 
P value 

Demographic characteristics      

**Age, mean (95% CI) 
52.2 

(49.1; 55.2) 

55.6 

(53.6; 57.5) 

51.2 

(49.6; 52.7) 

52.6  

(51.5; 53.8) 
 

≤53 years, n (%)§ 16 (55.2%) 20 (35.7%) 60 (58.8%) 96 (51.3%) 0.01 

>54 years, n (%)§ 13 (44.8%) 36 (64.3%) 42 (41.2%) 91 (48.7%)  

Sex, n (%)     0.002 

Female§ 25 (86.2%) 50 (89.3%) 67 (65.7%) 142 (75.9%)  

Ethnicity, n (%)     0.494 

White (European descent)§ 28 (96.6%) 51 (94.4%) 89 (90.8%) 168 (92.8%)  

Other  1 (3.4%) 3 (5.6%) 9 (9.2%) 13 (7.2%)  

Education level, n (%)     0.712 

High school  6 (20.7%) 10 (17.8%) 15 (`4.7%) 31 (16.6%)  
Post-secondary 23 (79.3%) 46 (82.1%) 87 (85.3%) 156 (83.4%)  

Employment status, n (%)    <0.001 

Currently employed§ 9 (31.0%) 24 (44.4%) 85 (83.3%) 118 (63.1%)  

Not employed§ 20 (69.0%) 30 (55.6%)* 17(16.7%) 67 (35.8%)  

Unable to work due to sickness or 

disability 
15 (51.7%) 16 (29.6%) NA --  

Health-related characteristics      

Perception of health, n (%)    <0.001 

Not good§ 17 (58.6%) 25 (45.5%) 0 (0.0%) 42 (22.6%)  

Good§ 12 (41.4%) 30 (54.5%)* 102 (100.0%) 144 (77.4%)  

Sleep time (hr), mean (95% CI)§ 7.0 (6.1; 7.9) 6.8 (6.2; 7.3) 6.3 (6.1; 6.4) --  <0.001 

Frequency of sleep trouble 0.002 

None/little§ 7 (21.1%) 11 (20.4%) 48 (47.1%) 66 (35.3%)  

Sometimes/always§ 22 (75.9%) 43 (79.6%)* 54 (52.9%) 119 (63.6%)  

PQsym-12 score (95% CI) 
§† 

 21.9 (19.6; 24.2) 15.2 (13.0; 17.5) 4.1 (3.0; 5.1) 10.3 (8.9; 11.7) <0.001 
Note: * Employment status (n=2, 3.2%), perception of health (n=1, 1.6%) and frequency of trouble sleeping (n=2, 3.2%) were 

missing in Non-ME/CFS group 

           ** Age subcategories are based on median age of the population (53 years), range 35-68 
          § Statistically different (p<0.05) between Control and rest of the participants (ME/CFS + Non-ME/CF) 
          † Statistically different (p<0.05) between ME/CFS and Non-ME/CF group 
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Figure 1. Symptom Severity Scores in three groups 

 

Health-Related Quality of Life 

HRQoL SF-36 scores are shown in Table 3. Domain scores were presented as average 

scores from corresponding questions, while physical and mental component summary scores 

were transformed as discussed in the Methods section. For all eight domain scores, the scores 

were significantly different across the three groups, with the ME/CFS group consistently 

showing the lowest values (except for emotional well-being) and the control group without 

fatigue had the highest. ANOVA post-hoc Tukey results showed that compared to non-ME/CFS 

participants, ME/CFS participants had lower scores in physical functioning (p<0.001), role 

limitations due to physical health (p=0.023), pain (p=0.008), energy/fatigue (p=0.018), and social 

functioning (p=0.001) domains and physical health component score (p<0.001). There were no 

significant differences in role limitation due to emotional problems, emotional wellbeing, and 

general health domains as well as mental health component scores between ME/CFS and non-

