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Abstract 

Objectives: The objective of this paper is to systematically review and evaluate the 

responsiveness of different functional tests via the minimal detectable change (MDC) across 

different older adult population cohorts. 

Design: Systematic review of ISI Web of Knowledge and PubMed databases were searched 

up to September 26th 2020.  

Setting: Community dwellings, hospital and residential homes 

Participants: Studies were included if participants were adults over the age of 60. This study 

reports data from studies that utilise healthy community dwelling older adults, as well as 

older adults who are hospitalised, live in residential home or have musculoskeletal 

conditions.   

Interventions: No interventions feature in this study 

Primary and secondary outcome measures: MDC reported for gait speed, grip strength, 

balance, timed up and go, and repeated chair stand separated per older adult sub-group were 

deemed the primary outcome measure. A secondary outcome measure were the results of a 

regression analysis, performed to determine the effect of the functional test, cohort, study 

design and MDC calculation methodology on MDC magnitude. 

Results: Thirty-nine studies met the inclusion criteria. Not all assessments were evaluated in 

the literature for all population cohorts. The MDC was affected by the functional test used, 

the cohort and MDC calculation methodology.  

Conclusion: The MDC can be assessment and population specific, and thus this should be 

taken into account when using the MDC. It appears acceptable that different assessors are 

involved in the re-assessment of the same person. 

Trial registration: The systematic review protocol was published in PROSPERO 

(CRD42019147527).  
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Article Summary 

Strengths and Limitations of this Study 

• Strength: A range of assessments were included to determine if MDC could be used to 

prioritize specific assessments in interventions.  

• Strength: A wide range of search criteria and methods resulting in 6448 studies being 

assessed that enabled the inclusion of 39 original research papers to derive 138 MDC 

values.  

• Strength: Analysis of MDC95 for functional tests commonly used by practitioners to 

assess effective change in older adults 

• Strength: Analyses of the impact of method design features such as different assessors 

on the MDC 

• Limitation: Limited to the settings and tests selected  
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Introduction  

The aging process can result in various physiological and biomechanical changes 1-3, which 

can lead to, or result from the onset of frailty 4, or diseases such as osteoarthritis 5, 6 or 

sarcopenia 1, 3. In particular, co-morbidity such as musculoskeletal conditions and acute and 

chronic living conditions such as hospitalisation and residential home habituation 

respectively can exacerbate the change that occur due to aging7. The changes underlying 

physiological, biomechanical and cognitive processes can negatively impact functional ability 

of the individual. Recently, the World Health Organisation defined functional ability as the 

combination of the intrinsic capacity of the individual, the environment a person lives in and 

how people interact with their environment8. This includes walking, balance and strength as 

indicators of intrinsic capacity8.  Subsequently, a decrease in the ability to perform these 

activities will affect their quality of life and well-being4. To monitor an individual’s function 

ability, functional performance assessments are used to establish change in functional ability 

due to aging, that predict increasing mortality risk, falls likeliness, and cognitive decline 2, 9-

11.  

 

Changes in functional performance can reflect variances in cognitive processes 2, 

neuromuscular control 10, endurance 12, muscle strength and ‘physical power’ 10, 13, and 

poorer static and dynamic balance 14. These changes can lead to fear of falling 15, perception 

of social isolation/participation 16, an inability to perform daily activities and immobility 17 

and a generally reduced quality of life 16. Therefore, it appears important to monitor changes 

in functional ability over time, both across the lifespan due to aging and during acute events. 

Similarly, it is important to monitor those changes occurring between the short and long term, 

such as those due to hospitalisation, musculoskeletal conditions or residential home living. 
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This allows monitoring of the deterioration in patient condition and the responsiveness to 

interventions by clinicians and therapists.    

  

Various functional performance assessments exist that are safe, cost-effective, require limited 

time and equipment, and are easy to interpret 18; these tests include the five-times or 30-

second Sit to Stand (5xSTS and 30sSTS respectively), Hand Grip Strength (HGS), Berg 

Balance Scale (BBS), Six Minute Walk (6MWT) and Two Minute Walk (2MWT), normal 

(NGS) and fast gait speed (FGS), Timed Up and Go (TUG), and Single Legged Stance (SLS). 

