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Background and Purpose. Distinguishing between a clinically significant
change and change due to measurement error can be difficult. The purpose of this
study was to determine test-retest reliability and minimal detectable change for the
Berg Balance Scale (BBS), forward and backward functional reach, the Romberg Test
and the Sharpened Romberg Test (SRT) with eyes open and closed, the Activities-
specific Balance Confidence (ABC) Scale, the Six-Minute Walk Test (6MWT), com-
fortable and fast gait speed, the Timed “Up & Go” Test (TUG), the Medical Outcomes
Study 36-Item Short-Form Health Survey (SF-36), and the Unified Parkinson Disease
Rating Scale (UPDRS) in people with parkinsonism.

Subjects. Thirty-seven community-dwelling adults with parkinsonism (mean
age�71 years) participated. The Hoehn and Yahr Scale median score of 2 was on the
lower end of the scale; however, the scores ranged from 1 to 4.

Methods. Subjects were tested twice by the same raters, with 1 week between
tests. Test-retest reliability was calculated using intraclass correlation coefficients
(ICCs). Minimal detectable change was calculated using a 95% confidence interval
(MDC95).

Results. The ICCs for test-retest reliability were above .90 for the BBS, ABC Scale,
SRT with eyes closed, 6MWT, and comfortable and fast gait speeds. The MDC95 values
for those functional tests were: BBS�5/56, ABC Scale�13%, SRT with eyes
closed�19 seconds, 6MWT�82 m, comfortable gait speed�0.18 m/s, and fast gait
speed�0.25 m/s. The ICCs for test-retest reliability of SF-36 scores were above .80,
with the exception of the social functioning subscale. The MDC95 values for the SF-36
ranged between 19% and 45%. The MDC95 values for the UPDRS Activities of Daily
Living section, Motor Examination section, and total scores were 4/52, 11/108, and
13/176, respectively.

Discussion and Conclusion. Minimal detectable change values are useful to
therapists in rehabilitation and wellness programs in determining whether change
during or after intervention is clinically significant. High test-retest reliability of scores
for the BBS, ABC Scale, SRT with eyes closed, 6MWT, and gait speed make them
trustworthy functional assessments in people with parkinsonism. The SF-36 and
UPDRS provide quality-of-life and disease severity rating values in the ongoing assess-
ment of people with parkinsonism.
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Physical therapists strive to cre-
ate interventions that focus on
improving a patient’s functional

ability. Function gained during or af-
ter therapy often is measured by
change in scores on a functional as-
sessment instrument over time.1

When results improve from one as-
sessment to another, therapists of-
ten assume that the patient has pro-
gressed. Unfortunately, there is a
chance the difference between as-
sessments is a result of measure-
ment error.2 A common problem
involves deciding whether the re-
sults are clinically significant or an
error in measurement. To determine
whether an improvement is signifi-
cant, researchers need to provide
minimal detectable change (MDC)
scores, by patient population, for
tests. Minimal detectable change is
defined as the minimal amount of
change that is not due to variation in
measurement.3

Clinicians can interpret MDC scores
as the minimal change that is not due
to error. Scores at or above the MDC
level are due to patient improvement
on the test rather than measurement
error. Measurement error includes
expected or typical variability in pa-
tient performance. In the literature,
various methods are utilized to cal-
culate change scores, including the
standard error of measurement
(SEM), minimal clinically important
difference (MCID), and smallest de-
tectable difference (SDD). The SEM
is calculated by multiplying the stan-
dard deviation by �1 minus the re-
liability coefficient, which is the sta-
bility or variability of response and
indicates the range of the scores that
can be expected upon retesting.4

The MCID is the smallest meaningful
change, as judged by the patient or
experts in the field,3 and is deter-
mined by questioning or observing
the patient. Some researchers refer
to the MDC utilizing a 95% confi-
dence interval (MDC95) as the SDD.5

Once the MDC is determined on a
particular test for a given population,
therapists can interpret whether the
change score for their patient is at or
above the minimal level of detect-
able change reported in the litera-
ture. If the patient’s score is less than
the MDC value, it is considered to be
indistinguishable from measurement
error. Accordingly, a patient who
demonstrates less than the MDC
value is viewed as not benefiting
from the intervention. For example,
following hip fracture, the MDC is
0.08 m/s for comfortable gait speed.6

If a patient’s comfortable gait speed
increases less than 0.08 m/s, the
change is within measurement error,
leading to the conclusion that a clin-
ically significant change did not oc-
cur as a result of the therapeutic
intervention.

To evaluate MDC, researchers first
must measure test-retest reliability.
On functional tests, a 7-day separa-
tion period typically is used. Sources
of error may include inconsistencies
caused by the participant’s physical
or mental condition, variations in the
testing procedure, or tester error.
Maintaining consistency and using
standardized protocols for testing,
such as using the same tester, setup,
testing order, and time of day, can
improve test-retest reliability.

The MDC is based on the SEM and is
calculated using the following for-
mula3:

MDC � z-scorelevel of confidence �
SDbaseline �
�(2[1�rtest-retest]).

The z-score represents the confi-
dence interval from a normal distri-
bution, SD is the standard deviation
at baseline, and r is the test-retest
reliability coefficient. The multiplier
of �2 is used to account for the
additional uncertainty introduced by
using difference scores from mea-
surements at 2 points in time. Some
researchers1,3 suggest using a confi-

dence interval of 90% due to its use
being more common in the litera-
ture; however, a confidence interval
of 95% increases the precision of
score estimation and is the SDD.3

Internal consistency, determined
by the Cronbach alpha, of a multiple-
item test such as the Berg Balance
Scale (BBS), the Activities-specific
Balance Confidence (ABC) Scale, the
Medical Outcomes Study 36-Item
Short-Form Health Survey (SF-36),
and the Unified Parkinson Disease
Rating Scale (UPDRS) sometimes re-
places r or intraclass correlation
coefficients (ICCs) in the MDC for-
mula when test-retest reliability is
not reported. Internal consistency is
the extent to which multiple items
within a scale or subscale measure
one characteristic and nothing else.
Internal consistency of a multiple-
item test is considered high if it ap-
proaches a Cronbach alpha of .90
in a given population. Test-retest
scores are considered a more con-
servative approach when calculating
MDC values3 in situations where
both internal consistency and test-
retest reliability are reported. Test-
retest reliability and internal consis-
tency reliability are necessary forms
of reliability that should be reported
in multiple-item tests in which item
scores are summed or averaged.