ME/CFS groups. In contrast, both groups had significantly lower HRQoL scores than controls in 
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all eight domains and the two summary scores (p<0.001). This was more pronounced in the role 

limitation due to physical functioning domain (5.9 in ME/CFS vs. 23.2 in non-ME/CFS, and 87.0 

in controls, p<0.001). When comparing physical summary scores between the three groups (Fig 

2a), there was a significant difference between ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS groups (p=0.001), and 

a highly significant difference between ME/CFS and controls (p<0.001), and non-ME/CFS and 

controls (p<0.001) group. Mental component scores were similar in ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS 

groups (p=0.613), but both ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS groups had significantly lower scores 

than the control group (both p<0.001) (Fig 2b).  
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Table 3. SF-36 domain scores (higher score implicates less impairment)  

 ME/CFS 

(n=17) 

Non-ME/CFS 

(n=57*) 

Control 

(n=92*) 

Total 

(n=187) 
P value** 

Domain scores, mean (95% CI)§      

Physical Functioning Score 35.3 (25.5; 45.1)  51.0 (42.7; 59.3)  90.9 (88.0; 93.8) 71.2 (66.5; 76.0) <0.001 

Role Limitations due to Physical Health Score 5.9 (2.1; 13.8) 23.2 (13.5; 33.0)  87.0 (80.6; 93.3) 56.8 (49.7; 63.9) <0.001 

Pain Score 39.7 (28.9; 50.5) 48.2 (40.8; 55.2)  82.2 (78.2; 86.2) 66.2 (61.8; 70.5) <0.001 

General Health Score 35.9 (26.7; 45.1) 41.0 (35.0; 46.9)  78.2 (75.0; 81.3) 60.9 (56.9; 65.0) <0.001 

Role Limitations due to Emotional Problems 49.0 (26.4; 71.7) 57.3 (45.9; 68.7)  90.6 (85.4; 95.8) 74.6 (68.6; 80.5) <0.001 

Energy/Fatigue Score 20.0 (13.2; 26.8) 27.6 (21.7; 33.5)  68.5 (64.5; 72.5) 49.3 (44.9; 53.7) <0.001 

Emotional Well-Being Score 70.6 (62.9; 78.2) 69.2 (65.0; 73.4)  80.8 (78.0; 83.5) 75.6 (73.2; 77.9) <0.001 

Social Functioning Score 33. 1 (21.3; 44.9) 47.6 (39.4; 55.8)  88.6 (84.3; 92.9) 68.7 (63.6; 73.8) <0.001 

Summary scores, mean (95% CI)§     

Physical health component 37.7 (35.0; 40.4)  42.3 (39.9; 44.8)  57.0 (55.9; 58.2) 50.0 (48.4; 51.6) <0.001 

Mental health component 45.3 (41.0; 49.5)  45.8 (43.5; 48.1)  53.7 (52.2; 55.2) 50.0 (48.6; 51.4) <0.001 

Note: *Missing data in Non-ME/CFS (n=7) and Control (n=14) 

          **One-way ANOVA (post-hoc Tukey test) 

          § Domain scores show average response of corresponding questions, not transformed nor standardized; summary scores are standardized.  
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Figure 2a. Physical Health Component Scores (SF-36) in three 

groups 

Figure 2b. Mental Health Component Scores (SF-36) in three 

groups 
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Risk factors for Poor Physical Health Summary Score  

Univariate analyses (unadjusted estimates) show that compared to controls, both ME/CFS 

(β = -19.9, p<0.001) and non-ME/CFS (β = -13.0, p<0.001) groups have significantly lower 

physical health summary scores (Table 4). Other factors inversely associated with physical 

health were female sex (β = -5.3, p=0.003), not in employment (β = -10.0, p<0.001), perception 

of general health (β = -17.4, p<0.001), frequency of sleep trouble (β = -6.0, p<0.001), and 

symptom severity (β = -1.0, p<0.001). The correlation analysis of main outcomes showed strong 

correlations between PCS and both symptom severity score (by PQSym-12) and general health. 

