73

3L

UNEUF—avbibliz5d RN BERES
B#4:ERR Health Utilities Index Mark I
DEHEICDWNT

Y H—

M BT

» #®

R, EEREROMNMFEODTH. BRAYAMMERAVEMERESBA TV, EAMASH TE Quality-
Adjusted Life Years (QALYs) ZAV34. COERICHELOF EEMAETH S . BEDAEORMEICIIEREEREE
BEGrHY ., BEREEEI N AAEREZAVABERCL 22 EMERMAETEI EA TV S, LALENFS, K
LHEVWTRZOT—4EBES 2 THL .. FHAROZUMOKRELEELLTEESATVS,

AHRETEEEHUNEY F—2 3o REBEENRICBEDHEOET(L AN, TOFAMPRYUMERHEL L. #
FEShAEO ST I I3 BAEERK Health Utilities Index Mark3 (HUI3) AL, ZORIEAEE LTOREMS b THE
L. MEBREEFLEDS ORROBERIVNEYF -2 3 UmRICART 2RNEEEPABETEHEH L EDERE
5218 TH %, 2UYTERENAMEEABRRFIZ0.10TH 7250, BEEFICIF0.33ICHEL. ZOHERI022E ko7
ZHIOBWVC L ZHEADELIRBOHShizh o7, £/, HUISD single score DB Tl . BEIGEE. SBAEES B £,
ZhEhARREFZ0.31. 0.61. BEEFIZI30.57. 0.69TH -1, BHZFMOLTARIMBICSEZE R G 3 BEIESE &
REERBOA T H - Iz, single score M DMEREATIE. FHFLFEH (r=0.510). BEIEFRHA (r=0.508). SFHERM (r=
0.470) HRETHEAEZRSHE—F T, HEELHRAL (r=0.020). BEEEHRHZ (r=0.041). HEEBEA (r=0.065) T
HBEEZH LR P>, /. ADLDIEETH % Barthel Index & DHEBIIE. r=0.724~0.768 (p<0.001) &k 7,

HUBICE » TR S N A BERAEEEROB I ECL B THBI EABROEEF RO S N, BEYAESUNEY
F—=3a DFIPHLBEELT—ENDERAMIFG 5 EHFTERETE L, £, BFREBRHUIBIZOWTIR., BREEIsR
WL PRI, SHEOEEEFENEIMICAVBIEPWEETH S L& h i,

F—7J— K @EMAME. UNEUF—2 32, Health Utilities Index. QALYs. BERIAS#

QALYs (Quality-Adjusted Life Years . B4

1. BUSIC

EEZFRIET T A L ORER M T3
5 P DEIT &) BHAR/MESI R B AR ST
hEOMRFERDH LY, Z0H)LOBHAES
B 2B FE 8 13 1976 — 2001 4 % T2 500 %
A, EEMINERICH 2. BRAMASI Tk

* 1 FBESEILAE R EER
*2 IHRRZRZNE EEARGLEERE

FE) #ROLHD, COBERICRABRREELTH
WHENLDHBRERHETH 52, BESHED
L 1, PERD HEFMIERE: (Time Trade-Off)
IR T E: (Standard Gamble) 7z EASEIE
BELLTHwWONE—FT, LS ERE
ARy WAYF=HEA) TREDHEZ KD
HEBESEEINTE LY, BT, E#l
SN EHMEZ V-2 8RR F 5P S 3
A TWw5A, L \Z, Health Utilities Index (HUI) ”
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& EuroQol (EQ5D)® 2 Z0iHMEHEE LTik%E
CAVWLRTWAR, MRELDIZINELELDE
BLOREY— Y XOFMIICH L, EIF—50H
BIRDLNBRRICDH 5, REMREOHEIC
BLTIE, TOREBAIQALYsZHEHEE/LIES
72, BUEPEEEICOWTIRTHICHRE LT
BLUEPD 5,

