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Abstract

Background and purposes: Cognitive impairments, one of the common sequelae in
patients with stroke, often have huge impact on patients’ functional recovery in multiple
domains. Mini-Mental State Examination (MMSE) is a widely-used and simple
evaluation tool for assessing patients’ general cognitive function. Thus far, however,
in the context of cognitive evaluation for stroke patients, MMSE has not been examined
for its score distribution, floor and ceiling effects, predictive validity, and
responsiveness, which limits its practicability. The current study therefore aims to
examine the score distribution, floor and ceiling effects, predictive validity, and
responsiveness of MMSE in inpatientswith stroke to validate its discriminative,

predictive and evaluative functions..«

\ p—
—

Methods: We took a retrospective studyfz;tTﬁﬁroach in jthe current research. All data
were acquired from the databés_e o;f‘ “E‘s:iabl‘i‘sv_hment of a databank for inpatients
receiving stroke rehabilitation”. Eligible p_articipants were recruited from consecutive
admissions with stroke to the rehabilitation wards at National Taiwan University
Hospital.  Participants included adults aged over 18 y/o with an ischemic or
hemorrhagic stroke. We excluded patients who has history of neurological or
psychiatric diseases, such as dementia, schizophrenia, unable to follow commands, and
who stayed in the rehabilitation wards for less than 7 days. Both MMSE and Barthel
Index (BI) were administered to each participant within 3 days after admission, before
discharge from the rehabilitation ward, and one year after stroke onset. We examined
the score distribution, ceiling and floor effects of MMSE. BI was used as an external
criterion for examining the predictive validity, and external responsiveness of MMSE.
Moreover, the responsiveness of MMSE was measured by the effect size (ES) and the

Standardized response mean (SRM).



Results: Our data analysis included 168 patients, and 124 of them completed the
1-year-after-onset follow-up. The results showed that the MMSE displayed a notable
ceiling effect at discharge, while the ceiling effect was not observed at admission. The
predictive validity of MMSE was between acceptable to good (Spearman’s p=0.40-0.57).
Using BI score as external criterion, the external validity of the MMSE was poor
(p=0.26). The changes in scores of MMSE between admission and discharge were
between small to medium (ES=0.33; SRM=0.66), indicating that the MMSE had small

to medium internal responsiveness.

Discussion and Conclusion: This study is the first to examine the three practical
functions of MMSE in the clinical context with stroke inpatient. Our findings suggest
that MMSE has sufficient discriminability while .administrated at admission, good
predictive function while using the MMSE score-avt_ discharge to predict the BADL
function 1-year after the patients’ onsét;:_‘;f@thermore, MMSE has small to medium
internal responsiveness, indicating that MMSE is appropriate for prognosis evaluation.
The evidence supports that MMS'IE |s! a proper :asségsment tool with discriminability,

predictability and evaluative function for assessing cognitive function of stroke

inpatients.

Key words: Mini-Mental State Examination (MMSE), stroke, cognition, practical

functions
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Fod P RpALRTHIEE
21° R AP 2 I A

AT R - B AR PEE P adEE S R G o b R H
AT IR S RaeAl SRR RN SRl R E T T R iiAeir e
ZEORFENE LR L R e nfE R a sy (McDowell, 2006) -

AT BE G g kY o v B R ER R L -
FSRREAT > B BAF A~ T AR AR s A RGR ) 2 o T FT R A S TR
Ben& R, 8¢ 5 AR AR 2R EY CET RK
f2/4+-% (Eysenck, 2012; Sohlberg & Mateer, 2001) -

AR AR B ¢ > Meier, Benton, 2 Dillersa 5 3ne i B ~ 85 ~ a2
gt 4 e m,g\/ﬁﬁ He )@ﬂf TRRL ¢ 7B A TEY ,:e_\?& (F 3
@ )i 4 0 s 0T s e dld 1 B MG £
(L LRETRIN PRYTe -5ty R e R I R |
%mm%ﬁi’%iﬁgﬁﬁ~%ﬁ#u;wawmﬁ4@ A o A B
s AT G PR R R B P F 2 A A
% ~ B3 (Meier, Benton, & Diller, 1987) -

AP EAE R R FERERS 7% (Mood and Affect)

(Speech and Language) ~ & % 42~ L 4 p % & =4 (Thought process,
thought content and perception) ~ 5w it (Cognition) ~ i @k g &2 1 %7 4
(Insight and judgment) ; # @ > dndes it 22 & 5 F* 74 ~ B4EHRIT - 3o

AP gﬁ.»ﬁ BREA A »Frr;é i JEE b%gﬁi’?;l IR s ﬁgé A KR

-

@‘gé;_):\ BB B W AT RIE T%FQ, Py 4 EEd oo Trzepacz:lz_;‘gfrxé
AL TR AR A st ﬁ% (Constructional ability) ~ #¢ % 2.4
gajr & iv (Abstraction and Conceptualization) (Cummings, 1985; Trzepacz &

Baker, 1993) -



MERK A B AHTRE Y b A ¥ 22 suAedp i 4g Al kg o Tatemichi»t
1994& 2 p= 3 @ > WHEP b =B P P2 HFgm A B R R R L2272 240
Ay 4o j—#;‘ 2 s A1 ) ”b‘ﬂ‘F‘J"] (/;_ 4 T 4 ~g‘?::]7§&4 ;g; A s
ﬁ%i@ﬁiaﬁ@ﬁﬁ)uxk&g%;&ﬁﬂ%ﬁ@%A’&ﬁﬂ&
W JTARREFACERFRLEFRA BF AP TS L R
2 F % et w a4 dp G 4 4 & F  (Tatemichi et al., 1994) » 2005#
van Zandvoort % A 7% I4p 2. #7 7 % % (van Zandvoort, Kessels, Nys, de

Haan, & Kappelle, 2005) o @ *t*Nys% 4 %3 3 ¢ > F R 41941 % W *‘f

TR i B R G AR S s W A R <
FEMETD PR EHRATL REHAHFUE Y LT R A2
WM s i1 & 6408 'L%’Fﬁ* Lot AR RS

wﬂ’%§ﬁ4m;%4%L #*AWiia,ﬁﬁ%’fé%ﬁﬁﬁ
2 Fh A A (Eysenck 2012}: ,? o ““”f‘_o DA ﬁz_ﬁ% T S E A
s ;
L»fﬁ* ER £ 4 ﬂ;h@bpg‘ :.

Lo 4 gLz ’”’%%ﬁlﬂ & V%I%iflimfs?r"‘ Y IR BT R E R
(Chronologic time or Temporahty)u A R SEVANRIET B 5 S VA S o=
B~ A~ e ghenz e 4 (Trzepacz & Baker, 1993) -

AR A I A& BSturmz A 8 0 ¢ 35 L EAZR (Alertness) ~ 45 A 21
% # (Sustained attention)~:£ # }4.;2 & 4 (Selective attention) 2 3 4 fe /1
%+ (Divided attention) o ¥ A% & & o4 4 Bk fi it AF AR R AR AR
B FFEAILA 2 ERFaFERET > BROTERFMASD L
2 it S ERBARA B RN AR BN ER LA [
CR AT N I NP AN Sk i MR TR R S L eI R - BRI
&2 4 A P (Sturm, 1996) © »t3 4 F 4 B Y wrefhz w E L INA
FRRATRIE PR R A G AR o TR A G HE A AT R

3T re sz & ol &= & ks » v
B 4 omE B AR EE S o



2.2

RABHELREY DLARL > G T TR RBR
S 25t 4 (Eysenck, 2012) o 134531 & R g R chE BT Me i A R e

v
¥ oA E

B EPeRhEL PR gL E LR RpERQ

A
ﬁr}

3% 3.4 (Semantic)zz g ~ 1+ & 4] (Episodic)zz s 2 424 4] (Procedural)zz g o

FRA S - e Y el B LR ¢ ad s

LT R R R el AR A AR R e P U B R e
% (Squire, Knowlton, & Musen, 1993) - s=fg = § ¥ A #H > =R ¢ ¥
B L By ARG & T BEH AR o