One patient population for which
MDC scores would be useful in help-
ing to distinguish actual change from
measurement error is people with
parkinsonism. Parkinsonism is a con-
stellation of symptoms, including
tremor, rigidity, bradykinesia (slow
movements), and loss of postural re-
flexes. Although Parkinson disease
(PD) is the most frequent cause of
parkinsonism, it includes other diag-
noses such as Parkinson-plus syn-
dromes of progressive supranuclear
palsy and corticobasal degenera-
tion. Parkinsonism symptoms create
functional limitations of balance—
which often are measured in the
clinic with the BBS, ABC Scale, Func-
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tional Reach Test (FRT), Romberg
Test (RT), and Sharpened Romberg
Test (SRT)—and difficulties in mobil-
ity—which often are measured with
the Six-Minute Walk Test (6MWT),
Timed “Up & Go” Test (TUG), and
gait speed. The disease also affects
quality of life (measured most often
with the SF-36). Disease severity is
measured in people with PD with
the UPDRS.

Literature Review of
MDC Values
Extensive literature searches were
done to find all previous test-retest
articles published up to March 2007
on each of the instruments listed
above. This was done to determine
whether MDCs could be calculated
for each of the instruments. When
test-retest ICCs or Pearson (r) values
and standard deviations were re-
ported in the literature, those values
were used to calculate MDC95 for
that study.

BBS
The BBS is a 14-item test, using ordi-
nal scoring from 0 to 4 for each item,
designed to measure static and dy-
namic standing balance. The total
score range is 0 to 56, with higher
scores indicating better balance. The
internal consistency of the BBS is
moderate to high, ranging from .85
to .98.7–12 In 3 studies,9,13,14 ICCs for
test-retest reliability of .97 to .99
were reported in subjects with
stroke and traumatic brain injury
(TBI), respectively. One study per-
formed over 1 week on 26 people
with PD reported an ICC of .87.15

Four studies contained sufficient
data to determine MDC95. The
MDC95 values were 2 for 26 people
with PD,15 5 for 24 elderly people
with or without stroke,9 3 for 20
people with hemiparesis,13 and 4 for
5 people with TBI.14 All of these
studies were performed 7 days apart.
The high test-retest reliability, mod-
erate to high internal consistency,
and low MDC95 scores in these stud-

ies indicate the BBS is a valuable mea-
sure to monitor responsiveness to
change in patients with neurological
disease.

FRT
The FRT is a static balance test de-
signed to measure margins of stabil-
ity. Based on a review of 10 articles,
test-retest reliability for functional
reach has been shown to vary from
low to high, with ICCs ranging from
.42 to .93. Nine studies15–23 exam-
ined forward functional reach, and 1
study19 examined backward func-
tional reach, with the time between
tests varying greatly from 1 day to 1
month.15–23 Only 3 studies examin-
ing test-retest reliability had a sample
size over 30.16,17,24 Three stud-
ies15,20,22 reported test-retest reliabil-
ity in subjects with PD. One study of
26 subjects with idiopathic PD re-
ported an ICC of .74 for the FRT with
a testing interval of 1 week,15 and a
study of 14 subjects with PD re-
ported an ICC of .84 for the FRT with
a testing interval of 1 day.20 Another
study of 10 elderly subjects with no
known neurological impairment and
20 subjects with PD, using a testing
interval of a week, reported ICC
(2,1) values of .62 for the subjects
with no known neurological impair-
ment, .93 for subjects with PD who
had a history of falls, and .42 for
subjects with PD with no history of
falls.22

Of the current studies examining
test-retest reliability of the FRT, 4
studies19,21–23 provided enough data
to calculate MDC95, which ranged
from 4 to 11 cm. Two studies report-
ing test-retest reliability of the FRT in
20 people with PD, with tests 1
week apart, demonstrated MDC95

values of 4 cm for people who had
fallen, 8 cm for people who had not
fallen, and 12 cm for 26 people with
a diagnosis of idiopathic PD.15,22

Studies on forward functional reach
have provided a wide range of
MDC95 values for people with PD,

and no MDC95 data on backward
functional reach.

RT and SRT
The RT and SRT are tests of static
balance that measure the ability to
maintain balance or equilibrium with
a narrowed base of support. Cur-
rently, there are no studies that have
examined test-retest reliability of the
RT or SRT for subjects with PD. In
one study of 30 subjects with unilat-
eral vestibular loss, aged 29 to 78
years, test-retest reliability values
(ICC [2,2]) were .63 for the SRT with
eyes open and .76 for the SRT with
eyes closed.25 In a study of 20 sub-
jects with central neurological dys-
function, aged 58 to 85 years, test-
retest reliability values (ICC [2,2])
were .75 for the SRT with eyes open
and .97 for the SRT with eyes
closed.25 In 2 studies, one with 18
volunteers aged 24 to 39 years17 and
one with 45 volunteers aged 55 to 75
years,26 test-retest reliability values
(ICC [2,1]17 and r26) were .72 and .76
for the SRT with eyes closed and .90
for the SRT with eyes open. One
study with a small sample size
(n�12) used the coefficient of varia-
tion (CV), which indicates an associ-
ation between 2 variables, and
showed a high degree of variability,
ranging from .14 to .86, between the
tests on 5 consecutive days.27 In 2
studies, MDC95 scores for the SRT
with eyes open ranged from 9 to 10
seconds,25 and MDC95 scores for the
SRT with eyes closed ranged from 3
to 9 seconds.25,26 Test-retest studies
are needed on the RT and SRT for
populations with neurological disor-
ders, including people with PD.

ABC Scale
The ABC Scale is a 16-item question-
naire used to measure balance con-
fidence in specific situations, with
scores ranging from 0% to 100%.
Internal consistency of the ABC
Scale in 4 studies19,28–30 ranged from
.80 to .98. These 4 studies also ad-
dressed test-retest reliability of the
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ABC Scale. The time between test-
ing dates ranged from 1 to 4 weeks
in various populations, including
personal care home residents, pa-
tients from outpatient clinics, and
community-dwelling older adults.
The test-retest reliability values (ICC
[1,1],19 ICC,28 ICC[2,1],29 and r30)
were .70 to .92.19,28–30 Two of the 4
studies28,29 had sample sizes greater
than 30 subjects, and 3 studies19,29,30

provided enough data to calculate
MDC95 scores of 18% to 38%. In
these studies,19,29,30 MDC95 values
also were calculated using the Cron-
bach alpha, with results ranging
from 6% to 15%. Minimal detectable
change values by patient diagnoses,
including PD, are needed for the
ABC Scale.