—FH UNEYF—Y g VERDOT Y A AR
FEICBH L Cid. HE¥EH 5 Activity of Daily Living
(ADL) %#BREICT 2 EHEBRMICE L, EE
2% 5T k)R SF-36 % EOHRQL (Health-
Related Quality of Life) REZHAWvw/d 0P HRE
ENBEICTH-TERY, Le2LEFS5Ihd
DOHRQLIFEETDH . MOEFIM & OB HE L
WiIEP ) TR, BASASITICA V5% QALYs
DEMIZIIERATEEVWEWI AN DL, BA
A4 Hr i3 von Neumann-Morgenstern D%
HEY CEDSWAARMESRPE WY 720,
BEMAEZ AT A LAIREZREZES
LEEFET o Twb, 4%, BNIZBVWTYH
P4 R EREREFMMEPER LT EEbh
505, BEFAEONEIZET i@ vikE
THHEEDIT, FRITBIT HEL2 L REEIREIC
DWTDRBEFHAEDOEA LT IZUHOFEE L
TRPENLRRIH 5,

DEoX)HEREET 2. FFE CIiZEEY
UNEYF—¥a VIZX ARERRBOUE 2 B
SAEOELE LTHARBELE, ZZTHVS
HAGFEMHUIOZ Y2352 & 2 HIIIH
EE2ERL 72

2. 5k
(1) REFY 1 ERRE

METFHA Y IZEE D 5 DD TEMES 5 M
W e Z R IE RN TE & Lzo BmBRIZA 1 AF
HAREMEE (SEERT 5 B wIRE R

WIRE=60.1,075). B : BIRMEHRE (R
5 33.7°303). C : W SLIEARMEE (60,7500) .,
D @ 3ALwEE (&R0 5 46.7314), E : #ErHs
Wke (Fridi; 50.7279) T FhZFhoEHEH
UNEYF—¥ 3 YHEBICERI8E6 A2 5 FR
BEIRZHETCARLATRTOBRFEZNRE L
720 EHICHBRELFNFhORABRBIZLY,
M EE, KEESHEEEH. TREEICERE
Bk EFOMBEENRERE. iR 5E AR
BEZOMNBRRBOABIISEHL

INHOBRZFERNRICEFER I NEY 77— 3
VRO ABERI R TIREBERHME & ADL#EEEZH
WTRBERBEZFEM L2, ADLIZDOWTIZ
Barthel Index (BI) @ % Hw 72,

(2) fEEMAERR
RFEFAEIZ0ZIET, 102 ICRERRE
EHELZZ0~100METEIN S BERMEQOL
(Health Related Quality of Life (HRQL)) RET
H5Y, REAEONEICIXHARFE R Health
Utilities Index Mark3 (HAFEMRHUI3) ¥ % A
72 HUI" 12 F % ® McMaster K& ® Torrance
LIZK > THESIN-AEHREDO—D T, “E
2 ONWT” (Preference based) fEEZIEA
M35, WAEETIZTHUIDL (Mark I), HUI2
(Mark 1), HUI3 (MarkIl) ®»3/5—¥ 3 V33
BENRTWS, BUIIZWThO -V 3 Y HER
F & classification system (lREEIREE DERESIHMA
&) B X Uscoring function B AEHRER) D=>
DERERP SR> Twh, &ICHUBREER
WCHWABZ ERTEL—-BELZFED. AT FOH
RAZCOHAVWLRLTWwWAELDTH S, HUISIZ
HRQL \ZBHE 3 58 H (Vision) - 5 (Hearing)
- 8% (Speech) - #8 (Ambulation) - ¥A X
(Dexterity) - Bf& (Emotion) - 3241 (Cognition)
- 98 (Pain) D8O DHF 5% (Attributes) T&




CHESNZS RV LI 6 OBRFEKOMAEGHE
12 & 2 T972,00038 Y DEEFIREAHFITE 5,
HUIBOSRERLHHZ EICEH TR LUHEE
BEOBEEZ A F 5O v 5 ) 3 ME BT KH
Bl NOBFZEIC & - T19804ERK 2 47 bh TE
720 FEBEL 72 A Dl von Neumann-Morgenstern
O HMEEY T, HUISOE A EEHIE T EE
FLLTRENHAEIEESN TS, 7
HUI3 Tl global score TH AL BHEELIHAEL
EHIT, B L72800HFSHM I & DREH
# /3 single score b RIREIZRD B T LM TE B,
ELICHUBKRNREARAASEREET S D0
& FESCEREEELERBAVEET S 2D
DN—T g ¥ P3H BV, AT TRKFRER ZM
EREMET S ETREOTFHINS BEDIIR
BIZED20, BB IIRbo> THREOY
Y F— g YHEHYEELSRBAREN-V g
YEHWTHE L,