These tests are commonly used to measure functional capacity in both clinical and 

community-based settings for a range of populations 19. In addition, their scoring is primarily 

based on continuous data, meaning that minor changes might be identified. This is in contrast 

to assessments involving cut offs to score performance, such as the Short Physical 

Performance Battery (SPPB). Despite being popular, the SPPB has the inherent limitation 

that for example an increase in chair stand test duration of 2.5 seconds might not lead to a 

change in performance if the baseline was 14.0 seconds. Thus, particular functional 

assessments employing continuous data for scoring can provide valuable insight into the 

monitoring of patient centred outcome measures while being objectively quantified. 

 

The ability to observe change or difference in functional assessments is influenced by the size 

of error within observed values 20. This error can be indicated by the absolute reliability of 

the data, demonstrated via the calculation of the Minimal Detectable Change (MDC) 21. This 

statistic provides a quantifiable value that defines the responsiveness of the functional 

assessment; a lower MDC suggests a better ability to detect a small improvement or 

deterioration in functional ability 21.  
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 Published systematic reviews exist, which detail the responsiveness of gait speed tests 

in older adults 22-24. These reviews do not however consider potential differences between 

normal gait speed and fast gait speed. Similarly, Downs et al. (2013) 25 reviewed the literature 

for the BBS test, reporting a curvilinear relationship between the average BBS score and the 

MDC statistic. The MDC of 2MWT 26, HGS 27, and 6MWT 28 have been shown to vary 

across patient groups suggesting that the responsiveness is population/health condition 

specific. It is possible that the inter-session reliability of assessments is impacted by the 

health condition of the patient, such as daily variations in health, pain and subjective feelings 

29, whereas this is less likely to affect the intra-session reliability. Thus, musculoskeletal 

conditions as well as the impact of hospitalisation and residential care living could increase 

task performance variability compared with healthy individuals. This would increase the 

MDC, and mean that condition specific MDC values should be used over MDC values 

calculated on other clinical populations or from the general population. This is a factor not 

considered in the interpretation of the MDC within the aforementioned gait speed and BBS 

reviews. Many of these reviews also analyse the data for all age groups without exploring the 

MDC specifically for older adults. This population’s physiological changes may add further 

noise to that present due to a specific health condition and increase the MDC reported. These 

reviews have also excluded studies with small sample size (n < 10) 25, which along with 

methodological considerations such as the Standard Error of the Measurement (SEM) 

calculation method used in the MDC calculation, will impact the data reliability statistics 30. 

In addition, the length of time between trials will also likely impact data noise and the MDC 

calculated and these factors need to be understood when exploring a suitable MDC to be used 

when evaluating change.  
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The purpose of this review was to systematically search the literature to provide an updated 

review of MDC statistics for the 5xSTS, 30sSTS, BBS, 6MWT, 2MWT, TUG, SLS, HGS 

and NGS and FGS for healthy older adult populations as well as populations who can be 

defined as having musculoskeletal conditions, hospitalised or in residential home. This will 

enable the generation of recommendation for clinicians and therapists to monitor patients 

over time, and for example determine the individual effectiveness of rehabilitation 

programmes. Secondary aims were to determine the impact of the study design, SEM 

calculation method, time between trials or assessor scoring and population size on the MDC 

measurement. In addition, since the selected functional tests measure similar physiological 

characteristics, the impact of the test chosen on MDC95 was also explored.  

 

Methods  

Data Sources and Searches  

The systematic review was designed collectively by two researchers. ISI Web of Knowledge 

and PubMed databases were searched using the terms identified in Table 1 for all available 

dates up to September 26th 2020. Subsequently, manual searches from relevant systematic 

reviews included in the database search and references lists of included manuscripts were 

performed. This systematic review protocol was registered with PROSPERO (Registration 

Number CRD42019147527). 

 

Insert Table 1 here. 

 

Study Selection 

Eligible studies were those which reported data for study participants with a mean age greater 

than 60 years. Eligible studies also included those which reported the SEM or the MDC or 
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analogous terms (Smallest Real Difference (SRD) or Smallest Detectable Change (SDC)). 