6MWT
The 6MWT tests endurance by mea-
suring the maximum distance that a
person can walk in 6 minutes. For
some patients, it is a submaximal test
of aerobic capacity. Eighteen articles
were obtained on the test-retest reli-
ability of the 6MWT.31–48 The major-
ity of these studies used a 7-day in-
terval between tests. None of the 18
studies evaluated test-retest reliabil-
ity for individuals with PD. Two re-
liability studies of individuals with
stroke demonstrated high ICCs of
.99.31,32 In 2 studies, MDC95 values
were 34 m without a report of days
between tests31 and 36 m with a
7-day testing interval.32

Five studies33–37 assessed test-retest
reliability for subjects with other
neurological disorders, with ICCs
ranging from .93 to .96. Sample sizes
ranged from 12 to 25 subjects, and
testing was conducted between 1
and 14 days apart. The MDC95 values
were 20 m for subjects with chronic
poliomyelitis,35 53 and 65 m for
adults with cerebral palsy,34 71 m for
subjects with acquired brain inju-
ry,33 and 106 m for subjects with
multiple sclerosis.36

Five studies38–42 evaluated test-retest
reliability of individuals with cardiac
problems, with ICCs ranging from
.88 to .97. The MDC95 values were
18 m for subjects with congestive
heart failure (CHF),39 50 m for sub-
jects with peripheral arterial occlu-
sive disease,41 51 m for subjects with
cardiac rehabilitation,38 and 74, 86,
and 90 m for subjects with heart fail-
ure.40 One study42 reported an SEM
of 15 m for patients with CHF. Stan-
dard deviations were variable, sam-
ple sizes ranged from 43 to 786 sub-
jects, and days between tests ranged
from 1 to 14.

Four studies examined test-retest re-
liability for subjects with lung dis-
ease, with ICCs ranging from .88 to
.95.39,43,44 The MDC95 values were
53 and 63 m for subjects with
chronic obstructive pulmonary dis-
ease (COPD),43,45 87 m for subjects
with emphysema,44 and 18 m for
subjects with lung disease.39 One
study46 reported an MCID of 54 m
for subjects with COPD. Standard de-
viations were variable, sample sizes
ranged from 15 to 470 subjects, and
days between tests ranged from 1 to
10.

Two studies47,48 assessed test-retest
reliability in older adults, with ICCs
of .87 and .93. The MDC values were
77 m for community-dwelling elderly
subjects,48 89 m for those living in
retirement homes,47 and 94 m for
those living in community centers.47

Sample sizes ranged from 5 to 22
subjects, and days between tests
ranged from 7 to 14. Overall, the
6MWT is a reliable test, with differ-
ent MDC95 values by client popula-
tion. Minimal detectable change
studies with larger samples are
needed on the 6MWT for people
with neurological diseases, including
those with PD.

TUG
The TUG is a mobility test for the
geriatric population. It includes a sit-

to-stand component as well as walk-
ing 3 m, turning, and returning to the
chair. Three studies49–51 reported
test-retest reliability ranging from .92
to .99 in older adults with arthritis in
nursing homes or with multiple con-
ditions. The MDC95 in one study of
78 participants was calculated as 15
seconds, with this large value being
attributed to a large standard devia-
tion of 17 seconds. 50 A study of 9
men with PD, in Hoehn and Yahr
(H&Y) stages 3 to 4 and tested over
7 days, had a test-retest reliability
value of .75 and an MDC95 of 5 sec-
onds.52 A study of 26 participants
with idiopathic PD, tested over 7
days, reported an ICC of .88 and an
MDC95 of 2 seconds.15 Studies with
larger samples are needed to verify
that a change of 2 to 5 seconds is a
meaningful change score on the
TUG for people in all stages of PD.

Gait Speed
Gait speed is a measure of overall
walking performance, but does not
include an endurance component.
Both fast and comfortable gait
speeds often are measured to ensure
that patients have the ability to
change walking speed. Fifteen arti-
cles13,15,21,32,37,53–62 were found on
test-retest reliability of measure-
ments for gait speed. Of these 15
studies, 6 studies21,32,37,57,58,60 also
measured fast gait speed. The MDC95

scores were calculated from previ-
ous literature, using measured dis-
tances from 3.3 to 10 m. One study15

evaluated test-retest reliability in in-
dividuals with PD and reported an
ICC of .81 and an MDC95 value of 0.19
m/s. Six studies assessed test-retest re-
liability in individuals with
stroke13,32,53–55 or TBI,37 with ICC
(3,2) values ranging from .94 to .98
for comfortable gait speed.13,32,37,53,55

One study37 assessed test-retest reli-
ability of measurements of fast gait
speed in people with TBI and re-
ported an ICC of .96. The MDC95

values were 0.11 to 0.24 m/s for
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comfortable gait speed32,53,55 and
0.24 m/s for fast gait speed.32

Four studies56–59 examined test-
retest reliability in community-
dwelling elderly people. Intraclass
correlation coefficients ranged from
.79 to .95 overall,56–59 and ICCs for
fast gait speed ranged from .87 to
.97.57,58 The MDC95 values were 0.25
to 0.29 m/s for comfortable gait
speed and 0.25 m/s for fast gait
speed in individuals with or without
assistive devices.57 In one study,58

MDC95 values of 0.06 to 0.14 m/s for
comfortable gait speed and 0.08 to
0.15 m/s for fast gait speed were
calculated for four 10-year cohort
groups over the age of 60 years.

Three studies assessed test-retest re-
liability in patients with musculoskel-
etal problems, including osteoporo-
sis,60 knee osteoarthritis,61 and hip
fracture.21 Intraclass correlation co-
efficients ranged from .88 to .97 for
comfortable gait speed60–62 and
from .91 to .94 for fast gait
speed.21,60 The MDC95 values for
comfortable and fast gait speeds
were 0.25 and 0.30 m/s, respec-
tively, for people with osteoporo-
sis60 and 0.49 and 0.51 m/s for peo-
ple with hip fracture.21 Overall, the
MDC95 values for both comfortable
and fast gait speeds appeared to be
about 0.25 m/s or less for popula-
tions tested to date, except for pa-
tients with hip fracture, with an
MDC95 value of approximately 0.50
m/s.

SF-36
The SF-36 is a quality-of-life question-
naire developed as a part of the Med-
ical Outcomes Study to assess 8 phys-
ical and mental health concepts as
seen from the respondent’s point of
view. These concepts are: (1) limita-
tions in physical activities because
of health problems (Physical Func-
tioning), (2) limitations in social
activities because of physical or emo-
tional problems (Social Function-

ing), (3) limitations in usual role ac-
tivities because of physical health
problems (Role–Physical), (4) bodily
pain (Bodily Pain), (5) psycholog-
ical distress and well-being (Mental
Health), (6) limitations in usual role
activities because of emotional prob-
lems (Role–Emotional), (7) energy
and fatigue (Vitality), and (8) general
health perceptions (General Health).
These 8 domains are relevant to gen-
eral functional status and well-being.
The survey was designed for self-
administration by people 14 years of
age and older or for administration
by a trained interviewer in person or
by telephone. For each scale, item
scores are coded, summed, and
transformed, with final values (ex-
pressed as a percentage) ranging
from 0 (worst health) to 100 (best
health).