(Table 5).  The adjusted model showed that compared to the control group, both ME/CFS and 

non-ME/CFS had significantly low physical health scores when adjusting for age, sex, education, 

ethnicity, and employment. Compared to employed people, who had been not-employed had 

higher physical health scores (β = 3.2 p=0.02) after adjusting for other covariates (Table 6a).   

Table 4. Univariate regression analysis for Physical and Mental component scores  

 Physical component (n = 166) Mental component (n = 166) 

 Estimates 95% CI P value Estimates 95% CI P value 

Groups       

Control - reference 57.1 55.9; 58.3  53.7 52.0; 55.3  

Non-ME/CFS -13.0 -15.9; -10.1 <0.001 -7.4 -10.5; -4.4 <0.001 

ME/CFS -19.9 -22.6; -17.2 <0.001 -8.5 -11.9; -5.1 <0.001 

Age  -0.1 -0.3; 0.1 0.263 0.1 -0.04; 0.3 0.129 

Sex (ref: male) 54.1 51.2; 57.0     

Female -5.3 -8.8; -1.8 0.003 -2.4 -5.9; 1.1 0.170 

Ethnicity (ref: other than White) 55.2 47.7; 62.7     

White -5.3 -13.0; 2.3 0.172 -4.5 -8.5; -0.5 0.028 

Education (ref: high school) 46.7 42.4; 50.9     

Post-secondary 4.1 -0.6; 8.7 0.085 3.4 -0.1; 7.1 0.061 

Employment (ref: employed) 53.7 52.0; 55.5     

Not employed -10.0 -13.1; -6.8 <0.001 -1.5 -4.4; 1.3 0.291 

Perception of health (ref: good) 54.1 52.7; 55.5     

Not good -17.4 -20.0; -14.9 <0.001 -7.4 -10.5; -4.2 <0.001 

Sleep hours/day -1.1 -2.2; -0.1 0.064 -0.55 -1.5; 0.4 0.263 

Sleep trouble (ref: none/ little) 53.8 51.5; 56.1     

Sometimes/always -6.0 -9.1; -2.8 <0.001 -2.3 -5.1; 0.4 0.098 

PQSym-12 score -1.0 -1.1; -0.9 <0.001 -0.6 -0.7; -0.5 <0.001 

Note: Ethnicity and education were excluded from the adjusted model due to large number of missing values or 

outliers. PQSym-12 score – symptom severity score 

 . 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 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.16.24307437doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.16.24307437
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 
 

17 

 

 

Table 5. Correlations among key study outcomes, n=161 

 Physical 

component 

score (0-100) 

Mental 

component 

score (0-100) 

General 

health  

(Not 

good/Good) 

Sleep trouble 

(None/little 

v. 

Sometimes/Always) 

Symptom severity 

score (PQSym-12) 

(0-34) 

Physical 

component score 

1.000     

Mental 

component score 

0.3482* 1.000    

General health  -0.6928* -0.3552* 1.000   

Sleep trouble -0.2685* -0.1292 0.2689* 1.000  

Symptom 

severity score 

(PQSym-12) 

-0.8642* -0.6271* 0.6294* 0.2607* 1.000 

Note: *p-value <0.001 

 

Table 6a. Adjusted regression model for Physical Health  

Variables Adjusted Model (n=160) 

 Estimates 95% CI P value 

Groups    

Control (ref) 52.9 44.7; 61.0 <0.001 

Non-ME/CFS -11.7 -15.2; -8.2 <0.001 

  ME/CFS -18.3 -21.2; -15.3 <0.001 

Age 0.1 -0.04; 0.2 0.186 

Sex (ref-male)    

     Female -0.3 -2.6; 2.0 0.783 

Ethnicity (ref-other than white)    

     White -1.2 -4.3; 1.8 0.430 

Education (ref-high school)    

    Above high school 2.2 -1.0; 5.3 0.175 

Employment (ref – employed)    