These were identified for the following functional assessment measures: 5xSTS and 30sSTS, 

BBS, HGS, 6MWT, 2MWT, TUG, SLS, FGS and NGS. Intervention studies, defined as a 

study which implemented a strategy to change outcome measures over a period of 3 or more 

weeks, were included only if the MDC and/or SEM data was established using test and retest 

data collected pre-intervention or post intervention. Studies were also included if it showed 

an inter-rater (at least two assessors rating a patient’s single performance at the same time on 

1 occasion), intra-patient/inter-rater (at least two assessors scoring the patient’s performance 

on different occasions), and patient test-retest (a patient’s performance was assessed on 

different occasions by the same assessor) design. Those studies which did not detail the study 

design or which the design could not be classified as one of the above were excluded, as were 

those which were not original research studies (i.e. used the data published elsewhere) or 

were not written in English. From the extracted data, the present study focussed on studies 

comprising of healthy community dwelling, musculoskeletal conditions, hospitalisation or 

residential care home participants.  

 

For the papers retrieved, the two authors of this paper independently screened the titles and 

abstracts for the inclusion criteria. Any research that was not clear whether the criteria was 

met, underwent a review of the full text and was accepted or rejected accordingly. The 

reference lists of the accepted studies also underwent the same review process and any 

additional research publication which met the search criteria and which were not found from 

the initial database search were then included. Finally, a check of similar systematic reviews 

also helped to ensure relevant sources were not missed. 
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Data Extraction and Quality Assessment  

Information on the patients’ health status (healthy community dwelling, musculoskeletal 

conditions, hospitalisation or residential care home), the number of patients sampled and the 

statistical approach used to calculate the SEM and/or MDC value were extracted into a 

central data sheet.  Additionally, the mean or median average for each cohort on the first 

trials (baseline) were extracted (or group mean if these values are not provided), along with 

time between trials or assessors scoring. When required, data were converted to ensure the 

same measurement units in MDC value across studies (i.e. cm/s to m/s). Likewise, to ensure 

comparable statistics, when MDC were reported using the z-score associated with a 90% 

Confidence Interval, these were converted to 95% using the SEM reported in their study or 

by using Equation 1. All data entered into the central sheet were checked for accuracy by 

both authors. 

 

Equation 1: MDC95 = SEM x 1.96 x √2 

 

Data Synthesis and Analysis  

The MDC95 values were averaged across all studies for each assessment and their range was 

determined.  Extracted MDC95 values were also transformed into a percentage of the baseline 

assessment score if this value was not provided by the study, to enable comparison of the 

magnitude of the MDC95 across assessments (MDC95%). In line with Chapter 10 of the 

Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews for Interventions 

(http://www.training.cochrane.org/handbook), meta-regressions can be used to investigate 

differences in an outcome variable changes for continuous and categorical explanatory 
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variables. Therefore, to explore the variation in the MDC95 data, an Enter Method multilinear 

regression was performed using the MDC95% as the dependent variable.  

 

Functional assessment, SEM calculation method (use of a one-way random, two-way random 

or two-way fixed ICC or square root of mean square error (√MSE)), study population, 

number of study participants, time between trials or assessor scoring (1 day or fewer, within 

three days, within seven days, seven days specifically, within two weeks) and study design 

(intra-rater/intra-patient, inter-rater/intra-patient or inter-rater) data were then used as the 

independent variables. For time between trials or assessor scoring and the SEM calculation 

method variables, any category with less than five studies were combined with those which 

provide unclear data and grouped as ‘other’; these were included in the analysis since these 

studies include information relating to the other independent variables.  However, these 

‘other’ groupings were excluded from later interpretation. Since the functional assessment, 

SEM calculation method, study population, time between trials or assessor scoring and study 

design data were categorical, the different categories were entered into SPSS as separate 

columns. Dummy variable (i.e. 1 = yes or 0 = no) were then used to indicate the presence of 

the independent variable category (level) in the calculation of the MDC95 statistic. To obtain 

beta coefficients for each level, multiple regression analyses were performed, with each level 

within the independent variable used as a reference variable in one of the analyses (e.g. not 

placed into the regression). 

 

Beta coefficients are reported for all variables, along with the r and r2 value and F-value from 

the ANOVA table. Significant contribution of the independent variables to the variation in 

dependent variable was indicated at the 95% confidence level when p < 0.05. Comparisons 
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between groups were expressed as absolute difference in MDC95%, thus in percentage points 

difference in MDC95%.  

 

Insert Figure 1 here. 