No articles were found on the test-
retest reliability of SF-36 scores in
patients with PD; however, 17 arti-
cles were found for other popu-
lations. These articles studied pa-
tients with vestibular dysfunction63;
veterans64,65; adults with an inten-
sive care unit stay of greater than
24 to 48 hours66; patients with spi-
nal cord injury67; patients with
confirmed or suspected ischemic
stroke68; patients with rheumatoid
arthritis69; patients with systemic lu-
pus erythematosus70; patients with
knee disorders71; elderly patients72;
patients with ulcerative colitis73;
patients with low back pain, menor-
rhagia, suspected peptic ulcer, or
varicose veins73; a nonclinical nor-
mative sample74; and general pop-
ulations in China,75 the Basque
region of Spain,76 the Hunter region
of New South Wales, Australia,77

Japan,78 and Sheffield, United King-
dom.79 The time interval between
tests in these studies often was
2 weeks.64,65,67,69,71,73,75,76,78,79 Other
time intervals used were 4 weeks,72

3 weeks,68 1 week,66,70,73,74,77

and 2 days.63,71 Fourteen stu-
dies63– 65,68 –76,78,79 were self-

administered with either paper or
a computer, 2 studies66,67 were ad-
ministered via telephone or personal
interview, and 1 study77 was admin-
istered via self-administration and
telephone interview.

Internal consistency was reported
for some of the studies, and the val-
ues ranged from .84 to .98 for Phys-
ical Functioning, from .83 to .98
for Role–Physical, from .79 to .96 for
Bodily Pain, from .72 to .95 for
General Health, from .66 to .96
for Vitality, from .39 to .98 for Social
Functioning, from .78 to .99 for
Role–Emotional, and from .72 to .95
for Mental Health.65–68,70,72,73,75–79

The test-retest ICCs, Pearson (r) val-
ues, or Spearman (r) values reported
in these studies ranged from .34 to
.98 for Physical Functioning, from
.36 to .97 for Role–Physical, from .35
to .95 for Bodily Pain, from .41 to .93
for General Health, from .36 to .93
for Vitality, from .05 to .96 for Social
Functioning, from .23 to .99 for
Role–Emotional, and from .30 to .95
for Mental Health.63–74,76–79

The ranges in MDC95 values were
reported, with values ranging from
11 to 63 for Physical Functioning,
from 23 to 81 for Role–Physical,
from 19 to 54 for Bodily Pain,
from 14 to 43 for General Health,
from 13 to 49 for Vitality, from 16
to 85 for Social Functioning, from
11 to 110 for Role–Emotional,
and from 12 to 57 for Mental
Health.63– 67,69 –71,73,74,76,77 These
large MDC95 values occurred be-
cause of large standard deviations
within groups and the large range
of test-retest reliability values among
studies. Considering that people
with PD often are treated over long
periods of time, MDCs should be
developed on quality of life (using
SF-36 scales), with progress mea-
sured at regular intervals.
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UPDRS
The UPDRS is the gold standard in-
strument used to measure disease se-
verity in PD. It has 3 subscales:
I—Mentation, Behavior, and Mood
(range�0–16), II—Activities of Daily
Living (ADL) (range�0–52), and
III—Motor Examination (range�0–
108). A total score (range�0–176)
can be derived by summating the 3
subscales. Lower scores indicate a
less involved disease process. The
UPDRS has moderate internal con-
sistency values across multiple stud-
ies in the 3 subscales and total
score. A Cronbach alpha value of
.79 has been reported for the Men-
tation, Behavior, and Mood sub-
scale,80 Cronbach alpha values of .85
to .92 have been reported for the
ADL subscale,80–83 Cronbach alpha
values of .88 to .95 have been re-
ported for the Motor Examination
subscale,80,81,83–85 and a Cronbach
alpha value of .96 has been reported
for the total UPDRS score.86

One study87 examined the test-retest
reliability of UPDRS scores in 400
patients with early stage, mild PD
who were not taking medications.
The subjects were examined on 2
occasions, separated by an average
of 15 days (SD�8). The ICC (1,1)
values were .74 for the Mentation,
Behavior, and Mood subscale, .85 for
the ADL subscale, .90 for the Motor
Examination subscale, and .92 for
the total score. The calculated
MDC95 values were 2, 4, 7, and 9,
respectively.87 In 26 ambulatory sub-
jects with idiopathic PD and no co-
morbidities, test-retest reliability
with a 7-day interval between tests
was .84 for the Motor Examination
subscale and .74 for the total score.15

The MDCs were 13 and 15, respec-
tively.15 Test-retest reliability of Mo-
tor Examination subscale scores was
evaluated in 34 patients with ad-
vanced PD on 2 separate occasions,
1 to 3 weeks apart, with an ICC (3,1)
of .90.88

Minimal detectable changes of 1 to 2
points for the Mentation, Behavior,
and Mood subscale, 2 to 4 for the
ADL subscale, 7 to 8 for the Motor
Examination subscale, and 9 for the
total UPDRS encompass the existing
studies. Different versions of the
UPDRS are being used in studies, and
a shorter version is being developed.
The lower reliability of the Menta-
tion, Behavior, and Mood subscale
scores suggests the need for caution
when using reliability values to cal-
culate an MDC value. Physical thera-
pists are most interested in the Mo-
tor Examination subscale of the
UPDRS to measure responsiveness to
change.

The purpose of this study was to
determine the MDC95 for people
with parkinsonism on the following
tests and measures: BBS, forward and
backward functional reach, RT and
SRT, ABC Scale, 6MWT, comfortable
and fast gait speeds, TUG, the 8 sub-
scales of the SF-36, and UPDRS (Men-
tation, Behavior, and Mood subscale,
ADL subscale, Motor Examination
subscale, and total score).

Method
Subjects
Participants were recruited via bulle-
tin advertisements and flyer distribu-
tion at local fitness centers, physical
therapy sites, meal sites throughout
southeast Wisconsin, Wisconsin PD
organizations, church bulletins, news-
papers, and other local news media.
Previous research study and pro
bono clinic participants also were
contacted, and advertisements were
placed on the Concordia University
Wisconsin Web site and in faculty
bulletins.