EfpA A FITAIRLIE Y PR AR B
2_iv # (Trzepacz & Baker, 1993) > 2R A 2 AR L AESE BT

Bl H 3P A2 BFRE S AEIRT R s B (M. Warren, 1993) -

P / ”
5é33mﬁ*°ﬁ?ﬁ*%¢?ﬁﬁ‘ﬂiﬁ4wﬁ’+{£6—@§
“il.. B . .
¥ ¢ i (Trzepacz & Baker, ]1993)1 ﬁ’?“ﬁ ey R LR R A R 2

PRELESTE RS <
RATH G ORT R H TR G N E ERIP ha F A e i o - 4L

g 2 B =7 )\ Y By 4 4k 2P fan > :
R WAFTERLEFT A S BN 0 RTR ~FLE B LR TG

Bl GL o an®i (Kaseetal., 1998) o

221 ERIFER P AR
IR R AEE S SRR 2R EE e

Jos%Rla & wpliARS g HF T SRR > T R A Sdnm i n

3

BT R AR PRI T B FIR G B R T O

FPRERAEENREL A NER IR P REFELESE
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FE A F Bl ERIE s AT TR TR R o 0t B eh
TR ARL LR G PrdkE > VTR 4 B BEE (Stevens,
1946) o f fR3=i P A RE ~ B e 5 Hbp A r AR

Fitaner » BRATER fRR A RARM ZT K G HE R

ﬁ

M BEE GG R ERM NG A DTFE o

222 #i/HiFEe

BREER TR kRSN TR BRG] AN

ﬂﬁﬁ%%’ﬁﬂﬁﬁ¥ﬁﬂ?%% LR EE R A RIRA PG
PE BRI R LR ARG A R B
@?%mﬁﬁiﬁ%?@%‘ﬁﬁfﬁ*’?ﬁ%fﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂ

&’E%%{ﬁWﬁ%yi.w% @B»&Z%ﬂ$W~m1uﬁo

223 % .agé.%@rwm\
i A i i&k 3%ﬂ£@$ﬂ%¢%%$’ )
@%@aﬁﬂﬁaﬁ’ﬁﬁ#wm?ﬁaﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁW%’@{ﬁ
B ALPE o @ ARSI 4 RIS BT AT IR BT AR LR
LR I 3N T AL i ¥ Al ) R E BB R 4
Lo BEEAT EHBBRHA TG ORIER > TR R )

Evg AARPLZT] Al A o

Tk A R ER AT I A A ¥ UERFL 2R EG
BT R - FE I NARERREET TR LER RSP AR Y
BEL BT RN ATETNFEEE N RFFEREE DT RN 2%

PIARRE B LS ER IR BE R N ER s (T

[
FART I R ER N B EM R o F 20 f AR AR



2.3

e 2 BAREIE > @ LSRR P R SR A PR
Rl RIS N ER . CEW AR R FRAR AR AT
- PR AR REF AR FSRIF TR L8R TG L8
be b Eﬁ;;-ﬁéﬂ%g&:%g&{; LT B RER R 2 T R A -
B RGEG B S LY R AR Sl L
S0l 4 LR 2SR A Tl o BE S iRlR e 1
WA LB PRl 2 sk A R F M T 6 R A
ABLRF PR A A A e F 2 BRETIERIEV 2 3 54

WATH SRR BT B REFERG DRRE LAl gy o B

)
)N—
W1
ol
il

SRS AR @ B B AL PR R KR DR R AR &
E%@%ﬁﬁ*@%ﬁm¢w~@’iﬁﬁ%iﬁﬂ% e
Bb,)\%g $[?§Amj}§é%°

\WL

I"——---’:\‘l\

:}-’:‘1
RAERI L2980 || A

| & |

EHR TR E ff&*é Bl E‘lﬁ (purpose) THE LR TR L
iE RS B # (Practlcal functlons) AT R H a0 Adp- R

1 EFdrm el g ¥ ﬁ 7 AR B B aig ;) Kirshner 2 Guyatt 32
BRI I E KL & %7 (Discrimination) ~ g :p] (Prediction) % R
»c3=%  (Evaluation)= & & & §F * # i (Kirshner & Guyatt, 1985) - #tFx:d
WP L I EF T E SR TRRE G E ARG AN L E LN T

EH 7 et :}-3;:}/} o M TF B AT 1B % G| P = iﬁ_-? * o4

CR R EUE o g A

2.3.1 %3t
T FEF A a&#ﬂ FHIERN T RFER X ‘““#E I’; A3z
feR o T BEFRAH N2 ELR  Ba mTE Sp
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AE R RBFES L TP R L E LSBT R A LI N A
AR gm0 FAERE G - FOR A OTRATTER L L 2 4 s
FTHAGAT T, Bk R®  F R LA BT A
B A3 EREY NEL A PAFTERILEAS T B
do A eAR R G e gttt R 4 2l (floor effect, @ B
%1E 04 ) &% T2 (ceiling effect, 8 % BXFHA o+ 7
BRI HRAFINEFL L2 50 B E AT i A e A ik
FRFR A A B A 0 TR PR 5 G 2 4 B O 2 ik
Bl ek M frdo % 42 & (van der Putten, Hobart, Freeman, &
Thompson, 1999) o #7% B Al Eg e 45 & X - > fl » % 1 MMSE

&ﬁﬂ%@iﬁm%mﬁﬁﬂiﬂmﬁ&¢‘°

2.3.2 FEIR|# A%

5t Ry BB AT AU % A 5 B T B A
B kR o 1 ;zfr—'xfl Ea o RAATLELET YR
R 1 2 WATRRIE A - BEFR SR - REARM AT (4o
ADL fp=f2k ~ BWARR £ ) 277 « AR i ¥ e TR5 4 R
HETH A TS L S o MR InR P RS R 2R

1B AAERF R R R RRFE LR AT L VIR RPTR
(Predictive validity) - Fpip|?c R 2 3= 1 2GR E S5 7 IR A &
BReapEERE (MpMEFET) 248K 0 F8- P aiivmit i)
(Kline, 1998) = FFiR|»c & g B =R 1 & - Rl % g it § o 7F
BLE AR o 0 F 40 e SFRPIR TR ER e 7 6
BRFERITEE N BRITE D KA P (Kirshner &
Guyatt, 1985) -
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2.3.3 Fr ¥R 7 it

KR @ Adpmh 1 R B F MR A - RN X0
PR ORI o AR 1L S 6] 1 B R A -
BOPE R SR u i AR 5 JINTRAE AR T fRE A SR
Fort ARt o B[ETATR R 2 A o0 LR ELE G oo BT AR G

pdp PR o

ERFGFEH AT L BN R R VAR RE

(Responsiveness) = & st £5% % 1 & (fipl% 3 £ B &L
Hesg it dhig 4 AXEPREE I B A hE R4tk 0 2 ok
ST w2 E 2 LA (Beaton et al., 2001; Wilkin, Hallam, &
M%mﬂ%aoF@ﬁ%&?%li?ﬁ@%%ﬁ%%@%’u
s 5 s S R SR R A RIE B R