 

Insert Table 2 here. 

 

Results 

A total of 39 studies reporting the MDC95 or provided SEM data to calculate MDC95 were 

included in this review (Figure 1). Table 2 shows the frequency of MDC95 for each 

assessment per population. Out of the 39 studies reporting the MDC95, a healthy, community 

dwelling older adults was available for all assessments except for the 30sSTS, while the 

MDC95 was less frequently available for specific populations for other assessments. The 

average and range of MDC95 values for each assessment are shown in Table 3 and Figure 2. 

A full description of the included studies is provided in Appendix A. 

 

Insert Table 3 here. 

 

Insert Figure 2 here. 

 

There were 138 MDC values included in the regression analysis. The following number of 

values were therefore included in the regression analysis (note, some studies reported more 

than one MDC95 value): Functional test (FGS (n = 10), NGS (n = 26), TUG (n = 28), HGS (n 

= 25), 5xSTS (n = 14), 30sSTS (n = 7), SLS (n = 7), BBS (n = 2), 6MWT (n = 7), 2MWT (n 

= 12); Design (intra-rater/intra-patient (n = 97), inter-rater/intra-patient (n = 39); inter-rater 
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(2)); SEM calculation method (one-way random effects (n = 2), two-way random effects (n = 

27), two-way mixed effects (n = 7), mean square error (√MSE) (n = 51, other/unknown (n = 

51)); Time between trials or assessor scoring (1 day or fewer (n = 44), within 3 days (n  = 

20), within 7 days (n = 20), 7 days (n = 21),  within 2 weeks (n = 21),  unknown/other  (n = 

12)); Population (residential (n = 25), musculoskeletal (n = 63), hospitalised (n = 9), healthy 

community dwellers (n = 41)). 

 

The results of the regression analysis indicated a significant correlation (R = 0.74, p < 0.01) 

with the r2 indicating that model explained 55.1% of the variance in the dependent variable 

and was a significant predictor of MDC95%, (F(24,113) = 5.777, p < 0.001). Variation in the 

MDC95% could be explained by the functional test and sample population used, and the time 

between trials or assessor scoring (p ≤ 0.05). Conversely, the SEM calculation method and 

the study design (patient test-retest or intra-patient/inter-rater) was not a significant predictor 

of MDC95% magnitudes although inter-rater studies were smaller than intra-patient/inter-rater 

(21.085MDC95% points). Similarly, the regression analyses demonstrated that there was no 

significant effect of the number of patients sampled on MDC95% (beta = -0.013 years, t = -

1.133, p = 0.260). A full description of beta-coefficients are provided in Tables 4-8 

(Appendix A).  

 

The analysis demonstrated that the population used to calculate MDC95% impacts the size of 

the MDC95%. More specifically, those who were healthy community dwellers had smaller 

MDC95% values compared to residential patients (10.728MDC95% points). The regression 

also showed differences between the functional test being used, whereby all functional tests 

possessed significantly smaller MDC95% than the SLS (30sSTS (39.440MDC95% points), 

HGS (37.941MDC95% points), 5xSTS (32.386MDC95% points), BBS (36.156MDC95% 
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points), NGS (33.221MDC95% points), FGS (39.460MDC95% points), 6MWT 

(38.207MDC95% points), 2MWT (44.240MDC95% points) and TUG (30.842MDC95% 

points)). In addition, the 2MWT MDC95% was smaller than that of the TUG (13.398MDC95% 

points) and the HGS MDC95% was smaller than the NGS test (4.720MDC95% points). 

Further still, when the data were collected within a day of each other, the MDC95% was 

smaller than when collected within a week of each other (12.139MDC95% points); those 

collected within seven days were also larger than those collected specifically in 7 days 

(13.098MDC95% points) 

 

 

Discussion 

The present systematic review has identified that there is a large range of MDC95 values 

reported across studies. It is the first study to confirm factors that influence the MDC95 

include the cohort population and the type of functional test being performed. In addition, 

aspects of the study procedures, such as the time between trials and the study design also 

contribute to variation in the MDC95. These results provide additional support for specific 

cohort population requirements when choosing the MDC95, which allows clinicians and 

therapists a more considered choice of test to use with their clients.  