UNEYF—3a v TR MG E
H A<ZE kR Health Utilities Index Mark MO R YHEIZOWT 75

(3) HEMFEB LV HREBNFTHRSE

MM FERICOV TR, BHIREREOEVICE
BEOKEFICE Y BEB LTTANOVA %, ABE
A TORBIZZthez Vv THEEL 72, HUI3
& BIDOAE B X O'HUI3 D single score DO
iX Pearson DM LRI Z FV 720 S NS BRETRAT
IZ1&SPSS version1 1.0 Z A L 720

ARBFFEDEFEITY 72 - Tk, [EFIZICET
B inEiast (PR 144 BA R B - SCEREE) ]
ZhE - TREMEE 21T o 720 3B EFREAL
KFEGEEERORBEZR/I

3. @R

HREDOEPERBBM L A5 EEERTIC
Tt o WREZSHEDERTH214 & % 572
W HREDOPERIZT37 = 130K T, EHOR
RixBH2114, LM3108TH o7z, HBHKR
OWFRIZHIMEEE 2624, KEHITE 144

*®1 NARBOFFHE
AREBREE | ZofEl | ZoMWmPRE | FEILR
&t ik i e 5 e HHE 355} xE
(n=521) (n=262) (n=144) (n=90) (n=25) (pf&)
£y (SD), & 737 (13.0) 718 782 (124) 713 76.7 9506
(124) (14.6) (80) (<0.001)
#5, M/F 211/310 153/109 23/121 21/69 14/11 84.275
(<0.001)
ZAEH 5 D HH 309 (234) 349 239 (135) 29.5 36.1 (229) 7671
(SD), H (22.1) (35.0) (<0.001)
ABRHIE (SD), 609 (41.0) 773 412 (21.1) 42.8 65.8 (48.7) 37.940
A (44.7) ' (29.1) (<0.001)
HEDONR :
A FEE 157 74 40 40 3 2.832
Bk 70 49 12 5 4 (<0.001)
CHilk 100 86 4 4 6
Dbt 127 53 21 41 12
E¥ilE 67 0 67 0 0

Value represents the arithmetic means (SD), SD = standard deviation
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% THEFIHCEELRBEH & &% oErE
B90%. MR RER: &2 omAEHER R
BLTHolze BENFSEBEHMINEYF—T 7
VRN A 2 COMMIZFHT3090. Y4
FHRBTOARHBOTYIZ609HTH -7 B

BT EE~DBEI5094 363N 5EDE L.

HEBRERIZTII%E Kol BT L ONRE
DEIOVTIL, i, YR BEL FBEP SO
M. ABRHE. BRoESHTEhEREZR
w7z (p<0001)o

(1) ZEM4REERAE

HUBIZ X2 BHREHBO KR LR 2 IS
RY . ERTIARKED0.10 (SD =0.29. 95%
CI : 0.080.13) 5. BEEERFICIZ0.33 (SD = 0.35,
95%CI : 0.30-0.36) ~eHEL 2. ZDWHDF

£2 ZERIOSEMERENREDZEL

313022 (SD =020, 95%CI : 0.20-024) & 725
720 ABREEOBEZHMICIOVWT, B0k
RTINS REET0.05. KEEHESEH Tt
0.13. ZDBEEHEED0.25. ZOMBARERE
TIR0.00 L HBEBDOBEVIZEYVELBD -
(p<0001), FREIC. BEROREDRMD ZH
Z10.29. 0.32. 049, 017 E&FD7 (p<
0001)o L22L7%235. BBKOHEMIO VT,
FhENn024. 019, 024, 017 & 7% ) EFHRBRIC
XBEZRDLRPo7 (p=0052), 2. Th
LHUBIZ X 2L B RESHMED Ak, BB
BOMEB L UZF0BSITonTid, KEHTER
Eelayst