Eligibility for the study was deter-
mined by the presence of a clinical
diagnosis of PD or Parkinson-plus
syndrome. All potential volunteers
were contacted by telephone and
given an oral questionnaire. Partici-
pants were included if they were

able to stand independently for 1
minute and could walk indepen-
dently with or without the use of an
assistive device. Participants were
excluded if they reported a history of
a heart condition limiting their activ-
ity level, experienced a fall as a result
of dizziness or fainting within the
previous 2 months, or required help
with following directions.

A demographic questionnaire (sex,
date of birth, date of diagnosis with
PD or Parkinson-plus syndrome,
ethnicity, living situation, history of
falling, other medical conditions,
and current medications) was com-
pleted on the first day of testing and
reviewed in the participant’s pres-
ence with a researcher to ensure ac-
curacy. Participants were reminded
not to change medications during
their scheduled test week and to
take medications at the same time on
both testing days.

During the spring of 2007, 37 partic-
ipants with PD (n�35) or Parkinson-
plus syndromes (n�2) met all inclu-
sion criteria and consented to
participate in this study. This sample
reflected the general demographics
of the PD population, with more
men (n�26) than women (n�11)
and an elderly age distribution (mean
age�71 years, SD�12). There was a
wide range of UPDRS total scores
(mean�33/176, range�7–70), dem-
onstrating a sample that captured a
wide spectrum of disease severity.
The average H&Y score was 2
(range�1–4). Distribution of H&Y
stages were: 13 subjects in stage 1, 7
subjects in stage 2, 9 subjects in
stage 3, 8 subjects in stage 4, and no
subjects in stage 5.

The average disease duration was 14
years (SD�6), and participants were
primarily of white/non-Hispanic de-
scent (n�36), with 1 participant of
Asian/Pacific descent. Of the 37 par-
ticipants, 32 were living at home
with another person, 3 were living at
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home alone, and 2 were in assisted
living facilities. The mean number of
falls in the previous 6 months was 7
(range�0–182); 21 participants had
experienced more than one fall.
None of the participants changed
medications during their testing
week, and all participants reported
taking medications at the same time
on both testing days. Thirty-one par-
ticipants were using levodopa, with
an average of 412 mg/d (SD�310,
range�125–1,150). Participants, on
average, had 3 comorbidities (SD�2,
range�0–6), including 17 with ar-
thritis, 3 with asthma, 7 with a his-
tory of cancer, 11 with high blood
pressure, 5 with low blood pressure,
1 with diabetes, 8 with a previous
fracture, 9 with depression or other
mental health condition, 6 with a
history of heart disease, 7 with osteo-
porosis, 1 with stroke, and 14 with
other, unspecified comorbidities.

Procedure
Testing was administered at
Concordia University Wisconsin. Any
classes scheduled to occur in the
vicinity of the testing area were re-
located to limit interruptions, and
barriers were placed to ensure par-
ticipant privacy. After signing con-
sent forms, testing began with the
SF-36 questionnaire and completion
of the demographic information. Bal-
ance testing followed and consisted
of 4 tests administered to each par-
ticipant in the following order: BBS,
forward and backward functional
reach, RT and SRT (eyes open and
eyes closed), and ABC Scale. The am-
bulation tests and the UPDRS were
administered last and done in the fol-
lowing order: 6MWT, UPDRS, TUG,
and comfortable and fast gait speeds.
Each day total testing time per par-
ticipant was approximately 1 hour.
Prior to testing, all researchers were
trained in their assigned test, and
they performed the same duties on
each testing day. Researchers who
collected the reliability data were
monitored by the coinvestigators be-

fore and during the testing proce-
dures to maintain accuracy. All
researchers had previous patient ex-
perience using the functional tests. If
an assistive device was used, the
type was documented and the par-
ticipant was required to use it on the
subsequent testing day. Thirty-nine
participants were scheduled for the
study; 2 participants cancelled due
to weather or transportation issues.
Researchers did not have access to
the previous test results on the sec-
ond day of testing.

Test-retest reliability was established
over a period of 7 days in all partic-
ipants, with the exception of 1 par-
ticipant, who was tested 10 days
apart. Although a 14-day separation
may be preferred for the SF-36 ques-
tionnaire, a 7-day interval was used
based on previous test-retest studies
of the other functional assessments.

Balance testing. The method for
the BBS test followed the original
design,7 which consists of 14 items
scored on a scale of 0 to 4. A score of
0 indicates the participant was un-
able to complete the task, and a
score of 4 indicates the participant
was able to complete the task based
on the assigned criteria. The floor-to-
seat height of the chair used on items
1, 3, 4, and 5 was 47 cm. The height
of the chair without armrests used
on item 5 was 44.5 cm, and the
height of the step stool used on item
12 was 23 cm. A 1.27-cm (0.5-in)
slipper was used on item 9. The par-
ticipants were asked to perform each
of the items on the original BBS, with
rests as needed. The 14 items were
scored by a total of 3 researchers.
One researcher scored item 8 while
the participants performed the FRT,
another researcher scored items 7
and 13 while the participants per-
formed the RT and SRT, and 1 re-
searcher scored the remaining 11
items.

Equipment used for forward and
backward functional reach included
a level with attached wooden sliders
fixed to an adjustable tripod with C
rings. Participants were asked to
make a fist, raise their dominant arm
parallel to the floor with the elbow
fully extended, and reach as far for-
ward or backward as possible with-
out losing their balance, lifting their
feet off the ground, or touching the
equipment. The foot placement and
method of reach were not con-
trolled, except to keep the arm at the
height of the level. Participants who
inquired about foot placement were
instructed to stand in a comfortable
position. Participants were allowed
multiple practice trials until they per-
formed the test correctly. Once a
participant was able to perform the
test correctly, 2 graded trials were
completed. The dominant arm was
recorded on the first testing day and
used on the second testing day to
maintain consistency. The averages
of the 2 trials for each direction were
used for data analysis, due to the
high intratrial reliability reported in
previous studies.10,89 Measurements
were recorded (in centimeters) us-
ing the third metacarpal as the refer-
ence point. Two researchers partici-
pated in the data collection. One
researcher gave instructions and
maintained participant safety. The
other researcher adjusted the equip-
ment to match the participant’s ac-
romion height, adjusted the wooden
slider during reach, and recorded ini-
tial and final measurements.