     Not -employed 3.1 0.5; 5.7 0.02 

Note: Model does not include General Health, Sleep Trouble, and PQSym-12 
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Mental Health Summary Score 

In unadjusted estimates, both ME/CFS (β = -8.5, p<0.001) and non-ME/CFS (β = -7.4, 

p<0.001) groups had significantly lower mental health scores when compared to the control 

group (Table 4). However, when comparing ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS groups, there were no 

significant differences in mental health score (Fig 2b). Reports of being European (white) 

ethnicity (β = -4.5, p = 0.028), poor or fair health (β = -7.4, p<0.001), and high symptom severity 

score (β = -0.6, p<0.001) were associated with lower mental health summary scores in both 

ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS cases, compared to controls (Table 4). As done for physical health 

analysis, the final multivariate analysis excluded highly correlated variables from the regression 

analysis (Table 5). Compared to the control group, both ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS had 

significantly lower mental health scores when adjusting for age, sex, education, ethnicity, and 

employment. When age increased by 1-year, mental health score increased by 0.2 (p=0.038); 

compared to non-White people, White people had significantly lower mental health scores (β = -

2.9, p=0.017); while higher education was associated with higher mental health scores (β = 3.6, 

p=0.039) when controlling for other variables (Table 6b).  

Table 6b. Adjusted regression model for Mental Health  

Variables Adjusted Model (n=160) 

 Estimates 95% CI P value 

Groups    

Control (ref) 42.0 30.0; 54.1 <0.001 

Non-ME/CFS -9.5 -12.5; -6.5 <0.001 

  ME/CFS -9.5 -13.0; -6.1 <0.001 

Age 0.2 0.01; 0.4 0.038 

Sex (ref-male)    

     Female -0.5 -4.1; 3.1 0.784 

Ethnicity (ref-other than white)    

     White -2.9 -5.2; 0.5 0.017 

Education (ref-high school)    

    Above high school 3.6 0.2; 7.1 0.039 

Employment (ref – employed)    

     Not-employed -2.5 -5.0; 0.1 0.055 
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Note: Model does not include General Health, Sleep Trouble, and PQSym-12 

 

DISCUSSION 

This study aimed to investigate the epidemiology of ME/CFS in an existing population-

based cohort database. The prevalence of ME/CFS, ascertained based on case definitions of the 

IOM 2015 and/or CCC 2003, was 34% among those who self-reported CFS. Self-reported CFS 

represented 1.13% of the BCGP cohort, suggesting a population prevalence of ME/CFS of 

0.38%, which is similar to prevalence rates suggested internationally pre-covid, albeit lower than 

those previously suggested for Canada [3, 4].  However, this should be regarded as minimum 

prevalence, for various reasons. Firstly, BCGP did not count people who might have had 

undiagnosed ME/CFS, and therefore did not self-report as having CFS, which likely amount to 

significant number of people [21, 28]. The self-report of CFS was based on a survey that 

preceded the assessment of patients for ME/CFS. It is possible that people who would have met 

the criteria for ME/CFS at the time of self-report (2nd time-point) no longer met them at the time 

of the 3rd participant time-point, or vice versa, though the numbers here are likely to be low. In 

addition, the distribution of the population in relation to demographic characteristics may have 

affected the overall estimates, noting younger populations were not represented as were those of 

moreadvanced age.  A main point to note, however, is that self-reported CFS is not reliable 

method of estimating prevalence of ME/CFS. 