BROECICE D RBEHEOE{LOE (R
3) Tid. HEBEREED0.180°5 045, #xkEEHs-
0.10%* 5-0.02. MiFk AFTHE T12-0.0872> 5 0.08~ &

KEEER | ZoMBER | £oWARH
&8 it i 5 [ 5 il wRA b5} FfE
(n=521) (n=262) (n=144) (n=90) (n=25) (pfE)
N ;
Mean 0.10 0.05 0.13 0.25 -0.00 13.272
95%CI T /R 0.08 0.01 0.08 0.19 -0.08 (<0.001)
kR 0.13 0.08 0.18 0.31 0.08
Median 0.04 -0.02 0.07 0.25 -0.05
SD 029 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.20
e i
Mean 0.33 0.29 0.32 0.49 0.17 10.154
95%CI IR 0.30 0.25 0.27 043 0.04 (<0.001)
E® 0.36 0.33 0.38 056 0.30
Median 0.32 0.29 0.34 0.60 0.14
SD 0.35 0.35 0.34 0.30 0.31
wa
Mean 0.22 0.24 0.19 0.24 0.17 2589
95%CI TR 0.20 0.21 0.16 021 0.08 (0.052)
kB 0.24 0.26 0.22 0.28 0.26
Median 0.18 0.20 0.16 0.25 0.14
SD 0.20 0.22 0.18 0.17 0.22

CI = confidence interval, SD = standard deviation




FRNEFENEE L, TR L0oMGIRRFRFR
027, 008, 0.16 2 VEIFGDENZL B EZAD

7= (p<0001),

x3 TRAOZELHRREAES ADLOZEL

UNEYF—3arddl o T s ks
A A ZEMR Health Utilities Index Mark MO BZ MM IconwT 77

(2) HUIB D single score

HUI3 OB = & Dsingle score DE{LER 4L I
R ERTIIABRRICBHFIRAS03ILRED
K20, ROTRAEBD 061 & 72 o720 BEE

&t

HEREE

LA

I INTA

(n=521) (n=371) (n=83) (n=67) Pl
HUI3
N 010 (0.29) 0.18 (0.28) -0.10 (0.20) -0.08 (0.18) <0.001
BB 0.33 (0.35) 045 (0.30) €0.02 (0.26) 008 (0.24) <0.001
o 022 (0.20) 0.27 (0.20) 0.08 (0.16) 0.16 (0.15) <0.001
BI
PN 55.7 (29.0) 64.2 (255) 288 (255) 416 (26.1) <0.001
BEY 76.1 (28.6) 86.3 (19.2) 43.0 (325) 606 (29.1) <0.001
o 202 (183) 216 (17.7) 14.0 (21.3) 189 (16.3) <0.001
Value represents the arithmetic means (SD), SD = standard deviation
HUI3=Health Utilities Index Mark3, BI = Barthel Index
R4 ZHRIDHUIS single score DZ1L
KB SHE ol | FofpRg
&ir o i 7 o B R AR
(n=521) (n=262) (n=144) (n=90) (n=25)
PN
#E Vision 0.86 (0.22) 0.88 (0.21) 0.80 (0.25) 091 (0.17) 0.39 (0.18)
BE# Hearing 0.86 (0.29) 0.88 (0.28) 079 (0.34) | 091 (025) 0.85 (0.29)
&7 Speech 0.84 (0.26) 0.76 (0.32) 093 (0.13) 095 (0.11) | 081 (0.28)
#8) Ambulation 0.31 (0.30) 0.32 (0.33) 028 (0.24) 0.38 (0.29) 0.20 (0.29)
PBF & Dexterity | 076 (0.32) 060 (0.35) 093 (0.19) 0.93 (0.15) 0.78 (0.31)
I&fE Emotion 0.70 (0.20) 067 (0.21) 076 (0.19) 0.74 (0.19) 0.70 (0.20)
840 Cognition 061 (0.33) 054 (0.33) 064 (0.32) 0.82 (0.26) 049 (0.26)
J&JE Pain 0.74 (0.26) 080 (0.23) 0.70 (0.26) 063 (0.27) 069 (0.30)
B B
#E Vision 088 (0.21)' 0.89 (0.20) * 081 (0.25) 092 (0.16) 089 (0.18)
JE% Hearing 0.88 (0.27) ' 091 (0.25) * 0.81 (0.32) * 092 (0.23) 087 (0.27)
435 Speech 089 (0.21) ' 0.84 (0.26) ' 0.93 (0.13) 0.96 (0.10) 0.87 (0.23)
#E Ambulation 057 (0.33)' 058 (0.36) 053 (029) ' 066 (0.25) ' 039 (032)'
#2H & Dexterity 0.83 (027" 073 (031)°' 095 (0.15) * 094 (0.12) 0.81 (0.32)
J&1% Emotion 0.83 (0.17) ' 080 (0.18)' 086 (0.14)' 086 (0.13)' 079 (0.19) *
240 Cognition 069 (032)' 065 (032)' 068 (0.32)' 085 (0.24) ' 055 (0.33)
Y Pain 085 (0.19) ' 085 (021) " | 086 (0.15)" 034 (017)' 0.79 (0.18)