The RT was performed with feet to-
gether and eyes open for 60 seconds
and with feet together and eyes
closed for 60 seconds. The SRT was
performed in a tandem standing po-
sition, with the dominant foot be-
hind the nondominant foot for 60
seconds with eyes open and for 60
seconds with eyes closed. Timing
started after the participant assumed
the proper position and stopped if
the participant moved his or her feet
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from the proper position, touched
the table, or opened his or her eyes
on the eyes-closed trials or when the
maximum balance time of 60 sec-
onds was reached. Participants were
given assistance to assume the test
position and allowed rest breaks if
needed. Up to 3 trials were per-
formed if the maximum balance time
was not reached in either of the first
2 trials. Data analysis utilized the
longest balance time of all of the tri-
als. Upper-extremity use was not
controlled during testing. One re-
searcher administered the RT and
SRT to all participants, while another
researcher supervised participant
safety.

The ABC Scale was administered as
an interview consisting of 16 items
describing various activities for
which participants are asked to rate
their confidence in maintaining bal-
ance on a scale of 0% (not confident)
to 100% (completely confident). Fi-
nal scores were determined by cal-
culating the average score on the 16
items. To assist participants, an en-
larged version of a 0–100 scale was
provided.

Ambulation. All ambulation tests
were performed on a level tile floor
under quiet conditions. The 6MWT
was conducted in a 3-m-wide hall-
way with a 15-m area marked off at
1-m intervals and large cones placed
at each end. Participants were read
the following instructions: “When I
say ‘go,’ I want you to walk around
this track. Keep walking until I say
‘stop’ or until you are too tired to go
any further. If you need to rest, you
can stop until you’re ready to go
again. I am interested in measuring
how far you can walk. You can begin
when I say ‘go.’” The following en-
couragements were provided: (1) af-
ter 1 minute, “You are doing well.
You have 5 minutes to go.”; (2) at 2
minutes, “Keep up the good work.
You have 4 minutes to go.”; (3) at 4
minutes, “Keep up the good work.

You have 2 minutes left.”; and (4) at
5 minutes, “You are doing well. You
have only 1 minute to go.” Fifteen
seconds prior to completion, partic-
ipants were informed that time
would stop shortly, and the test was
stopped at 6 minutes.90 Total dis-
tance walked was measured to the
nearest meter.

For the TUG, participants were in-
structed to sit with their back against
a chair (47 cm from floor to seat with
armrests), feet behind the tape
marker, and arms resting in their lap.
Participants were instructed to inde-
pendently rise on the word “go,”
comfortably walk a clearly marked
distance of 3 m, turn around a cone,
walk back to the chair, and sit down
with their back against the chair.
Time started once the participant’s
back left the chair and ended when
the participant’s back returned to
the chair. Time to complete the
course was measured to the nearest
100th of a second. One practice trial
and 2 timed trials were performed;
the 2 timed trials were averaged for
data analysis.

For the test of comfortable gait
speed, participants were asked to
walk 10 m and were instructed to
“walk at your own comfortable walk-
ing speed and stop when you reach
the far line.” For the test of fast gait
speed, participants walked the 10 m
with the instructions to “walk as fast
as you can safely walk” and to stop at
the far line. Time to complete the
central 6 m was measured to the
nearest 100th of a second using a
stopwatch. Time started when any
part of the foot crossed the plane of
the first tapeline and ended when
any part of the foot crossed the plane
of the 6-m mark. Rest breaks were
allowed between tests or trials, if
needed. Participants completed 2
comfortable gait speed trials, fol-
lowed by 2 fast gait speed trials. The
2 trials were averaged for data anal-

ysis, and gait speeds were calculated
(in meters per second).

SF-36. The SF-36 was administered
via personal interview by 2 research-
ers using the interview script pro-
vided in the SF-36 Health Survey:
Manual and Interpretation Guide.91

Standard procedures for repeating
questions and response choices
were followed, as outlined in the
SF-36 Health Survey: Manual and
Interpretation Guide.91 The partici-
pants were able to choose from a
typed list of response choices that
was enlarged and placed on a table
in front of them for each question.
To avoid influencing the partici-
pants’ answers on the SF-36, it was
the first test given to each partici-
pant on both testing days, before
they were asked any other health-
related questions.

UPDRS. The UPDRS subscales
were administered as described by
Goetz and colleagues,92 and a UPDRS
total score was calculated based on
the sum of the scores of the 3 sub-
scales. The test was administered by
1 of 2 researchers, both of whom
reviewed the UPDRS teaching video-
tape. The original 5-point (1–5) H&Y
Scale staging of PD was used in the
study.93 Higher scores on the H&Y
Scale indicate greater impairment
of PD.

Data Analysis
Internal consistency and test-retest
reliability were calculated using SPSS
(version 15.0) software.* Internal
consistency, assessed using the
Cronbach alpha, was calculated for
multiple-item tests, such as the BBS,
ABC Scale, SF-36, and UPDRS. Inter-
nal consistency of .70 or greater was
required on the multiple-item test
before other forms of reliability were
considered trustworthy. The ICC
(3,k) was used instead of the Pearson

* SPSS Inc, 233 S Wacker Dr, Chicago, IL
60606.
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correlation coefficient (r) for test-
retest reliability because it assesses
rating reliability by comparing the
variability of different ratings of the
same subject with the total variation
across all ratings and all subjects. For
test-retest reliability, either a type 3,1
or type 3,2 ICC was used. The ICC
(3,1) was used for the BBS, RT, SRT,
ABC Scale, 6MWT, SF-36, and UPDRS
because final scores on these tests
were based on a single measure from
one rater. The ICC (3,2) was used for
the TUG, forward and backward
functional reach, and comfortable
and fast gait speeds because final
scores for these tests were based on
an average of 2 trials. Normal distri-
bution was assessed for each out-
come variable at test day 1 using a
histogram plot. Data from 2 partici-
pants on the SF-36 and 1 participant
on the ABC Scale were excluded
from the data analysis due to the
presence of cognitive deficits, as
judged by the researchers adminis-
tering the tests. Due to fatigue, the
gait speed tests were not adminis-
tered to one participant.

Results
Table 1 reports internal consistency
for all multiple-item tests used in this
study. All tests met the criterion of
Cronbach alpha being .70 or greater,
with the exception of day 1 for the
Social Functioning subscale of the
SF-36 and both days for the Menta-
tion, Behavior, and Mood subscale of
the UPDRS. Internal consistency
from previous studies also is re-
ported in Table 1. In previous stud-
ies, both the SF-36 Vitality and Social
Functioning subscales have had in-
ternal consistency values less than
.70.

Table 2 reports means, standard de-
viations, and confidence intervals
from the first testing day, as well
as the ICCs and MDC95 values for
all tests and measures administered
in this study. The 6MWT was the
only test that demonstrated statisti-

cally higher retest values (t��2.15,
P�.04), indicating that learning
could be a factor for this test.