Some factors may explain diagnosis over-estimation. Over twenty diagnostic criteria for 

ME/CFS have been created [32]. Almost half (48.1%) of our BCGP sample were diagnosed prior 

to the year 2003. We do not have information on what case definitions health professionals used 

for their diagnoses, if any. While the CCC 2003 and IOM 2015 are currently often used as the 
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main diagnostic criteria, many older case definitions may have been used in other criteria 

including the Australia 1990, Oxford 1991, Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) 

1994, and London 1994 [33, 34], which may represent an alternate populations, and overall tend 

to over-estimte actual prevalence rates. For instance, the CDC 1994 criteria is less strict 

compared to the CCC 2003 and the IOM 2015, as it does not include post-exertional malaise and 

some other symptoms as compulsory [28]. Nacul et al. (2011) and Jason et al. (2013) both noted 

that over half of patients who fulfill the CDC 1994 [1] definition also fulfill the CCC 2003 

criteria, Nacul et al. (58%) and Jason et al. (~75%), respectively [1, 35]. However, virtually all of 

those meeting the CCC 2003 will also meet the CDC 1994 criteria. Moreover, case definition 

and diagnosis were not robust prior to these criteria. A survey conducted in 2002 on general 

practitioners’ attitudes and knowledge towards ME/CFS showed almost half of the practitioners 

were not confident with making a diagnosis of ME/CFS nor in its treatment [36] as well as stated 

in Nacul et al. (2011) [1].  

In addition, a systematic review conducted by Cairns et al. [37] and as reported by Nacul 

et al. [38] noted that although full recovery for ME/CFS is uncommon, improvement in 

symptoms is more commonly reported [37, 38] . Improvement rate ranged from 8-63%, 

depending on treatment and length of follow-up [37, 39, 40]. In the case of ME/CFS, 

improvement does not mean patients are free of disease, although some of them might no longer 

meet the diagnostic criteria of ME/CFS. All these results combined can help to explain why only 

34% of self-reported cases met diagnostic criteria in our study, since self-reported diagnoses 

were collected retrospectively.  

As expected, the majority of ME/CFS individuals in our study were female (86%). While 

most cases reported in the literature occur in female [28],  ME/CFS is not an exclusively 
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women’s disease. A large-scale study of medical insurance claims data in the US showed that 

35-40% of patients with a ME/CFS diagnosis were men [41]. However, data from this study was 

from an insurance-based (Medicare) database, and thus could be biased to include the working 

population, which may over-represent the overall male population. Our study population had a 

large proportion of participants who were unemployed (~35%), which differs from the Valdez et 

al. study cohort and could partially explain the discrepancy in our findings.  

We also hypothesized that prevalence of ME/CFS changes with age. Our study showed 

about 55% of the ME/CFS cases (16 out of 29) were younger than median age of the total study 

population (53 years). According to the 2019/2020 Canadian Health Survey on Seniors, 3.0% of 

women and 1.5% of males aged over 65 years old reported being diagnosed with ME/CFS [42]. 

This difference in age distribution could be explained by the small number of older age groups, 

95% of our study population were aged between 51 and 54 years old at the 3rd participant time-

point (at questionnaire completion), with only a few people (17%, n=32) in our cohort aged over 

60 years.  

Our findings showed that 92.8% our participants identified as White of European descent, 

compared to 83.5% in the BCGP, and lower values in the general population, which may be due 

to under-representation of ethnic minorities, rather than higher risk in the white population. The 

questionnaires conducted by the BCGP were only offered in English and French, therefore 

limiting the diversity of the cohort. Several barriers may present at every stage in health seeking 

behavior and the management of ME/CFS in minority groups, including lack of awareness of 

ME/CFS, religious beliefs, expectations of family roles, language barriers, and stereotypical 

beliefs [43].  
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HRQoL in people in both ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS groups were significantly lower 

than in healthy controls in all health domains. In both groups, physical and mental health were 

compromised, however, the ME/CFS group had more debilitating physical health. These findings 

were similar to the findings from previous studies, which compared HRQoL among individuals 

with ME/CFS, chronic illnesses and healthy populations [5, 6, 9, 44-47]. Brown et al. noted that 

individuals who no longer have CFS were still more disabled and symptomatic than healthy 

controls, and they did not return to normal levels of functionality [47]. When comparing HRQoL 

between ME/CFS and non-ME/CFS, all domain scores tended to be lower in the ME/CFS group, 

with physical functioning shown to be significantly lower. Summary mental component scores 

were similar in both groups, indicating the mental health of individuals who self-reported CFS 

was affected as much as people with ME/CFS. This confirms the physically disabling nature of 

ME/CFS [5] and that the mental health impact of ME/CFS is similar to that experienced by 

people with chronic fatigue of other causes.  