  

The present systematic review is the first to determine that the MDC95 differs between 

functional tests. For balance assessments, the SLS possessed a greater MDC95% magnitude 

than BBS and all other assessments. Consequently, this highlights that the SLS is not 

recommended for use to monitor individuals, although this disagrees with Choi et al. 31. A 

potential reason could be that Choi et al. 31 based their interpretation on data utilising higher 

ICCs and was specific to osteoarthritis patients.  
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Similarly, for gait speed assessments, the TUG and 2MWT were different, whereby the 

2MWT possesses a smaller MDC95%; the values for TUG, 6MWT, FGS and NGS which can 

also be used to measure walking speed, were however similar. It is important to clarify that 

tests such as the TUG, 2MWT and 6MWT are indicative of endurance and mobility that 

would impact walking speed, whilst FWS and NWS are more direct measure of typical 

walking speed. These findings may suggest that the 2MWT introduces less error than TUG. 

Alternatively, it may suggest less sensitivity to calculation errors when the 2MWT is used. 

The MDC95% of FGS was also not significantly different to that of NGS, a comparison not 

previously explored 22-24. These results therefore highlight the importance of considering the 

test being used to assess patients. It suggests the 2MWT may offer the greater ability to detect 

smaller changes than the other measures, although it is acknowledged that this will be quite 

time-consuming and requires substantial space requirements. In contrast to balance and gait 

speed assessment, lower leg strength as indicated via the tests TUG, 30xSTS and 5xSTS 

provided similar MDC95% indicating equal ability to detect differences between population 

groups.  

 

The present systematic review also confirms that there is variation in the MDC95 across 

patient populations, as suggested previously for 6MWT 28, 2MWT 26 and HGS 27. The 

multivariate regression showed that fluctuations in daily performance appear greater in 

individuals with underlying health conditions compared with healthy individuals. These 

relative differences will likely be due to the different levels of noise within the data, a result 

of the differing health conditions and its effect on the neuromuscular functioning of the body 

32.  However, despite the increased number of studies reporting the MDC compared to 

previous systematic reviews, Table 2 shows that not all populations selected in this study 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 6, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.06.22276029doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.06.22276029
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


15 

 

have been evaluated to date for multiple functional tests. Therefore, clinicians and therapists 

need to consider whether further reliability study is required for these population-functional 

test combinations. Similarly, under-powered comparisons may prevent other differences 

between populations from being demonstrated in this study. 

  

The highest MDC95% values were found to be within 7 days between assessments, with 

generally around 10 MDC95% points higher than assessments done on the same day. It 

remains unknown why MDC95% is increased between 1-7 days, but speculatively might be 

due to regular activities varying from day to day, but repeated weekly thus leading to similar 

values when at a 7-day separation period was used, which was also different to data collected 

within a week of each other.  MDC95% around 1 week offers some support to the view of 

Choi et al. (2014) 31, who recommended that 7 days between trials as this was long enough 

for a learning effect to be mitigated but short enough for clinical status not to change. Yet, 

since there was no difference in MDC95% between those collected on the same day with 

those with those with at least 7 days separation, it would seem advantageous to collect 

multiple trials on the same day.  

 

The regression analysis further revealed that there was no effect of repeated measure study 

design, thus having the same assessor to measure the test and retest appears to have the same 

impact on the MDC95 as the use of different assessors. This in agreement with some 

individual studies (e.g. 33, 34), but potential limitations of this study could be because of 

publication bias and large heterogeneity of study methodologies included in the present 

review. The lack of effect of assessor was likely related to the simple nature of the tests, 

sufficient assessor training and the use of the same or similar equipment. Consequently, the 

MDC95 in the studies identified mostly reflects error due to performer. Combined, it appears 
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that future intervention studies should consider having multiple assessments on the same day 

or between 7 days apart, but this does not necessarily have to be the same assessor.  

 

The results of the regression analyses also indicate that the ICC model had little impact on the 

MDC95 and did not find evidence to suggest that the two-way fixed model data should not be 

used beyond the study in which it has been conducted 30. Compared with the two-way fixed 

model, the two-way random model uses the systematic and random errors as separate sources 

of error in the ICC calculation. Consequently, given the presence of systematic error which is 

of similar magnitudes, the two-way fixed model will underestimate the MDC95 calculated 30. 