Value represents the arithmetic means (SD), SD = standard deviation

*p <005 'p<001 (ABHE vs. SBRRE)
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RIZDZEN S 2 DOFIBIIMOFIRITHTK
v BEEEAT057. REIFEEA069E o720 8
TR TRTTABER X D b BEERICZDEDE L
ol (p<001), BH L OB T, MlE
BEED 8 DD T R T TARBMBICKEFEERL
720K L. RKEEFEMENTEIREL LURFE
RS, EOMBEEBTIIRE., BE, &7,
HHE ORI THEBELRRE LD o2, TRTODE
W CAHBZICRE LD, BEIFE L BRERRD
ATHotz (p<001),

ABehE, BERZIFhOsingle score B DAl
BARLSICTRT. AR TRIEFELRED (r=
0.452), HELHEHE (r=0.395). BELHEA
(r=0374) RETHELHBLZRD, —HTHE
EHAE (r=-0019). BELREE (r=0070).
KRFEEHA (r=0074) L EIHBEZRD Lo
720 MARIC, BERTREREEEA (r=0510).
BE LR (r=0508). KFFHLBH (r=0470)

#5 HUI3 single score EOAERS

R ETHEE RO BHELHHAE (r=0020).
BEEHAS (r=0041), HELEA (r=0065)
TIRAHME RO Lo 72,

(3) fEmAIES ADLIEEDRER

ADLIEETH 2 BIOFEHIZ AKES5.7 X
(SD =29.0. 95%CI : 532-582) Tdho72H DA
BEERFICIZ76.1 5 (SD =286 95%CI : 736-786)
~NEHELE (R3). 20HFE202K (SD=
183) ko7,

HUI3 D% & PR sl FfiE & BIOAHBIIZ DWW T
. AR T =0724 (p<0.001). BEEEEHr =
0768 (p<0001) k7572, F72. HUI3 D single
score & Bl & DM Tid, AREF®OBI & HUI3®
BE) (r=0642). 24 (r=0610). #HE =
0525) FIRRE L OMHBAEL 2D, BRREIZDH
FRRCEE) (r=0738). #H (r=0682). #H
& (r=0601) FREOHEPEL o720

HRE LA Rl BH WS I Z T A

- L000 0395' | 0098* | 0129' | 0019 0.065 0.287" 0.039

‘ 0404' | 0.105 0199 | 0020 0.149° | 0310' 0.065

B 0395 1000 0152° | 0145" | 0035 0.070 0279 0.062

‘ 0.404 1 ' 0211' | 02277 | 0041 0.149' | 0335 0.224'

. 0098" | 0152 Loge | 01347 | 0328 0221' | 0452 0.031

i 0.105 0211' ' 0320" | 0427° | 0323' | 0470 | 0271

0129" | 0145' | 0134 04027 | 02877 | 0344 0341

B : , : 1.000 A L . A

0.199 0.227 0.320 0485’ 0.350 0508 0472

0019 0035 0328' | 0402 0326" | 0344 0.074

B ‘ 1.000 A ,

0.020 0.041 0427' | 0485’ 0371 0.354" 0.349

- 0.065 0.070 0221' | 0287" | 0326’ L000 0.165' 0.374

o 0.149' | 0149' | 0323' | 0350' | 0371 ’ 0.309' 0510

. 0287" | 0279' | 0452' | 0344' | 0344" | 0165 000 0.113"

i 0310' | 0335' | 0470' | 0508' | 0354' | 0309 ' 0322
0.039 0.062 0.031 0341 | 0074 0374" | 0113