{p—
P HRERLEK “{i‘ : le“ (Kirshner & Guyatt, 1985) < & Ji 42 p

i o ﬁ/éié Ffff%-l@‘“‘mml%‘*i ciEm PRI TRE AR
*

s JEfodpik eAt gl i %35 > Husted % A wAEF ot 4p

B> pRis o #E f@:'ﬁi/n\ SR B2 N Ak B (Husted, Cook,

Farewell, & Gladman, 2000) -

‘b Ak i (External responsiveness)™ & AR - #Fir 1 B
- B PEUS IR e B - R R R IRA T IR
IR ae g2 WM B R > P L Bl - R 1 LR
/P'JF" %?ﬁ% 2_FRR o Tp‘?’ﬁ‘ )P‘:lé. + f #4 L7 5 b rThE‘.'H’) ’
FARTRA ARG - BER At oo TR TR 27

v

Bahl Bt REE- BATORTR I E AT G o4 R

—=\

Tehk b £ R TS THRBESBITEELE 1L it A F B o
P& F &t (Internal responsiveness) B E4p 3% % 1 £ ¥ i 7]
BRNELNFMEGTR PP R TE MR a4 o PR R
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R R A T TN TN

[_.\
\;1

Tt i o RIF A @ and A B SRHI B R 2 BRI A A R

SF TR AR R R DR E A~ A PR (Husted etal,
PZEHN G EEAAMTFRIEZF Y Hal LEAORER L E il
PRE = A o MRRATEER L 5 6] F Am A R AR R R T
o A AT G RRATH GG R G DR R o T Y RS TERIE A T A PR
AR R R A R TRA AR BT R A SRR A - B o
RATFH G R MEIRA 2t FaER LA = A i
1 & Rl AR RE AR TR RETR  BEREAR S HT

/;’"}%B *%T‘f—ﬁ?\’l-%_g\\‘” p/p}%“:‘r\‘ £7 ‘L 'u’i‘ll{,ﬂ;:

24#?*ﬂhﬁ*i%?ﬁ%y%ﬁ@}ﬂiimgyigﬁuﬁ
=

“’V’F\a" _]__L_ R_:v B’;‘?’I-]p 2 %@ BN

GrEh R BT B iﬁi{]}é b /ﬁl’pﬁﬁ%lﬂ b i ek f;u]% e
Bt e e g was 2 }F?’ ‘ S A Nk Suca T SRR
AACTEFRHBRET] | 5P EFFAREAEE > gy e p
PALRATEELIE A A AACEI R FP A R RRER T
RETE L FEEAP R (MeSH term) s bl 4 F poF i1 L &
(2002-2012 )% MEDLINE F AR5 4 2 % & d i o & & 3 % it
Q;I?cé % ;F,ufrr_,p__ﬁ,qlgkgmf B e (1) B 4 L
PAHE ARSI Q) @Y EE /N2 ERERE Q) Bl
ZRATER IR S A RARN S g GEN R TR E R A
5

R ARSI RS 6 ] T o B

CLGRAERLE 0 R AR AR AR R R TR T
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v fri B oo s o2 Loewenstein Occupational Therapy
Cognitive Assessment ,LOTCA

LOTCA £.d ltzkovich % 4+ 1989 # 4 & » £ BRit jnf b ig * &
FEEY R R m A R (S L s i R e £ - LOTCA
EERF A G BAER > Z 20 BT RIS ERIPFE T TR A
TR RESFEERLTER S BIRIKRT G A0
IBASRISH > FAIIJ LIS A R 2B 4 PlEk o AL
FI8 A HepplS A S mA 134 (d MEIF)  RARERG 22
7] 91 &~ (ltzkovuch, Elazar, & Aberbuch, 1990) - LOTCA f d X &3 3R
BRI FF R (TR W IRIEARN T A5 A 4R T R A RSP
¥ 2B Earen 4 BAIHTER KA LOTCARI:E 3 #
O R %ﬁi‘ﬂ" (ZWe’ck.er et aI.J, 2002) -

%?LOTCAf%gE+§é%;g§%£ﬂiﬂ,LOTCAa+awg@?a&£¢
?L&:»%:;;‘E'J—“ﬁ S A @:?85;57) .1’ _‘;:"P\;ft_’— *1% (Cronbach’s «a
=ﬂ%y5u§<u§%%LUmA@¥%é&@&’%mLomAi
pERREY X FE /#%%‘égk#%ﬁm LOTCA ¢ 32 ko ¥ &1 7

% f#f# (Katz, ltzkovich, Averbuch, & Elazar, 1989; Su et al., 2000) -

f§ 723\ < 4 5 B £ Mini-Mental State Examination, MMSE

MMSE & Folstein % 4 »> 1975 &% B> §_p s ¥4k * 5> & &
o L ARLATE R L o AT A A R BN E R
MMSE € #p 7 A &8 7 <~ k& @ @» 4 (Orientation, 10 » ) >
AR ZEeE R L 54 ~ 34 % 4 (Registration, 3 4 ) ~ 1R 4 &2
H 2+ % (Attention and Calculation,5 # ) ~ v (Recall,3 » ) ~#% 3
% =44 (Language and Constructional ability, 9 4 ) » & 11 4% » %~
304 F ¥ RETAMEE 234 (TREFLS 2B AX23AUT LT

16


http://strokengine.ca/assess/module_lotca_intro-en.html
http://strokengine.ca/assess/module_lotca_intro-en.html

AT PR RE) o G RIPER 9 F 5-10 A48 - MMSE B £ P B 5
AT AFA FLETAR AR P Y H % 5 ~ (M. F. Folstein, Folstein,
& McHugh, 1975; M. F. Folstein, Folstein, S. E., & Fanjiang, G., 2001) -
oI 42 G > Koh 22 Hsueh 12 < %‘w«;é‘;?w # MMSE -
CAMCOG {=NCSE = fizairéifa 1 & * 307 o5 £ 2w 3L3-E it
FIREF MMSE § § RIc2¥mak s i A6 A ik &
AL v o/ A 2w IR R RS (Koh & Hsueh, 2005) -
Zwecker % 4 %t 2002 & 2 66 = ® kb - TP Do W EMD B EAR
Bs PR m A S ¥ %ot & MMSE ~ LOTCA ~ FIM-cog (cognitive
subscale of FIM)3g ip] 1 e pF 74 & b= £ % (Functional Independence
Measure, FIM) ® # i® 4% gﬁﬁfg = IRATIEI 1B AT Rk B T
o2 m N Ap B @ﬁz (Inte'r-cl’a.s.s Co'rreglation, ICC)4&:i1 » LOTCA sff
ek - £+ & LOTCARRERE ¢ Bk 2 e R

{p—
@ FIM Ogvlrp\*;j' Wm;ﬂ*ﬁ'qng\é ERI N AR T SRV

“
\L} ) -
R TR < R R B RN G 130 4 R e % B

M R b ERROR A R B A Y LT
MMSE *splfd 8 » 4 pF® 2 3 & ¥£215 > F]} Zwecker 325 MMSE

g & * TP R i b AT (Zwecker et al., 2002) -

% &4 f 32+3:= % Montreal Cognitive Assessment, MoCA
MoCA % Nasreddine *+ 2003 & % & 2. & % (Nasreddine et al.,
2005) > * kg B EEARTE G RE R A E § A b R annios
o T AR 3 B 4E (Visuospatial constructional ability) £ 44 7
(Executive)# it (54 ) ~ & % (Naming,3 4 ) ~:f4 (#3+4 ) ~
ARt (64 ) ~FZ At (34 ) ~3 %24 (Abstraction, 2 5 ) ~
A ze g (Delayedrecall,5 4 ) 2z w4 (64 ) c 2= FRBE &L

17



B L 10 A48 o A 5 304 o B2 RARSRIEL % A7 B F 26
ARV % cMOCA ¢ 5 S BB A » Skd iz 55z &7