The BBS and ABC Scale were the
most reliable of the balance mea-
sures, with MDC95 values of 5 and
13, respectively. The BBS and ABC
Scale both demonstrated a right-
skewed distribution due to a ceiling
effect on these scales.

Comfortable and fast gait speeds had
the highest test-retest reliability, nor-
mal distributions, and MDC95 values
of 0.18 and 0.25 m/s. The 6MWT had
excellent test-retest reliability and a
normal distribution, but a large stan-
dard deviation that created a high
MDC95 value of 82 m. The TUG dis-
played a right-skewed distribution,
but its test-retest reliability was low
compared with the 6MWT and gait
speeds.

All 8 subscales of the SF-36 had a
test-retest reliability of .80 or above,
except for the Social Functioning
subscale. The Physical Functioning
subscale, the scale most often used
by physical therapists, had an MDC95

value of 28% in our sample.

The UPDRS test-retest reliability val-
ues of .89 to .93 for the 3 subscales
and total score were high, with
MDC95 values of 2, 4, 11, and 13,
respectively. Minimal detectable
change values for the UPDRS Menta-
tion, Behavior, and Mood subscale
should be used with caution due to
its low internal consistency.

Discussion
The convenience sample of people
with parkinsonism who participated
in this study may be similar to pa-
tients with parkinsonism seen in out-
patient clinics and wellness pro-

Table 1.
Internal Consistency for Balance Tests, a Quality-of-Life Measure, and a Disease
Severity Rating Scale in People With Parkinsonism (n�36–37)

Test Internal Consistency

Cronbach � for
the Present
Study

Values From
Previous Studies

Day 1 Day 2

Balance tests

Berg Balance Scale .86 .87 .85–.897–12

Activities-specific Balance Confidence Scale .95 .96 .80–.9819,28–30

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

Physical Functioning .85 .87 .84–.9865–68,70,72,73,75–79

Role–Physical .85 .74 .83–.9865–68,70,72,73,75–79

Bodily Pain .95 .91 .79–.9665–68,70,72,73,75–79

General Health .85 .80 .72–.9565–68,70,72,73,75–79

Vitality .85 .91 .66–.9665–68,70,72,73,75–79

Social Functioning .67 .84 .39–.9865–68,70,72,73,75–79

Role–Emotional .91 .89 .78–.9965–68,70,72,73,75–79

Mental Health .84 .93 .72–.9565–68,70,72,73,75–79

Unified Parkinson Disease Rating Scale

Mentation, Behavior, and Mood .64 .67 .7980

Activities of Daily Living .75 .80 .85–.9280–83

Motor Examination .87 .88 .88–.9510,81–85

Total score .88 .90 .94–.9610,86
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grams but may have less severe PD
than patients with the disease seen
in long-term care and acute care in-
patient facilities. Minimal detectable
change values could vary not only by
a disease but also by stage of the
disease. The BBS, ABC Scale, SRT

with eyes closed, 6MWT, and gait
speed tests all demonstrated test-
retest reliability values above .90.
The MDCs calculated from these
test-retest values are considered de-
pendable. Functional tests with test-
retest reliability values below .90

(forward and backward functional
reach, RT with eyes open and eyes
closed, SRT with eyes open, TUG)
should be used with caution in peo-
ple with parkinsonism. All of the
SF-36 subscales except the Social
Functioning and Role–Physical sub-

Table 2.
Sample Sizes, Means, Standard Deviations, 95% Confidence Intervals (CIs), Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICCs) for Test-
Retest Reliability, and Minimal Detectable Changes (MDCs) for Balance and Ambulation Tests, a Quality of Life Measure, and a
Disease Severity Rating Scale in People With Parkinsonism

Test Performed n Mean (SD)a 95% CIa ICCb MDC95

Balance tests

Berg Balance Scale (0–56 points) 37 50 (7) 47–52 .94 5

Activities-specific Balance Confidence Scale (%) 36 70 (19) 64–77 .94 13

Functional Reach Test (cm)

Forward 37 21 (6) 18–23 .73 9

Backward 36 14 (5) 13–16 .67 7

Romberg Test (s)

Eyes open 37 58 (10) 55–62 .86 10

Eyes closed 37 54 (17) 48–60 .84 19

Sharpened Romberg Test (s)

Eyes open 37 39 (25) 30–47 .70 39

Eyes closed 37 15 (22) 8–23 .91 19

Ambulation tests

Six-Minute Walk Test (m) 37 316 (142) 269–364 .96 82

Timed “Up & Go” Test (s) 37 15 (10) 12–19 .85 11

Gait speed (m/s)

Comfortable 36 1.16 (.34) 1.04–1.27 .96 0.18

Fast 36 1.47 (.51) 1.30–1.64 .97 0.25

36-Item Short-Form Health Survey (0–100 points)

Physical Functioning 36 57 (23) 49–65 .80 28

Role–Physical 36 47 (41) 33–61 .85 45

Bodily Pain 36 68 (27) 59–77 .89 25

General Health 36 59 (26) 50–67 .85 28

Vitality 36 52 (20) 45–59 .88 19

Social Functioning 36 83 (20) 76–90 .71 29

Role–Emotional 36 75 (40) 61–89 .84 45

Mental Health 36 76 (16) 70–81 .83 19

Unified Parkinson Disease Rating Scale (points)

Mentation, Behavior, and Mood (0–16) 36 2 (2) 2–3 .89 2

Activities of Daily Living (0–52) 36 12 (6) 10–14 .93 4

Motor Examination (0–108) 37 19 (12) 15–23 .89 11

Total score (0–176) 36 33 (16) 28–38 .91 13

a Means, standard deviations, and 95% CIs are from first day of testing.
b ICC (3,1): Berg Balance Scale, Activities-specific Balance Confidence Scale, Romberg Test, Sharpened Romberg Test, Six-Minute Walk Test, 36-Item Short-
Form Health Survey, and Unified Parkinson Disease Rating Scale. ICC (3,2): Functional Reach Test, Timed “Up & Go” Test, and gait speed.
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scales and all of the UPDRS subscales
except the Mentation, Behavior, and
Mood and ADL subscales had inter-
nal consistency and test-retest reli-
ability values above .80, indicating
that the scales measure one concept
and that the MDCs are trustworthy.

Balance Testing
Internal consistency for the BBS in
this study was similar to findings of a
previous study of people with PD.10

Our study’s high test-retest reliability
and calculated MDC95 values were
similar to values reported in current
literature (2–12) for people with var-
ious disabilities.9,13–15,19 An MDC95

value of 5 on the BBS for people with
parkinsonism is useful to physical
therapists.