i 0065 | 0204" | 0271' | 0472' | 0349' | 0510' | 0322’ 1000

LB = ABEhy, TB:=:BEhE, <005, '<001




4. BE

AFFETE. BEMYANE) T —3 3 YEHIC
AT oM EEE L FHEdho L L BE20
RKICARERHUIIC X 22 BEHERESHEOE
LR, ZORLEEZBRE L,

FEAMERICB T Z2AREBEFADORYEIIZD
WTi, £ERE Y ANEY) 7 —3 g VEER
BEEFIT-> TV HLERED LRET 52T
Wt 5, £ERECERARNM721 B TBICE
WT496 M5 701 BN E 20550 ERBEDT
Wb, TR L. BB TIEEHN609 H DFERE
HECBITIE55.7 5 5 76.1 A& 202 DY
2RO, AEORERIEEREOD O LITIT
F—%2EFEE L2 EHBTE S,

£ REOBEARFERAVI3Z B2 BEEESH
fEIC X B FFMCld. ABRERFD0.10% 50.33 &
02205 % Bz, ZhidFs REIEHICHIT
2 M E B EBE O A EFRIT - 2 RATHIFR®
DERTHEHEB021 L BERAKOERTDH 5
720 HUI3 Z i\ 72Z B BER HEOEALICE
THENAOBEFICINE, RMEBEECELT
Pickard 5 7SRIERF 0194056 » H#I2044 &,
ZORFEHHEDOHIFZ025THh - 7= L #Hiis
L. KEEHMEIICHE L T ATREH2E R
WBETFMA0.47 2 O FMHL 072N L HERIC
0.2 O¥BTHolzt V) HEND S, Feeny
5% H AT BMiE M RE 2 P& clhE L.,
WHOMIZ023IC o2 WMELTWVWE, Wih
OWMEDHEEA - HECFHIHOA—T 3 Y2 H
WTRERAPBEREEL LT3 2 & LRm ey
EENRICLBMEPKEBELREEZBRALTNS
LR EFHVRBAREZENSN—YVa ryEHwE
e B BB L VWb O, AFFEICLS
UNEY)F—Y a3 YRARIBHESTHH022L
V) B ERN O SEATIRSE & IR 2 BudiE

{

YNEYF—TavdBblb @R HEREr
H AFERR Health Utilities Index Mark OB SHZOWT 79

ThrrEz2ohl, BRNOEICIOVTY,
HEREHCARRIRE X UZ0oWs0Z B9
RERE»E %0, BAERAUIS 2 Hv7-1&
BV EFMAN N ) F—Ya 77 bArg
BLILCTEHTH S EHENTE T,

% 7-HUI3 D single score DB TiX, 4 EH D[
BHIUNCYF— g VEEORKL LT, B
PRMBFROKTIHR SN, ZORITEALT
i¥Mathias 5* OBMFREER L EZIRE L2
T3, HUI3IZ & % single score D#E), 2350 %,
RAMO BB EFNZN062. 072, 068 LKL &
. Pickard 5» ORETIRIEDIS6 AROB
By, RS, MoK EA5066. 078, 079&LZ
NETNEL o FHEIN TS, SEOFEA
DORETH PMEREEEZORE., HFH S, B
DEAEBAMO BRI AR TEL 2 Y. BARFE
HUIBCH FMFEOBEMERD L I ERTE, &
LIZSHOREFIZL 2HERP L. ELTBH %M
HFEEHINE)F—Y 3 VBEEIIHT LR
O E LT BEIFEBICIZ CRABHEBIC MR
MAEOWENRD SNTWi, 72, BEPH
& v o 7z B R ER L BB R S o H IR
BfRasdh 5 2 L bR IN. LI oM
ABEERR L D DB . SRR E L
D RRBEBRR AR FEROUBINMET 2HK L L
LEABIENTEL, ZOHKRE., HIRD65FIL
tBEREEZNRLE LR - FPFRICBT S
HUI3 % Fiv - B HMEFMcHH L2 IR 5
THBY., HEHBHSH R EONNIEEE Om L
ERBEEE. BEHEE. RARFEBON L% M
B3 sz ePBHMESNRTHSE?, Zhix. AL
TVRVWEFEAER LY B, BEHRY LY
T—¥a VONRBETIOBEBNRLND DI
¥Rz L9,