24 (7 > hitp://www.mocatest.org/B~#8 ) - e B W E 5 EHE E

oo @ B HFERBETH -

Toglia ¥ * rggpef; A9 B 4 2 A7 % 0 o PREHR < 5 R)
MMSE £ MoCA ' ?‘{E’ D pEd (T2 5 dp B o B IR MoCA
% R e MMSE 7 P2 &g > ¥ & iR ) m)]‘;‘; 4t MMSE % (MoCA
Z_ATR R 5 89% ; MMSE 5 63%) o ® #it MMSE éhp - R4 5 3

(MoCA ¥ MMSE z_ Cronbach’s a 4 %] 5 0.78 &2 0.60) - & i jpF
# 1T i agp M tEs #5(MoCA &2 MMSE 2. Pearson’sr 4 %] 5 0.40
¥ 0.30) - ]t - Toghias *38& MoCA +* MMSE i £ * % s fied
A hdy A LS R R (nglia Bt al.;2011) -

~

[ e |

Rotterdam Cambridge Cognitﬂ'/e Examination R-CAMCOG

R-CAMCOG & de konlng £ o 2000 AT R Gl R PSR
R-CAMCOG ¢ % = B e N L N R TR L froae
Tk 5 49 225 RIpFR % 10 4 45 (de Koning, Dippel, van Kooten,
& Koudstaal, 2000) - p #1 A 5 & #fsgm A o

2008 = te Winkel-Witlox % % e#7 ¢ 1L it T @ R s £~ FRPF
g2 - & 0 R-CAMCOG ~ MMSE ~ FIM-cog 4 #c % . R-CAMCOG

WY hA 1 B AR Y R i+ (te Winkel-Witlox et al., 2008) -

Addenbrooke’s Cognitive Examination-Revised, ACE-R

ACE-R# B2 i * % A Al ®2z 24 Bk wigzrisne ¥t
WRIY B A 2T R c ACE-R x4 5 T B E A o B G0
LA EEwed (184 )~ (264 ) ~infl& (Fluency, 14 ) ~

18


http://www.mocatest.org/

EZ a4 (264 ) ~AE 7 B (Visuospatial perception, 16 4 ) >
H 0L MMSE *5p|2 & B 5 AA# > B4 ® o B2 3 TAe 2 F 0N
FIREREZRCE TR 24221004 c FRXELF &P D
WOECE ¥R o pow Y ACE-R a0 #r4 #iciv g 2738 (Mioshi,
Dawson, Mitchell, Arnold, & Hodges, 2006) * ACE-R P # & > &% -
Morris & 4 >+ 2012 # 3 & = 3 @ 3 L ACE-R * »t 4 iy 5 i
Fezo @ b AP LETRRARAL AR RN BRIERIE &
MIER) B F MR 5 77 2 MMSE » 88+ ACE-R ¥ 4t # i * *M41

A R P R ¢ (Morris, Hacker, & Lincoln, 2012) -

FIM-cognition, FIM-cog

FIM-cog % FlM Hadd e TREE %i AW T IRA R E 2 BT
21 B o FIM- cog ’J‘—x;ff\”j 4::5’ z 5 IE;IE PordiE s BiE s i
AR T B0 3 RATIRR- g

Ixrm o /»\gsvrfl.a 5;‘3547\ g

4 7~ 7 &t FIM-cog }Jﬁ“ﬂrzﬁ( SATAE B RA AR gt b o d 0
FIM-cog £ > Tk LR ATk 1 & > TRk A R ZHB 25 - 448
B fR o XOEE K KAW RIS TR NS A R KSR R AF

it 3 2R (te Winkel-Witlox et al., 2008; Zwecker et al., 2002) -

W bR AT s L By (LA ) (8 FIR

L SRRl 242707 Rt 2 o BP BRETH - 4
MMSE f= MoCA ¢ » # s 1 2 323 #}EP;Z—‘F%)@W R ¢
P S A RN L TR s g W R AR A o R
HoORBPFREITL ST BEA T Fom i MOCA & MMSE
Lluggj.g%%,}igg—;s? L, g MOCA # %«4,-]4 v B }};ﬁ —s ;’)‘&"T
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%R MMSE ' > = MMSE 2 # 4% b2 & %% 711 MoCA

J #Brﬁg pE_O

FEIEERPFEY B BAN LR GE R 2P LD 2
FRFARE R ¢ R A B R A R LA e 4 L
T4 ol AR EgEHd 2704 &5 ¥ L (Tatemichi
etal., 1994; van Zandvoort et al., 2005)  F i 2 3o4viFp 1 £ ¢ o
LOTCA 2 =38 p W f & o 4 2 AR stz o H ik
ENRLFEEARTE S R-CAMCOG # £ 184 2 33 it 4 a%™
3 FIM-cog Rl & % 4% % 4 ~ A R4 Bad it 4 ensg p o 0
i fE A i an SIMMSE - MoCA 4 ACE-R #7321 chph
AP R ]};3/\ ¥ 51,7 ?.QIF'#FI% gniy IR R ;);,-, ES 2

#F l‘ﬁ A : l/'\

! ‘

EHFRIE %Jifaiiiﬁr?»)%l ’**l“i’ R R L dhe A

SIEGRER J"*ﬁiﬂ*F’“ @i h Y E & RAF 3 (Fasoli, 2007) -
W R 1 B¢ O LOTCA S RIFZ AR 1 B 2 e bt o
YHFR R AR (45 A4 ) gt R R R R
TRl @ FIM-cog 7 & ¥t 4 5 20 (L0 2> Rl
TEMEVRY EE KA FRIRIEUAGF o B 2P
ACE-R z = N F B2 &7 B A ¥ L2 sumdf fagdl > XA
Howavd bog 4 2 P8R i MMSE A » %5 2] 2234 4 5 MMSE
B oA fFiEHEIE Y > MMSE 5B F BE ¥ 3T
%ﬁ%%@’%%4ﬁé%w%ﬁ+:ﬁWﬁ%¢@ﬁ‘7%%
FRVVRFAT FHF 2L E L RE B HRR TG AR L
o) o
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£ % > MMSE £ 5 0@ ~ TZ o PIFR @ TN 3 7

£
"SI>

FoARACI G ARAl R R A A FE Y BB kA

P =T TR

31\‘

BHERFMEIRT 1 E > P L 1 B9 A & N TRATR Y R

o

IS T NN v%’x kB2 ks JEGE2 Y F g IR MMSE

W P R R AR R - AL

POAFT T RS A MMSE i (7 2 ,}%Wsﬁg_ﬁ, gl
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2R flEeltsFHaRPriifd
BIMMSE 2 # E# #
MMSE &_Folstein & 4 »+ 1975 & d 2 it # it &2 £ % (Mental
Status Examination, MSE)#7 1 o« MSE AUl 4! f2#7i * 2. X g v e 1
Lo FRLECAH A IS BERRBE L RIS L
TR A FHaRTE G > TRk A R RpEHRIETE X TE 0 @ MSE ¥ #E
HFRGPOIL o I A ARER T A 5 B 5 (General behavior)
4 (Mood and Affect) ~ 3% 7 (Speech and Language) ~ & & fr4z ~ A4 p
% ¥ e f (Thought process, thought content and perception) ~ g 2 & 4 i¢

#uArr iy (Sensorium and mental capacity; Cognition) ~ s % £2 21 #7 4

(Insight andjudgment)xzx %2 (Mayer Gross Slater, & Roth, 1969)- #
Folstein & 4 335 % Eﬁ*“ﬁtxﬂ 7}47\ ;&Ir*izp*ﬁ TR R (1) AR EE R
MSE 3 #2P¥3F A @ bldos Bl ‘rﬁs{rﬁ"w e 3w | < z\i* P