However, given the similar magnitudes it may suggest that the level of systematic error is low 

and thus not impacting the values obtained. Further still, the √MSE calculation did not result 

in a lower MDC95 compared to the two-way random model or two-way fixed model.  In 

comparison to the two-way random model, this was unexpected, whereas in comparison to 

the two-way fixed model this was as anticipated given that systematic error was also ignored 

by this method of SEM calculation. The one-way model produced similar MDC95% to those 

calculated by two-way models. These observations are unexpected since the one-way model 

should offer a more conservative reliability statistic and thus a larger MDC95 when errors are 

similar 30. A potential explanation could be that low statistical power and varying magnitudes 

of random and systematic errors across studies, due to different method considerations, may 

have had a larger impact on the difference in MDC95% between these models, especially 

since the number of data sets included for the one-way model was relatively low (n = 16).  

 

From a practical implementation perspective, clinicians and therapists should consider the 

population and MDC calculation techniques before using the currently available MDC values 

and that differently designed analyses might not provide appropriate MDC values.  Moreover, 
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there was a large range of MDC values across studies and the regression model only 

explained 54.4%, suggesting that many other factors could limit the use of pre-existing MDC 

values. Further research to better understand variability of assessments is thus warranted. In 

addition, the typical MDC95 exceeding 20% suggests that monitoring an individual’s change 

requires on average at least 20% change if done with a single assessment. This for example 

equals around 7 or 15 years of ‘typical’ decline for hand grip strength for an 80 or 60-year-

old person respectively 35, indicating that the MDC is considerably large. Therefore, future 

research could therefore also explore alternative techniques to the MDC to monitor the 

impact of the aging process on functional ability. This could improve the ability to identify 

functional decline earlier, and intervene earlier in a person-centred approach, and thus 

potentially better long-term outcomes for the patient. A potential alternative approach would 

be to determine an MDC equivalent for each individual, based on that individual’s variation 

in repeated assessments. This would however require multiple measurements and would 

warrant ubiquitous monitoring, or self-assessment techniques to be developed that allow 

repeat measurements to detect automatically.  

 

Limitations 

 Limitations of this paper includes that no risk of bias assessment was performed, due 

to lack of existing tools 36. However, recently, a Delphi study made various recommendations 

36, which are similar to the methodology employed in the present systematic review, 

confirming the quality of the data exclusion criteria. Nevertheless, in some studies, the 

method used were not clear meaning that for some independent variables they needed 

classification as ‘other’. The number of studies available in these populations may also 

suggest that the results for some independent variables led to underpowered comparisons and 

thus potential type 2 error in the conclusions. The study also reviewed data for specific 

cohorts of older adults, and given the effect of these on the results obtained, future research 
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should summarise the impact of other health conditions on the MDC95 in older adult 

population; it would also be worthwhile to explore the impact of health conditions within 

younger population. Furthermore, the MDC only reflects the value needed for a difference to 

be beyond chance and not necessarily the magnitude of change needed for clinical symptoms 

to change 21. A recent expert panel on frailty and sarcopenia highlighted the importance of 

Minimal Clinical Important Change statistic to determine clinically meaningful change for 

physical performance measures 37, thus a systematic review of anchor-based values that 

indicate this would therefore be a useful further study. Finally, the present study did not focus 

on the minimal change required for groups, which can be quantified using the SEM and is 

effectively the MDC95 divided by 2.77 (see equation 1).  Combined, a comparison of both the 

MDC and MCIC with effect size of intervention studies could increase the understanding of 

the magnitude and impact of an intervention.  

  

 

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, the MDC95 can be assessment specific and when using a previously 

established MDC one should consider the impact of the method used, particularly when one-

way models or √MSE values are used in the calculation. Thus, clinicians and therapists 

should be careful about relying on a single MDC study for their interpretation of individual 

patient changes, regardless whether this is for ongoing monitoring or rehabilitation 

interventions. Gait speed measured via 2MWT appears to be less sensitive to, or result in less 

variation between trials than other measures of gait speed and the single leg stance is not 

recommended for use. It appears acceptable that different assessors are involved in the re-

assessment of the same person. The minimal detectable change is dependent on the 

population of interest. However, for some assessments, population specific indicators of 
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responsiveness are not currently available, and therefore the present systematic review 

provides a guide to appropriate values to employ as the minimal detectable change.  
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Tables 