The test-retest reliability value of .73
for forward functional reach in this
study was within the wide range of
.42 to .93 reported in 2 previous
studies of subjects with PD.15,22 The
calculated MDC95 of 9 cm for for-
ward functional reach is between
the values of 4 to 12 cm calculated
from the previous literature for sub-
jects with PD.15,22 The low test-retest
reliability value of .67 for backward
functional reach, with a calculated
MDC95 value of 7 cm, indicates that
this test should be used with cau-
tion. Our test-retest reliability values
for the SRT with eyes open and
closed were slightly lower than the
values obtained for the SRT with
eyes open and closed in a previous
study of elderly women who were
healthy.17 No previous research re-
ports MDC values on these tests for
individuals with parkinsonism. Many
subjects reached the 60-second ceil-
ing on the RT and SRT with eyes
open. A floor effect was seen for the
SRT with eyes closed, but this test
had higher test-retest reliability val-
ues than the SRT with eyes open or
the RT with eyes open and closed.
Due to the low reliability of scores
obtained for forward and backward
functional reach and for the RT and

SRT (except for the SRT with eyes
closed) in this study, these tests
should be used cautiously as a mea-
sure of responsiveness to change in
this population.

The ABC Scale had excellent internal
consistency and test-retest reliability,
with values being higher than those
reported in the previous litera-
ture.19,28–30 The MDC95 value of 13%
in our study fell below the 18% to
38% calculated from the previous lit-
erature for other patient popula-
tions. A change score of 13% or
greater should be used for people
with parkinsonism.

Ambulation Testing
The test-retest reliability and MDC95

values obtained for 6MWT in this
study fell within the range found in
current literature.31–41,43,44,47,48 None
of these studies, however, assessed
individuals with parkinsonism. The
MDC95 value of 82 m was larger than
desired due to a large standard devi-
ation resulting from a wide range of
disease severity of the participants
on the H&Y. Even though the MDC95

value was high, test-retest reliability
on the 6MWT for people with PD
was excellent. Thus, an MDC95 value
of 82 m is valid for clinicians using
the 6MWT in individuals with parkin-
sonism. Future studies with greater
numbers of patients in each H&Y
stage will determine whether the
standard deviation decreases second-
ary to better homogeneity of the
group by stage. If so, separate MDCs
on the 6MWT should be determined
for each stage of the disease. Future
researchers should check this func-
tional test for learning effects. The
effects of learning on the 6MWT
found in this study, although signifi-
cant, were small.

Test-retest reliability values obtained
for the TUG in this study fell within
the range of reliability values found
in previous research studies.15,50,52

The MDC95 values were higher than

desired but fell within the range of
values reported in the current litera-
ture.50,52 The mean score of 15 sec-
onds on the TUG in this study would
make a change score of 11 seconds
or better unrealistic for the majority
of the group. An MDC study based
on each of the H&Y stages may de-
crease the standard deviation and
subsequently provide lower MDCs
on the TUG.

Test-retest reliability values for com-
fortable gait speed in this study fell
within the values previously report-
ed13,21,32,37,53,55–58,60 and were higher
than the reliability values obtained in
the only other study reporting test-
retest reliability for people with
PD.15 Our calculated MDC95 value of
0.18 m/s fell within the range of
values reported in the litera-
ture13,21,32,37,53,55–58,60 and was simi-
lar to the SDD value of .19 m/s re-
ported in a previous study of people
with PD.15 The reliability and MDC95

values obtained for fast gait speed in
the current study were similar to
values reported in previous re-
search.21,32,37,57,58,60 The MDC95 val-
ues calculated for the gait speed tests
in this study are valid for individuals
with PD. Of the 4 ambulation tests
presented, clinicians should con-
sider using both the comfortable and
fast gait speeds to measure respon-
siveness to change over time be-
cause of the high test-retest reliabil-
ity, normal distribution, and useful
MDC scores in people with PD.

SF-36
Internal consistency values for
all 8 SF-36 subscales in this study
fell within the Cronbach alpha
values reported in previous re-
search.65–68,70,72,73,75–79 Similar to
previous research, the Social Func-
tioning scale had the poorest inter-
nal consistency (Tab. 1).

The test-retest reliability and MDC95

values (Tab. 1) calculated for all of
the SF-36 subscales in this study fell
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with the ranges reported in the pre-
vious literature.63–74,76–79 None of
these studies, however, assessed in-
dividuals with parkinsonism. The
large MDC95 values can be attributed
to the broad diversity of populations
tested. Each subscale of the SF-36
can be used independently. Therapy
may improve a patient’s quality of
life as measured by the Physical
Functioning subscale (10 items) and
the Bodily Pain subscale (2 items),
and these SF-36 subscales should be
utilized by therapists. A change of
28/100 or higher on the Physical
Functioning subscale and a change
of 25/100 or higher on the Bodily
Pain subscale would demonstrate an
improvement in these quality-of-life
dimensions.

UPDRS
Internal consistency for the Motor
Examination subscale of the UPDRS
in this study was similar to the ranges
reported in previous studies.10,81–85

Cronbach alpha values for the
UPDRS subscales and total score in
this study all fell slightly below re-
ported values in the literature, which
may be due to the large sample sizes
used in previous studies.10,82,83,86 In-
ternal consistency of the Mentation,
Behavior, and Mood subscale of the
UPDRS was below the acceptable
level of .70, and this subscale should
be used with caution in measuring
change over time, despite accept-
able test-retest scores.

The test-retest reliability and MDC95

values for the UPDRS subscales and
total score were similar to values ob-
tained in previous studies.15,87,88 The
MDC95 values of 2 for the Mentation,
Behavior, and Mood subscale and 4
for the ADL subscale in this study
were the same as the values obtained
for those subscales in a previous
study that examined 400 patients
with early stage, mild PD, but 4
points higher for the Motor Exami-
nation subscale and total score.87

The higher MDC95 values in this

study may have been due to the
smaller sample size and wider repre-
sentation of PD severity.

Conclusion
Therapists have evaluation choices
for measuring balance, ambulation,
quality of life, and disease severity
when assessing change over time in
patients with chronic disease. The
MDCs found for the BBS, ABC Scale,
SRT with eyes closed, comfortable
and fast gait speeds, 6MWT, SF-36
subscales (except Social Function-
ing), and UPDRS ADL and Motor Ex-
amination subscales and total score
will be useful to therapists working
with patients with parkinsonism in
rehabilitation and wellness programs
to determine whether change is due
to testing error or is a result of inter-
vention techniques. These values
also help therapists interpret litera-
ture comparing statistical signifi-
cance with meaningful clinical
change. Test-retest reliability studies
with larger samples by stage of PD
and for patients with Parkinson-plus
syndromes will help further define
MDC values.
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