11
%QﬁuFéﬂﬂﬁﬂ%‘%?&iﬁ‘i BF A R S

“E\*

£ fe b ip Ak apE P R Eﬁ%& TR A T";ﬁ LAy ; (2) 4
Bzl &g PATR Y bR 18 (¢ 4 MSE) X 2HE R - g
PRI PR A R B - A R SR o 2
g PR i chR? 3E 0 Folstein % 4 %% Mayer-Gross 2 ”Clinical

Psychiatry” » #- MSE R g2 47 i 4 386 ¢ 2 30 drddt A S E i 1 15 8 5

MM%»@%:%mwﬂMme’@HLw%Wﬁ:ﬁsma%’fﬁ
TAR F PR AR e 2 L1975 B 42 B EY 5 B EF 4

MMSE 2. % ~ »c & % & F 4+ (M. F. Folstein et al., 1975) o

22



3.2 MMSE z_%¢
321MMSE 2 &£ 4§
MMSE B4 p %3¢ 7 11 BRI FEPNEE 2T Bk T 4
(104 ) » # 2 2FfrEE LS54 ~ALESH (34) ~AZL* &
B8 (54) ~wi (34) ~F32E 4 (94) » BAFFS
0-30 4 » A Bl B R ARIs i g & o RGN E o R
FX552 1044 AXFHEF LA L (M F Folsteinetal,
1975) -
MMSE z_ & #ic# jE 1 A fices B - 3u4vs oo 2 Bo Rk f2§F - 4l
74 pl% (Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scales, WAIS-111)4p 2 » # 4R 5 12
- ot 2 R RS R A P e hA R e
# WAIS-IIl 4a++ 5 MMISE 1A Fs?"_\—’_'. PG PR ] (ML Folstein,
Folstein, S. E. &Fanjlang, 6,,2061) |
o |
MMSE ** fgk vt’p;z AR FE% Eot LA IR T IR/ 8 L
s TEEF ?gga: . pﬁéiﬂ’ﬁg o g # MMSE B =Bpai(l) FE3%
iR L R R rﬁ#«*fuﬁmwﬁa AEE G PRSI G (2) i H
A - BRI {8 ag g iv 1§35 5 (3) pedio A T IRAT A O~ fhE
B (T3mRGRAG N 2 %) -
Wi 4 %A > MMSE 2 if * 4t % 5 18-85 gk & £ - MMSE
BEPFL T B P A 2 BT R AL 2 18 B TR B
TIMBIELRY LI BT AL R GEEEE b P b
Tl AR S PEGABUE ~ T £ 4R~ P RA g~ T T R
B $ L2 m A 00 FF ST H R L - AR A R E L (M

F. Folstein, Folstein, S. E., & Fanjiang, G., 2001) -
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3.2.2 MMSE 2_ g%t

MMSE 2 B ¢ e & agnnaoi®iz 1 2 > d 1975 & Folstein & £ 3
Bif wETHEREFRLAEY > LF5 MMSE £ F T g
$0(1) MMSE $ 8l # 325035 % 1 S ] 2 iRl B A2 005 10 A 4804 b
FrERTREORARR D AT RO REARD TR L D ()
BEAGEREF AT HE > AR LERFLHRTT Y (LFE
RGFLaIR o TRIGR) VRO RALIRZAE Q) - F
Br gtz uimPhl Lo B ARPR NG T A 4] 2Ap b ook
TR RF R R R T o hut 2 b R s R
FRAWVRIFPPBEFREGES > TV it @ T - &
1 (03— o TR bt o RO & £ Tk A B (4) f e
e %as»asww%%#mﬁ L e 4
(Population- based)m# o Gu_uzr A Lﬁ ﬁc FERTHB/AEE) T
LS B EE S (5)MMSE;%\V ’f#@ ke R o4 2T - BE
& hig g AR m’f—upl. & 7}@‘,,“—%\,—[':4 B SR IEEE ST Y i
EE T ER TS ) (Zwecker etal., 2002) - pt ¢ » MMSE 17 g
FRMFEY R B AT RE G ARG RPE (oAt R
B0 ARy pop AR &4 £ (Tatemichietal,

1994) -

3.2.3 MMSE 2 i¢ # "4
Folstein % 4 12 2 H s egnr 547 % ﬂz*éiéiié * MMSE iF 2 &1
BT S Ee ] E S u)iE R 0 (1) MMSE B2 AR T 6 Rl i o
Bgiltomav ot KiFLL%1 L > ¥ MMSE % ¥ B~ (% % B ek <
el o TRk A R R e B8 & (e PR B o A A
¢k E ) HET b A FRLAeE L o (2) MMSE $H630 5 383
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(Focal lesion) £ ¢z ez 44 % (Mild cognitive impairment) ~ < %& %
ARASRE TV R AP SR S TR R AR
3.6~9.4 % g 4 > FIHATR M AedE RO o FRak A R F S FISOR
* MMSE 4 #elt ¥ ge g 4 i cpnael? 4T (Subr, 1999) - (3) 7]
» MMSE s g £33 5 ~ B &3 Bad » FI 0™ 492 MMSE
ﬁ%mgﬁiiﬁ/ﬁﬁ%ﬁ‘ﬁ%/ihﬁk‘%?ﬁﬁﬁ(%w
A3 @pFap A ) B HRE(FRAFRER L RER R4
*5 i 3R R MMSE A i i sl FLEUR 3 Aesd i dp g 0 & 2L
s+ 3 F)F #7234 (M. F Folstein, Folstein, S. E., & Fanjiang, G.,
2001; Nys et al., 2005; Yue, Fainsinger, & Bruera, 1994) -
d > MMSE £ 5 rud miﬂ Fofei® * MMSE 1% 5 3o4ri® iz 1 & pFos
T 5] éﬂ’,e,ﬁplzpa‘:%@ «’rﬂ* D ,;“ FEAR L EAREL T g H
R TR 3;134?\?%» 7 /eta] ?‘5:@%{
|4 |
1 ,
33MMSE’**"V‘}1),%’\L‘?’*II L
ig,gﬁwgﬁiiﬁ ﬂﬂ% ¥R G Ao e H A F g
NHEBEFTLELRE (P Rp A ) FARARERERRETH > T
R ETRE L R ERRTERL B2 Ry e

SUTE gy MMSE * 3 d oo A 2 R # B R TR e IR § R

%ﬁpfgﬁéﬁw@:

3.3.1 R EH At
3.3.1.1 MMSE 2_ % #%# &%
Kase % 4+ 1998 & 72 3 ® P | A ¢ kA e MMSE &
EMF 3 HBEOEE 4 > B MMSE 4 #7 %557 b 5 4 22
EA P S FR G E AT R R e B
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B A B MBFRDY BB A NG HARLATed 2 ET
4 A AR RS o BT MMSE T R FEL - £ e A

(Kase et al., 1998) -

33128 ¥ /X LIl

MMSE * *t3a4vE 44 4p %3 L 5 B ¥ % 7o »ci (Nelson,
Fogel, & Faust, 1986) ; MMSE * »t ¢ & 3 B & 2u4vdf if en& g ~
T E&SERH AR LR FF ook (M. F Folstein, Folstein, &
McHugh, 1998) - Pendlebury & * %t 204 i ¢ B — & e 4 5 )
MMSE » #3F — LU b e A @A <5027 & 0 B ¥ X of
»z )i (Pendlebury, Cuthbertson,Welch, Mehta, & Rothwell, 2010) ; #X
@ - MMSE * &% 11 ikl Tk f,ia = EN RS 28 AR A FIE]

A AR e ;-'w‘t %Ei%&‘MMSE ORI 2 T PR AT X PN

| &= |
#IJ o B ‘ 11" ‘
| <=
3\ | L
3.3.2 iRl it
3321 FFRPTR  E éﬁfﬁeﬂ v 3 A &4 MMSE &.F 7 AER ¢ b Vg

