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25~ 3415, 0 67 15 23 105
35~447% 0 23 9 31 63
45~60%% 0 6 24 45 75
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FRIRA
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RpfE 543 ClY, Rankin scale Il CEMIC L 5%
WA ERD T b - 7oy, Rankin scale I (P=0.0035),
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OB TR AEE < EE L, AR
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£3 Mo HEEE L 2 MEHEEOHE
Rankin op o REEDES WERIEEEES o (P

I 0‘890%9%11/ O'8313.:0%23/ 0.165( 0.0004)
I 0~720%705-15/ 0'670%6%27/ 0.203(<0.0001)
I 0.560%5%17/ 0.450%4%.24/ 0.215( < 0.0001)
- 0.360%303.19/ 0-240%2%21/ 0.220(<0.0001)
v 0.180%1()1.18/ 0A090§005.17/ 0.419(<0.0001)
Mean # SD/Median

* TFriedman’s rank test (P<0.0001), ¥ Spearman’s rank

correlation test

x4 i XL MMED it

Rankin % 4 Y ~-RX, 7

niEH

£HB
scale (n=169) (n=134) (n 52) (n=105) Pl
FERRER)
T 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 ns
I 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.73 ns
m 0.56 0.56 0.53 0.55 ns
1 0.37 0.35 0.34 0.35 ns
v 0.19 0.18 0.17 0.18  0.0015
(s RRRRR)
I 0.84 0.84 0.90 0.75  0.0035
o 0.69 0.69 0.72 0.60 ns
It 0.46 0.47 0.51 0.39  0.0046
w 0.25 0.26 0.26 0.20 0.0061
v 0.08 0.12 0.09 0.08  0.0083
* Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA
®5EINIC LB A0
Rankin  18~24J% 25~34%%  35~443F 45~60%% Pl
scale  (0=216)° (n=105) (n=63) (n=75) ° ™
FRRRERE)
I 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.88 ns
I 0.73 0.72 0.75 0.71 ns
I 0.58 0.55 0.57 0.54 ns
1% 0.36 0.34 0.33 0.36 ns
vV 0.19 0.17 0.16 0.22 0.0336
(Ref@ &)
1 0.84 0.83 0.81 0.80 ns
I 0.68 0.68 0.70 0.61 ns
m 0.47 0.45 0.44 0.44 ns
v 0.25 0.24 0.21 0.24 ns
v 0.08 0.11 0.07 0.12 ns
* Kruskal-Wallis one~way ANOVA
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ZICHE N ADRTH o fotesd & OFY BTG
BB HERAT Liens, M@k, 3XTo
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oo AEEERE LA A DWTd, R
?Eji{dﬁ £ Rankin scale ® 7'V — FTChHEE
RSB -1, ¥, s L oRFOR
Bt REE L ORFEORROFMRCOWT
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v % £

ZhRMEEA % ORFRREBC T 5 B 4#F T
DTHbH, &-T, ZORBBRED B\ ITEER
BEGEZEHAEELE-bD LD, SED
Rankin scale % A\ =& F{E ORI s\ T, 2F
FRERE, BEELEONSFTED 7/ v—FZE
R A EARDI D ik, AxDfEIRED
BIFABE H L OFEL ADL B 5 0B 0F
IZ L > TRELSLERIN, Thbi QOLRE
CEELCWDH I ERBMIcb D EE L BND,

W DEEIRFBC D W C ORI fE O
Tengs 53, Post BT L Y L o —2MThitT
W%, Tengs 5167 D3CHERY B 1610 ¥ArRZ BY
+ % QOL Ol # %%, minor stroke T0.45~
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Th, &5EFEREIC OV CTORAEIK X ok
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MEASURING UTILITIES FOR VARIOUS FUNCTIONAL OUTCOMES
AFTER STROKE. COMPARISON OF RATING SCALE AND
TIME TRADE-OFF METHODS

Shinichi NOTO*, Hisako YANAGIZ*, and Shigeo TOMURA%¥

Key words : stroke, utility, rating scale, time tradeoff, QALYs, rehabilitation

Objectives To elicit utility of various functional outcomes after stroke for application in cost-utility analy-
sis for stroke rehabilitation and to analyze the effects of demographic characteristics such as age,
sex, professional status, marital status, or health status and the relationship between rating scale
and time trade-off methods.

Methods The respondents were 460 healthy people, students (n=169), rehabilitation staff (n=134), fa-
mily caregivers (n=>52) and office workers (n= 105). We assessed utility for 5 functinal out-
comes after stroke according to the Rankin scale, employing rating scale and time trade-off
methods. ’

Results The mean utilities for Rankin I-V were 0.89-0.18 using rating scale, and 0.83—0.09 using time
trade-off. Correlations between the two were only 0.176-0.412. The effect of professional status
was clear, with rehabilitation staffs and caregivers giving higher utilities than students and office
workers using time trade-off. However, effects of other characteristics were not apparent.

Conclusions People’s preferences for stroke outcomes differ with disability level, and correlation between
rating scale and time trade-off utility is weak. We found that few demographic characteristics had

significant influence.

* Department of Occupational Therapy, School of Health Sciences, Niigata Univrsity of
Health and Welfare
2% TInstitute of Community Medicine, University of Tsukuba
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