ARFFECIE. HARRERMHUI3OZYEIZDOWT
BREI Lz £ 2D QOLFMHREDOHFEICD
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WX, ZAEBER YUY (criterion validity) %
B ER YUY (construct validity) % & &ME
TAHLEEBPBRRSATWE?, &I, B
BRYEIZOVTIE, BEMERZ 4 (known-

people validity) YUK Z %% (convergent

validity). FBIMZ Y (discriminative validity)
WA CTERINTWS, /72, HUIOREE Y
WV —7TH 5 McMaster KFD Feeny 5 b, #ER
SNZHULICOWT I ORISR YL LD
BEEZ KD T2, 4EIX, HAFERHUIZIC
DWW, ADLIEREE DM O FRREMER L%
BT L. 2B TCoLE % single score R OFHME
B> SMEM S U ZRET L7z, TTREC
DWTIR SRR AE L BIOMEM A AL,
B E HITE . HAERHUBABITRE S
N5ELREEBHEHHEIRL) 2LHMEh
720 Fo. BERBESRLEICOWTIE. HAER
HUI3IZ & 5% & VE S R 3 A A3 38 W Bl oD FL B LS

LY ZDEEZRDLER, UNEYF—Yay

BITREOEBEZWARIIRLTWAZ 26, B
MERRUAE»DH L LEERZ LN, E5IT,

HUI3 @ single score fOMHBAIZBWT, &FFL R -

. HEIVIIRBEFAREEWCEHELD HF
EHBETHENEL, A THRELHERZ. &
FHEFAL CHEMEVWE S IR OMHE MK L
Y. —EOYIEMR LSRR R S EITR &
NI2LEBLZBIENRTE S,
RESAEOW I L CIEREE L MRED
Y OFEND BB, HUIS BB OBERR
TR RS RMEE RO B LTS B HE
MEERAETH b, MEHRIE, HEEECHETH
EHEPHELER LS 2EMEZ VS LW
IETHETHE L P OAANBONRE:
B2 ENTET, BFEHEAICIAI TV,
FOHhDO—oOTHAHEQEDICE LTI, EWZh
T EHEDOR TS T, 2OobPEIZBENTY

BEDF Y 7 (Tariff) PAERINZEEEIFTSTT
HBEWB, 5ODOFT Ay — NI L3IDDRERFED
MAGHETHRITE 2 REREN2458 0 &4
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An Improvement of a Health Utility Score by Rehabilitation
and the Validity of the Japanese Version Health Utilities Index

Shinichi Noto, OTR, PhD *', Takamoto Uemura, MD, PhD *?

Abstract

In recent years, the study which used cost utility analysis is increasing, In cost utility analysis, quality-adjusted
life years (QALYs) which is calculated by health utility score is used. For measuring the health utility score, there
are direct method and an indirect method. Recently, it is often used the multi-attribute healthy status classification
systems in an indirect method. However, in Japan, the data accumulation and examination of the validity of the
instrument is not enough. This study investigated change of the health utility score for the sub-acute rehabilitation
patient, and examined the validity of the Japanese version Health Utilities Index Mark3 (HUI3). A total of 521
patients hospitalized in the sub-acute rehabilitation ward of 5 hospitals, such as cerebrovascular disorder and hip
fracture completed the HUI3. Mean utility score was 0.10 at hospitalization, 0.33 at leaving hospital respectively, and
the improvement difference was 0.22. Moreover, in comparison of single score of HUI3, the ambulation attribute and
the cognition attribute became low and were 0.31, 061 at the hospitalization, and 057, 0.69 at the leaving hospital
respectively. The attribute which showed the improvement regardless of diagnosis at duration of hospitalization
were only ambulation and emotion. Moreover, the correlation between health utility score measured by HUI3 and
Barthel Index was r= 0.724-0.768 (p< 0.001). These data indicate the health utility score measured by HUI3 had
usefulness as an outcome index for rehabilitation. Moreover, about Japanese version HUI3, construct validity was
checked and it was suggested that using for future health economics analysis was possible.

[key words] health utility score, rehabilitation, Health Utilities Index, QALYs, cost utility analysis
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