Table 1. Participant, Test and Outcome search terms used for systematic review 

 

 

  

Terms used 

 

 

Elderly OR aging OR ageing OR old* OR geriatric 

 

Minimal Detectable Change OR MDC OR SEM OR Standard Error 

OR Reliability OR ICC OR intraclass correlation coefficient OR 

Minimal important change OR Minimally important change OR MIC 

OR Smallest Detectable Change OR SDC OR Smallest Worthwhile 

Change Or SWC 

 

Sit to Stand OR chair-stand OR chair-rise OR Berg Balance Scale OR 

Balance Scale OR Six Minute Walk OR Minute Walk OR Timed Up 

and Go OR TUG OR Single-leg stance OR Single-legged stance OR 

gait speed OR sit and reach OR Chair sit and reach OR flexibility 
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Table 2. Summary of the availability of population specific MDC95 value for the  five-times 

and 30-second Sit to Stand (STS5x and STS30s respectively), Timed Up and Go (TUG), 

Hand Grip Strength (HGS), normal (NGS) and fast gait speed (FGS), Six Minute Walk 

(6MWT) and Two Minute Walk (2MWT), Single Legged Stance (SLS) and Berg Balance 

Scale (BBS). 
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Assessment 

Number of studies Healthy, community- 

dwelling 

Hospital Residential Musculo-skeletal 

STS30s 12 138 1 39 - 2 40, 41 

STS5x 13 3 42, 43,44 145 1 46 3 47, 48, 49 

TUG 37 7 50, 51, 52, 53,44,54,55 1 54 1 46 

8 56, 57, 41, 58, 59, 60, 47, 

61 

SLS 5 2 42, 62 - - 1 31 

GS 13 4 63,42,64,55 1 39 1 46 2 63,65 

BBS 11 1 51 - 1 66 - 

NWS 19 5 42, 67, 50, 46, 68 2 69, 70 1 46 2 71,  65 

FWS 5 2 50,72 - - - 

Six mw 22 1 50 - - 4 57, 73, 41, 60 

Two mw 11 2 42,74 - 275,74 1 59 
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Table 3. Summary of the average Minimum Detectable Change (MDC95) and range for each functional assessment in absolute values. Empty 

cell indicate no MDC95 was present. Populations specific values are average, and in brackets the range if multiple values were present. 

Assessment 

Number 

of 

MDC95 

Mean 

baseline 

 Average 

MDC 

MDC Range 

Healthy, 

community- 

dwelling 

Hospital Residential 

Musculo-

skeletal 

Thirty-second Sit to Stand 

(rep) 

7 12.5 1.8 0.7 - 3.7 

0.9 (0.7 - 

1.2) 

 3.7 2.1 (1 - 2.8) 

Five-times Sit to Stand (s) 

14 15.7 4.1 0.7 - 13.5 

2 (1.3 - 2.5) 10.2 (7.5 - 

13.5) 

1.9  2.9 (0.7 - 4) 

Timed Up and Go (s) 

28 17.2 5.3 0.4 - 28.3 

1.5 (0.4 - 

4.7) 

9.2 (4.7 - 

11.8) 

3.2 (1.8 - 

4.6) 

7.1 (1.4 - 

28.3) 

Hand Grip Strength (kg) 

25 22.6 4.4 1.2 - 10.7 

4 (1.2 - 10.7) 4.8 (4.6 - 

5.3) 

4.8  4.3 (2.7 - 

5.5) 

Normal gait speed (m/s) 

26 0.8 0.2 0.1 - 0.3 

0.2 (0.1 - 

0.3) 

0.2  0.1  0.2 (0.1 - 

0.3) 
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Fast gait speed (m/s) 

10 1.3 0.2 0.1 - 0.3 

0.2 (0.1 - 

0.3) 

  0.3 (0.2 - 

0.3) 

Six Minute Walk (m) 

7 386.4 68.5 50.2 - 81.5 

77.6 (77.6 - 

77.6) 

  67 (50.2 - 

81.5) 

Two Minute Walk (m) 

12 106.8 14.7 6.1 - 28.8 

18 (6.1 - 

28.8) 

13.4 (7.7 - 

17.5) 

 15  

Single Legged Stance (s) 