A RO 2 R BT L AP R D
PIERIPT R | - o Ozdemir & A g7y ¢ 10 A3 i iR ¢ R
B h s H R FIRGE A~ ez MMSE & dicr Mpr 2 f d a4 %

7 L Aph (r=0.31)- &% MMSE $t3tu 4 DB cnfh (700 4 SRR
4 (Ozdemiretal., 2001) - 2005 & Stephens & * 2_# 7 & £ 339 i~
PRISZ BT G EARRG Sup L 0 B IR MMSE & dic A

*p APAREE AP 3  (Stephens et al., 2005) -

26



333 FaiER # i
333L1p AF Rt 2w Y > A MMSE 2 p &F BiEFH -

3332 A F B MMSEi#EF&?éng%‘” B R F Rl e

34 2 few LRSS
MMSE & - *5 il % -4 PR i 2 ia kB 2 s 1 &
WS E SRR LT N RR AL 0 £ 1 B B MMSE
R AEEF S P R HRARM LT ¢ B0 T MMSE B % %t 4 A

%E&Eﬁﬁﬂﬁ%%%ﬁ&o%ﬁ’MWEwwéﬁj%ﬁ%ﬂ@%%

PR OERAR R A L A BA F A SRR R 2 F R RITRR S
EXR G S ELLMMSE}A%“%&'}&){%‘F&K? F I RFE FRRIE R
AR 2T 6 R *%*ww RS TS TR &L N
Lﬁi?\}'@? ° .;r‘\";_‘fv"o,
B | | 1(’7‘; “
A |
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e ¥ FZL B0
MMSE 3 P 3 FRAp b & £ 00 &7 1 4 % 309 B 4 2 jdmimR 1 2
Rmd ?‘}?&\}‘"/é;?:é‘;i%%ﬁiﬁ, "MMSE #4¢ Z 2430w 1 EZ EF 289 % # it 2 4p
He B F %R o PEE AT  Fl2t 0 AFTE 2 P 5 % MMSE
FAE R ARG A 2 A o A SRR B F st e - % fe % MMSE
TFERZBR R0 PREFRIFATARHET SRR Y 2 EH

MMSE % % 3a4vi® 5 1 & 2 k45 o
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AT 2R AGEERE ST ARE THA T E A AT

517 %%

AL G- wERAFT CRATE KD TP R ARBARETHEL
=2 % (Establishment of a databank for inpatients receiving stroke
rehabilitation) ; 3+ % - FTHE? HAFEp ARL L ~E#- 1 3T R-F
AP RFLEREF A EHRFRAEFS LY R BB AR
Gl ﬂ%%%@iﬂﬁﬁ4éﬂﬁh’“% TR EIREINER
BEFRE Q7 w(mD%{L %ﬁ)ah A1¢ b (431) > "Gt
FA1¢ b (434)2 H B ~.(430, 432, 433, 436,.437)’ P b TR LT F gAY

Btk hrminz 5 (3) 7 ﬁ”@gﬂ-ﬁ;} 2RI (4) o [}% SN Y

inﬁﬂ»NTﬁgﬁﬁgd?ﬁiﬂﬁﬁqi"i%B%HJ
ZH A ERAG T ERE TR SR SR g (1) &
FHE R PRSRER L LA B R(A R - HY AN BHREE)S
2 PARESREZFF Q) HALRGR ! 2FE - F7RHCFRER
FREZALH @) P RAaxE(5) » A X FRFREAR- X 45
PLREE o A 2 A T B R R (A A e B T AR RN
FRIFRADE) S FHEEH A AR BFERT AL EEFTHY

2B

521 L
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fo% G GER  STR T L3RR 1L & 45 0= W E 4 (Barthel Index, BI) - #+ ¥

#* iz & 7 Stroke Rehabilitation Assessment of Movement (STREAM ) ~

«-

Postural Assessment Scale for Stroke Patients (PASS) % » 4% £ & 3 ¢
< EQSD £ ff P 4 i R £ (Patient Health Questionnaire, PHQ-9) - tu5v
TR F I HEALA PR FESNCFH Rk E % (Mini-Mental

State Examination, MMSE) % - ##7 7 ¥ #fP~F 4 E ¢ MMSE 2 Bl 2 i

=

Fl oo

521 el ik k4 (MMSE)

MMSE ¢ 7 11 @ B 38> 456 Rl p 27 4 57 BEER e 4 -
a&é&w&ﬁJﬁﬁE»?\wﬁ~%gﬁ4’ﬁﬁﬁﬁé&wa,
Al R *%wﬁﬁﬁﬁéowﬂumm R RIS 5
iloaﬁoipz@%g@MghﬂwéwM&ﬁ@ﬁi&ﬁg\
MMSE-T1 (MMSE Taiwan‘ v:r;(;n‘ 1) Beeori® (Liuetal,1994); ® 7 @
iﬁ%V%%*ﬁ%%J Mmméwﬁﬁ@’?ﬁ@@&ﬂéﬁﬁ
Zplm ALY $$w$%ﬁ4&,ﬁ%MM$ﬁwgPa
2_i% 3% (M. F. Folstein, Folstein, S. E., & Fanjiang, G., 2001)° 4 = 7 i3 %

2 8
A

tﬂ\?

Brd 2zt (MR RRERY L THE L5 L2

B8

Nied % smrpkd | 23 i T2 4 B ~hfpd ) UZE

N

Pl = 2 Azdeded (T100 8 7, 25 T89 7 ) 2zt 2 MMSE £

522 * <§4 (Bl
Bl +7% 10 B P » & %] 532 & (Feeding) ~ ¥« (Grooming) ~
2 A EEAR (Dressing) ~ e % (Bathing) ~ 4 /i) (Toilet use) ~ ~ if #3+#1
(Bowels control) ~ -]- if 24 (Bladder control) ~ # = (Transfers) ~ & = 4_
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# (Ambulation) ~ + T #4- (Stair climbing) > 12 i A HiTZEP 2LFE

I3

B RRF A ] R2BIF SN P IR 2B @A L L0
5102 104 > %A M5 0100~ » Al B A mAAAp ¥ L
A g o WRIFTHRRYE (NARREF) FAEPFLFEL
B2 > A2 R T30 pIEFERF Y 5 52 10 # 4 (Collin, Wade, Davies,
& Horne, 1988) - Bl % § *s [ fj H ~ @ » 9 b 4 L F B R RR
BN BB JIRAE VAR ZAAP N L BFEES
3= 1 £ (Hsueh, Lee, & Hsieh, 2001) » & # 5 &7 » e pF 2 30507 it
I A ikt 2 BADL # i 4B (Patel etal., 2003) - # 7= % 12 BI
Boivid b ko e pFE 2. BADL % i A2 & 4p 0 Bl 544 61-100 ~
AERL NI B ‘41-60/»\7%?51% gt~ 0-40 & 5 BcE & i
(Cioncoloni et al., 2012) p TP BI % =% H#-1% 5 ¥ %k MMSE 3 B> &
& F@ﬂ’” Iﬁ»ipié?7m§% F5 s o
“ﬁp"\

|
1
|

\
1

|
Jdl

535 5 AL ,
¢ R x’j_]‘%:[lia’\ ?%}ii}it‘ Eid Bk Es o Au L T
2 THBRP O EER GO 3P K AR BT A
%‘i?églf’é"’v\‘iﬂlﬁz}’?«??]ﬂwﬁﬁ L ool e E_:}?:,&’?%}Ci&ﬁf%‘JgJ—%?

o

I

AT R PR R W

*v?:,f;a&»fiﬁ‘ig:,ﬁﬁz;g‘f% JEE ool - AT BIEERLERL Y R

:}P\:’ A 2 H *U;%%lﬂm fl mbt’k'ﬂ"‘ P\ - T‘ —ﬁ—@FE? 7:\::;‘%';){ V1 FY 3‘-\11\}]?3
RE LR P S BEREL o R 4 S Lk R0 L RS
§ ¥ ;ﬁwﬁ%’vﬁﬁkfﬁi—ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁo

;;j\

EEEREY ZFRAET LY AL o NE AR =R
MEDPRTZ AN 0 AR - IR RN T LD K
(F2T IR 10 & 3nArilAs & - kA chiplgk s BIE P ¥ 2 S E R i 2 Bl
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d },’9‘5 A2 fil‘%%éﬁ@ﬁ?‘"% JPE'EE S ’é_%}‘%&d A3 b2 i?féﬂl"éi“éﬁtf}?&
LR P BT LR TS BN RS A Wl B

zv',éﬁ_'rfﬂ%@ﬁ?']—‘ﬁ (%@;E'J-‘gf A BplE B) g7 o 2 LRFR BRI

LR VR Bt S éﬂiA CEFREE L LT
oA s EFEFTH LT p AP R - EDOEHRRE PN %

RIEFARE S WEY RFAP A AFELS BB ALLFER R R
REI LI E GEemR M F LA ) TP b AR AR ET RS
BV REap R Ea AT LER B SR FRGELA 6T
(4~ Freisd § %50 201005025R ) -

SEHVRPEN R AT TREZ TR L ER R A
e D F - 0 R0 P oS R IRBL ] o A A DT W RIF A
#%a%ﬁmii@§®M$%%r= %%@ NLR R A
R Rt L ’Lfsﬂ‘ﬁ VT AL SR L R

e
FRAMFERERER ﬁwvgg% J; 3 L e PR
AR R e & F 40 50&4:% zm,zé Bow R B TR S 0 R
H§ Hies %?riéﬁ—‘ﬁiﬁ% ﬁi,a R YT o B ts o FRIE SRS
AP TR Es R LRI AR T R PR L RRARE e
oA AR RFEALPRTE -

AR d Y Rop A ER FTRE Y P MMSE & Bl s 2 i
FTA D ME B AR b - EUERIPTREEY L Bl Al 2 F

T ¢
5.4 FALA 45
57 @ % IBM SPSS 20.0 #3t i AliE (7 i A 4 0 BE K qiTd

0.050 #7i& * z2_ T 453 2 4o T #1if ¢
3

32



541 A v B
Mg AP AE AT S L AR (o e Ed
PRIE (2 SRR R (N 2R D KT AR )
EEN- AR A

FRLIOAFALRBHARSEHO VARFFL LN BRR &
Ml = H TR A D XL X BH A ARSI L LI FH S 22 BT

ARAA CEBRTIEEFLR R AN 2T Utk RS

%38 > 11 Mann-Whitney U Test #& ¥_2-:d 4§ % 38 et 4 o

5.4.2 MMSE ¥ % & 1 5%
it 7 MMSE 4n B shai, 3 L6 % MMSE £ 2 2.3 3 & ¥

W B (UnldlmenSIonallty) PI{ ; -_E_% L BAEPHEERR O PEE

L= Tk IE;IE]—E‘A’K,? —E_ | ﬁ 1._«‘}'3"%& =g "}‘ilr-F "
REH L Bm;f!»;\%; Q "-‘ri”‘v\‘i’ﬁi%ﬁo
| \
\
T PSOﬁW*@%M ?‘Tl“k?- # & Mokken scale analysis

Ao AR EIEPF )@I&;ﬁ Nonparametric Item Response Theory ) ¥
2 H 3 F 53¢ (monotone homogeneity model, MH model) » 17 & 2%
MMSE € # .7 1+ £ 8 % & (Mokken, 1971)

Aut B E 42 F F 1% (Homogeneity coefficients) » fe 14 %
B oA fh BRE P Ok R G HI > R 20 P il R T i
scalability coefficient H (scale H) » H & § % - Rlse 4 2 i8 % B bt
Fengtn g frg > H¥EF S L P HIi>03scaleH>05 fIE £
FEMHMoOdel» 247 % s Hwo B > &4 230 TR & i k- B

£, ,):Féﬂ b &35 B ARt @ R e A 4 F L & (Molenaar &

Sijtsma, 2000; van Schuur, 2003) -
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5.4.3 % 7h#t it —4 A F A
Wooh £ 3% 2~ 5 Bl 82 MMSE A #icfp |2 & A )+ 10
R A N BepE 2 suAeE Gk 0 R A G BREARR 0 A/ A M R E
2 B s MMSE & #ich 255 7 i 5 MMSE 2% & & % 7454 it sdy
A2 MMSE 4 T35 £.0-30 & B A H} 2 ) R L BA
e (A TR EEIE B A A it 23R g h10%r b o
MAEFERE LAY ) M S A MMSE 2 ®yest i i o 000 o 4
% MMSE £ 73 57 & e % ool o 3 8% X o 2 g ik & 19 1)
B BEATRARNABEEAY T ERPTH R A REENA
Boft Bk M frde B PR R o § B o R T sl < 0 10%PF > AR5
CRCE R R X (Hsueh & Hsieh, 2002) - & 5 t £ frx =
ST T MMSE&? ;&frﬁ bﬁ@.rs BB R T LR AR G
9 . | /1,\__ «
| &= |
IR |
i‘ |
5.4.4 3 ip| 5 “;—?E,Ejﬁz)i >
G aﬁ%@&»hﬁzmwﬁ%ﬁﬁwﬂﬁ&m%%ﬁﬂ&
- #{5BADL se R > 1% }I"ﬁ A PR PE L AT E G AR R TR R Iﬁ
ho— #1752 BADL # i 2 2 & (FRRIPCR &% RIFR B LB = ) o 3t
B Ao~ FefE MMSE 34 &2 Iife s ¢ b - & {5 Bl 444 2 Spearman’s p
ARBE il 0 1R A R MMSE A s 4 P b - E 18 BLA 2
Spearman’s p 4p B (% #8ic » "2 B 3 B B AR R 9% 33 ¥ % MMSE 2. 3¢ i)
»c /e (Portney & Watkins, 2000) = #p B a2 $ 0 5 -1 2 12 @ ; %7
£ % Spearman’s p=0.50 5 245 » 0.30-0.49 5 ¥ 42 » <0.30 5 &

(Smith & Robertson, 1993) -
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5.4.5 F g # i —F Kt
5451 p AF Bl
AT R ZHF BIE4pHE - 0 # % Wilcoxon

match-paired signed ranks test & i 4 » Fo &2 41 f2 e MMSE &
B EFF A IEFALR - ¥ o ue (Effectsize, ES) -
PE S 4 R MMSE 50 e (D,)%% 1~
MMSE % #iciitk & X (SDpre) [1] © #c i 8 2. 2| $7H B 4o 1 2%
BE>0847F ~ o s iE 05308 2F4&x7 B
P 105 &7 e %= > B F BLIDE
(Standardized response mean, SRM): 12 i 4~ Az MMSE
san i (DY > e it 2 R £ (SDoy) [2] -