Similar to our findings, a clinical-based cross-sectional study found that, compared to 

people with other fatiguing symptoms, people with ME/CFS had a lower index of physical role 

functioning and social functioning, lower energy, worse pain and poorer overall health [48]. 

However, they found no difference in mental components such as anxiety, emotional role 

limitation, and no significant differences in physical activity and work ability. Two other studies 

used the same instrument for HRQoL (SF-36) with a similar age group (mean age 49) and found 

similar results [5, 9]. They found that the physical health component had the biggest difference 

between ME/CFS and healthy control groups [9] or their caregivers [5]. For mental health, the 

mental health summary component had the smallest difference between ME/CFS and healthy 

control groups [5] and other disease group [9]. Moreover, Kingdon et. al. found employment and 
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income were associated with loss of functional status [9], which was similar to our findings. 

However, due to the small study numbers, our study did not include employment status in the 

adjusted linear regression model. In our findings, ME/CFS symptom severity is the main 

negatively affecting factor for both lower physical and psychological health indices in all groups. 

This helps validate the use of PQ-Sym12 instrument. 

Strength and Limitations  

 This study included data from a large population-based cohort, making the data 

representative of the population of British Columbia at the age group studied. Our study also had 

good response rates, with 44% (85/195) of self-reported CFS participants completing all three 

surveys. 

There were several limitations to our study that may have impacted our findings. First, 

the question posed to participants regarding their chronic fatigue diagnosis in the HLQ at the 2nd 

participant time-point was conducted by BCGP and not the study team; therefore, the study team 

had no influence on how the question was asked. The diagnosis of ME/CFS was not confirmed 

by physicians at the time of the 3rd participant time-point. Second, as discussed above, people 

representing the elderly population in our study population were few. Moreover, our sample size 

did not have anyone younger than 35 years, meaning that younger age groups were not 

represented in our study. However, the observations of this study in the province of BC, with 

acceptable response and completion rates, indicating that this study is feasible for adoption of a 

further nation-wide study on ME/CFS.   
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Implications  

Our study showed that the use of self-reported diagnosis of ME/CFS is not a reliable 

indication to estimate the prevalence of this disease and is not well suited for clinical or 

epidemiological studies, due to the potential for bias as a result of misclassification of disease 

status. Participants were asked if they were willing to contribute to future storage of their data, 

participate in further research related to this study, and if they would like to be contacted for 

other research studies. Virtually all participants (98.9%) agreed to future storage of their data, 

further research related to this study, as well as future contact for other research studies. These 

participants could be included as part of an expansion of the first population cohort of 

individuals with confirmed ME/CFS to a national level to form a national Canadian ME cohort. 

We are currently planning a national population-based cohort study, which will enable the 

validation our findings and examine regional differences across Canada.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

This is the first population-based study on ME/CFS in British Columbia, Canada, which 

supports the planning and conduct of similar population-based cohort studies on the 

epidemiology of ME/CFS at a national level. Our study provides preliminary and exploratory 

findings on the epidemiology of ME/CFS based on self-reported previously diagnosed CFS 

individuals and their HRQoL and risk factors. Results gathered from this study have shown that 

the use of self-reported ME/CFS diagnoses may not be reliable and clinical assessment is 

necessary for diagnosis. They also confirm significant limitations in physical functioning and 

quality of life in people with ME/CFS. Further well-established data registries including all age 
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groups across Canada would be beneficial for people affected by ME/CFS in terms of diagnosis, 

more accurate epidemiology, and for inclusion in treatment trials.  
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