7 26.6 13.4 8.5 - 24.1 

18.1 (14.7 - 

24.1) 

  9.9 (8.5 - 

12.8) 

Berg Balance Scale (points) 

2 41.8 5.1 1.9 - 8.2 

8.2 (8.2 - 

8.2) 

1.9    
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Figures 

 

Figure 1. Flowchart of the systematic review and meta-analysis according to the PRISMA 

guidelines. 
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Figure 2. The distribution of Minimum Detectable Change (MDC) values for each assessment 

as a function of the average score. Red colour indicates MDC values from patient test-retest 

design, green colour indicates an intra-patient/inter-rater design, and blue colour indicates an 

inter-rater design. Note: The vertical axis of the Single Leg Stance comprises 0-150%, rather 

than 0-100% range observed in other assessments. 
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Appendix A:  beta coefficients 

Table 4: Multiple regression beta coefficients for MDC95% calculated for the 30 second sit to stand (30sSTS ), single leg stand (SLS), handgrip 

strength (HGS), 5 times sit to stand (5xSTS), Berg Balance Scale (BBS), normal gait speed (NWS), fast gait speed (FWS), six minute walk test 

(6MWT), two minute walk test (2MWT) and Timed Up and Go (TUG). Vertically listed tests are the reference variables within the regression. 

 SLS 

 

HGS 

  

 

5xSTS BBS 

 

NGS 

 

FGS 

 

6MWT 

 

2MWT 

 

TUG 

30sSTS  39.440* 1.499 7.055 3.284 6.219 -0.020 1.233 -4.800 8.598 

SLS  -37.941* -32.386* -36.156* -33.221* -39.460* -38.207* -44.240* -30.842* 

HGS   5.555 1.785 4.720* -1.519 -0.266 -6.300 7.099 

5xSTS    -3.770 -0.835 -7.074 -5.822 -11.855 1.543 

BBS     2.935 -3.304 -2.051 -8.085 5.314 

NGS      -6.239 -4.986 -11.019 2.379 

FGS       1.253 -4.781 8.618 
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* denotes a statistically significant beta coefficient  

 

Table 5: Multiple regression beta coefficients for MDC95% calculated with data collected within a day, within three days, within a week, seven 

days, within five to ten days, and within two weeks separation, as well as those collected with other time periods. Vertically listed time periods 

are the reference variables within the regression. 

 Within three 

days 

Within week Seven days Within two 

weeks 

Other 

Within a day 3.040 12.511* -0.587 3.332 0.690 

6MWT        -6.033 7.365 

2MWT         13.398* 
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Within three days  9.471 -3.627 0.292 -2.350 

Within a week   -13.098* -9.179 -11.821* 

Seven days    3.919 1.277 

Within two weeks     -2.642 

* denotes a statistically significant beta coefficient  

 

 

Table 6: Multiple regression beta coefficients for MDC95% calculated for studies with patient test-retest, intra patient/inter rater and other (inter-

rater) designs. Vertically listed designs are the reference variables within the regression. 

 Intra patient/inter rater Inter-rater 

Patient test retest 1.051 -20.034 

Intra patient/inter rater  -21.085* 

* denotes a statistically significant beta coefficient  

Table 7: Multiple regression beta coefficients for MDC95% calculated using Standard Error of the Measurement determined with the ICC from a 

one-way random effects (One), two-way random effects (Two), or two-way mixed effects (Three) model or using the square root of mean square 
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error (√MSE) or other approaches (Other). Vertically listed approaches used to calculate the SEM are the reference variables within the 

regression. 

 Two Three √MSE Other  

One -17.400 -16.072 -18.221 -18.342 

Two  1.328 -0.821 -0.942 

Three   -2.150 -2.270 

MSE    -0.120 

* denotes a statistically significant beta coefficient  

Table 8: Multiple regression beta coefficients for MDC95% calculated using the following patient populations who have/are: Residential, 

Musculoskeletal, Hospitalised, and community dwellers. Vertically listed patient populations are the reference variables within the regression. 

 Musculoskeletal Hospitalised Healthy 

Community 

dwellers 

Residential -5.784 -4.927 -10.728* 

Musculoskeletal  0.857 -4.943 

Hospitalised   -5.800 
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* denotes a statistically significant beta coefficient  
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