SRM s #74E 2% ES fak (Cohen, 1988; Husted et al.,

2000) o PANA
: | == |
n o
i;Es‘é——D“ [1]
g SO}/ ©
SRM = > [2]
SD,,

5452 # tF
[E YRS S RS SRS SRR S
PR 1 B TR 2 A BRI 2 Ap AR R 4 ot (Husted et
al. 2000) A5 { BEm Bl #%00 B Z B0 p LA B¢ 1A
sk 2 (Hsuehetal, 2001) > w= A% 3 2 Bl i® 5 #F fesnik >
B o NP R MMSE S 4 £ 87~ N fad iR 2 Bl
A £ 2 Spearman’s p 4p B ke > 12 ¥k % MMSE 2. ¢ A F
Mo FIETHE & % Spearman’s p=0.50 7 % 4% > 0.30-049 2 ¥ &
% 5 <0.30 3 £ (Smith & Robertson, 1993) -
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TR AR ARETAELEE P ERARL P E- 0 2o F
E»\H@,éé??ﬁf%%z’ié*%l‘%f u’s;tffﬁaii“ &3@&#3794 v HP o232 4
BEATF 2 GEFEE 232 2% h }?r,—& ¢ 5 168 i (71%):)?5& EFMDS
FuZ difad X EG 0 ¥ ¢k 64 fi:[r%, X fﬂﬁ«‘fﬁi R NEZE Y N ) PR
LERFIARDE Z R 0 &R 7~ 455 > 168 o A L N

- EEHRFTN G 124 2 o Fw B R g AR LRl e

% & » DR e 168 o 4 T N R I B 2 ° B R Y e A S B
85 641K (HHF £=120) Wwéwﬁﬂﬂ&afﬂlﬂ&émﬁﬂﬁ
B3 73 it i o Ao 8W§Tm%’fwﬁ7w% Rl%Gw  4E G o 168 i
o B R I el IR A ng*i xﬁ:} 19 & (f/] -3 4 @=5-111 <) » &
rmfwmwm%&ﬂgﬁiﬁa@,ﬁﬁme%yx$ﬂ\ﬁa
FRIIE Y BE S PR 80 = (_48%) 168 ¢ B 43 r fapF 2
MMSE 4 ¢ =#cs 22 4 > Jifaprz MMSE 4.4 ¢ =83 25 4 5 » &
PEBl A~ s 304 0 Bor AT 2 Jk:}?a&L)\l‘;i’% AR A BE
Lo o dpRpr2 Bl A2 ¥ gici T5 A B op A IR A RARR &

ERANIME PR - BEHSGTR 0 B A PBILEA Y i 90 B

=

-
A
we

3;::}1% Ad b - #RHBADL # i e b2 o w4 v B G

9
<l
S
Ji

e R Z AN 64 BE RN MR AL A T LY R AP
M2 e R o R S~ DT R R S R S g A

Faiirc By FREGHFLE
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6.2 MMSE ¥ = R & %

MMSE z_ 8 = R &% % %4k v #7n MMSE £ 58 p 2 Hi &% >0.3 ;

scale H=0.67 - % **#& % & (0.5) > %7+ MMSE & # + & Mokken scale

analysis ¥ 2= MH model » &7+ MMSE 3 ¥ & & » X430 L300 2 (84

VoAbt E o

6.3 4 #A & H2;
6.3.1 MMSE » 3 A dcA # 35
168 =@ R A B 4 2 » e Z difapE MMSE (8 & & #5375 uld4e

#£ 4 F

BT 2 WA 407 oo 4~ FepF I MMSE a2 F k350 150 &
Fl4nrce 03 30a% IE;A,\ﬁi;"b" k@A FR IR A SRS

A BAZ B 2R R péimlo%,fffﬁfﬁ’@ AgF g Hhe F 4 (R E=-084)

R AP A2 MMSE”‘%—@Z% P meﬁ 7N cEE = ¥ | E 1
e 25

2 o
a0 o 4’meMMSE’Ilg§§%£r’l§]—~ Sror 0 B M A (0-15 4 ) 4

BFs 5§ SRR (Ara0la s 14~ 15 4 ) f 4B A 5

- * @5
262829 2 30 A £ X Herkap) g vE AT E 10% 5 EERE A BoA O FLA
(A>3 A (HBE=-118) Bm A8 F & J apr2. MMSE

Qﬁ'{@#ﬁ{%ii’asf% =

S BT

6.3.2 ¥ ¥ /X 3k

¢k ERER » FepE>t MMSE 8 3% 4~ (30 # )enA B s 9 A (i

\

L EE 54%) 0 @ @RS (04) it s 34 (1 18%):

1 MMSE @35 A (30 4 ) ft s 17 4 (10.1%) > i § g+ @
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Bt aedf o B4 & Toglia 3 A $HEHGL i i 2 T &Y bR
AdpiEz By o g REE i enk % (Togliaetal., 2011) » &5+ MMSE # *¢
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1988; Mahurin, DeBettignies, & Pirozzolo, 1991; E. J. Warren et al., 1989) » &
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# < : Establishment of a databank for inpatients receiving stroke
rehabilitation

BREBEPFTA O B EEER T FE L RN 4 25
FEnZ 2o BFRE 1Y b LB L 7 o Mﬁw.v:’,ufﬁfé ~ i
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DA AT B

2 X %

p-value
(n=168) (n=64)

e

F/%,n 113/55 38/26 0.26
# $£ (), Mean £ SD 64.1£12.9 66.5+13.8 0.25
¢ R AR

Sa A E AL N 57/111 15/49 0.12
Fa 5 1R

w/=/ER],N 73/88/7 32/29/3 0.84
# o 24 7=/ 1 (= ), Median (min-max) 19 (5-111) 17 (4-61) 0.60
i % GFe X #, Median (min-max)s- 33 (8-97) 31 (3-112) 0.29
W {4 PR (=), Median (min-max)- - -

R

.t
=

% g

29 (7-89)

JE T REB A B an f’:'“ | 36/80/52 27/18/19 0.05
» 2 MMSE 4 #c, Median (min-r_nax)‘i | 8 | 22.(0-30) 23 (1-30) 0.70
At . MMSE 4 #iz, Median (min-max) - 25(1-30) - -
* Iz Bl 4 #c, Median (min-max) 30 (0-90) 30 (0-90) 0.63
dt 2 Bl 4 #c, Median (min-max) 75 (0-100) - -
b - & 14 Bl A #ic(n=124), Median -

90 (0-100) -

(min-max)
* p<0.05
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22 ~ MMSE ¥ » B #5% (Mokken scale analysis).% %

7P Tiaig Hi
1 B4 (05 4) 2.93 0.67
2 ZEEw 4 (054) 3.43 0.71
3 4403 A) 2.61 0.75
4 xR (05 4) 2.62 0.69
5 ‘2 = ia(v h, 0-3 4) 1.11 0.65
6 & 2(0-24) 1.72 0.79
7 BAE(0-14) 0.85 0.66
8 B miz(0-14) 0.84 0.71
9 %7 a(0-14) 0,64 0.64
10 ©FREE (03 4) | '2'..40‘ © 057
o1 [ (A ase 0.41
Scale H=0.67 = - ‘ ’1
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27 A3 % MMSE &2 Bl 23 4 /X S35y

¥ IS X R
n (%) n (%)

» & (n=168)

MMSE 3(1.8) 9 (5.4)

BI 12 (7.1) 0(0.0)
2B (n=168)

MMSE 0 (0.0) 17 (10.17)

B 1(0.6) 13 (7.7)
VR - &3 (n=124)

Bl 7 (5.6) 52 (41.97)
* > 10%
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3+ ~MMSE * w4 g tipa? b2 L TERAR

J ik Bl A ¥k PR - &1 BlgAs
TRRITR
Spearman’s p
, 0.40" 0.45"
» 2 MMSE % 4
(n=168) (n=124)
. 0.57°
311 MMSE % 4 -
(n=124)
* p<0.05; f p<0.001
=
f
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%= ~MMSE * % g ifar Rt 2 P 28 & F Rl

F Bt (Responsiveness) MMSE
R X:d
Wilcoxon Z -7.95
ES 0.33
SRM 0.66
tERF R, p
» A Bl A B i 0.26* (p=0.001)

Abbreviations: Bl, Barthel Index; MMSE, Mini Mental State Examination; ES,
effect size; SRM, standardized response mean.

* p<0.05;+ p<0.001
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