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Background: The purpose of this study was to compare apolipoprotein E ε4 (Apo E ε4) 

and apolipoprotein E ε2 (Apo E ε2) as predictors of cognitive and functional trajectories over 

30 months.

Methods: This prospective cohort study included 287 community-dwelling memory clinic 

patients with dementia, mild cognitive impairment, or no cognitive impairment. The Adden-

brooke Cognitive Examination, Mini-Mental State Examination, Montreal Cognitive Assessment, 

Delirium Index, and Nottingham Instrumental Activities of Daily Living tests were administered 

to each subject.

Results: One hundred and nine subjects (40%) carried Apo E ε4 and 48 (16.7%) carried Apo E 

ε2. One hundred and nine ε4-positive subjects differed significantly from 178 ε4-negative sub-

jects in 19/52 comparisons (36.5%), whereas 46 Apo E ε2-positive subjects had 0/52 significant 

differences from 239 ε2-negative subjects (P , 0.0001). The variables most affected by ε4 were 

the Delirium Index and Mini-Mental State Examination. Instrumental Activities of Daily Living 

score and residence were unrelated to Apo E ε4 or ε2.

Conclusion: Apo E ε4 positivity predicted four cognitive scores measured every 6 months over 

30 months. Apo E ε2 scores predicted none of 52 comparisons.

Keywords: apolipoprotein E genotype, dementia, mild cognitive impairment

Introduction
The apolipoprotein E (Apo E) genotype has been studied primarily with respect to the 

initial diagnosis of Alzheimer’s disease. We reviewed 15 Apo E papers1–15 representing 

21,651 subjects. Apo E ε4 was present in 4,689 of 20,356 subjects (23.0%) in 12/15 

studies in which Apo E ε4 was reported.  Apo E ε2 was present in 1,680 subjects of 

21,651 (7.7%) in 11/15 studies in which Apo E ε2 was reported.

Albert et al1 studied 216 community-dwelling elderly subjects free of dementia using 

the Schwab and England Activities of Daily Living (SEADL) scale (0, bedridden; 100 

completely independent), Blessed Dementia Rating Scale, and Barthel Activities of 

Daily Living Index.16,17,18 The SEADL score was 80.9 in the ε4 group versus 87.3 in 

non-ε4 group (P , 0.05). Apo E ε2/ε2 or ε2/ε3 had an odds ratio of 2.6 for indepen-

dence on the Barthel Activities of Daily Living Index and SEADL.

Blacker et al4 followed 342 subjects aged $57 years for 5 years; of these, 107 had 

no cognitive impairment and 235 had mild cognitive impairment. They measured 

22 neuropsychologic scores from six tests. Allele numbers for no cognitive impairment/

mild cognitive impairment/all 342 subjects were ε2 9/19/28, ε3 84/178/262, and 

ε4 14/38/52, respectively. Allele frequencies were 79% for ε3, 13% for ε4, and 8% for 
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ε2. Comparing 107 no cognitive impairment versus 235 mild 

cognitive impairment at baseline. 87/235 mild cognitive 

impairment reverted to no cognitive impairment. Apo E ε2 

had a hazard ratio (HR) of 0.13 for conversion from no cogni-

tive impairment to mild cognitive impairment. Multivariate 

model of time to progression from no cognitive impairment 

to mild cognitive impairment included California Verbal 

Learning Test total score (HR 0.58, P = 0.003) and ε2 (HR 

0.14, P = 0.006). ε4 predicted time to dementia but not time 

to mild cognitive impairment.

Bonner-Jackson et al5 followed 795 subjects, compar-

ing 225 healthy controls, 381 patients with amnestic mild 

cognitive impairment, and 189 with Alzheimer’s disease 

(mean age 75.9 years versus 74.8 years versus 75.3 

years, respectively, P = 0.13; Apo E ε2 [non ε4] 14.7% 

versus 3.9% versus 2.6%, P , 0.001). Comparing Apo 

E ε2 versus non-ε2, the baseline Functional Activities 

Questionnaire score (0 best, 30 worst) was 2.83 versus 

5.13; the 12-month Functional Activities Questionnaire 

score was 3.53 versus 6.90 (P , 0.001); the 24-month 

Functional Activities Questionnaire score was 3.29 versus 

8.66 (P , 0.001); the digit span score was 8.2 ± 2.3 ver-

sus 8.2 ± 2.0 (P = 0.96); the Trail Making Test Version 

A score seconds (sec) was 44.1 versus 48.2 (P = 0.29); 

the Mini-Mental State Examination (MMSE) score was 

27.7 versus 26.7 (P = 0.006); the composite delayed 

memory from logical memory and Rey Auditory Verbal 

Learning Test score was 1.56 versus −0.11 (P , 0.001); 

the composite executive function score was 1.21 versus 

0.003 (P = 0.02); the Trail Making Test part B sec score 

was 120.1 versus 135.8 (P = 0.02); the category fluency 

for animals score was 17.3 versus 16.1 (no P-value listed); 

the category fluency for vegetables score was 12.8 versus 

11.0 (no P-value listed); and the clock drawing score was 

4.4 versus 4.1 (no P-value listed).

Materials and methods
Wyong Hospital is 100 km north of Sydney, Australia, 

and has 370 beds. The Wyong memory clinic is staffed by 

a geriatrician (PR) and a clinical nurse consultant (EH), 

both of whom assess each patient and arrive at a consensus 

diagnosis of dementia, mild cognitive impairment, or no 

cognitive impairment. The diagnosis of dementia and mild 

cognitive impairment uses the Nottingham Instrumental 

Activities of Daily Living (IADL, with 0 indicating worst 

and 22 indicating best) to measure functional decline. 

The IADL instrument includes driving, cooking, house 

cleaning, laundry, reading, and 17 other items, but does 

not include self-medication or finances.19 Other clinical 

measurements include the MMSE (0 indicating worst 

and 30 indicating best),20 Montreal Cognitive Assessment 

(MoCA, with 0 indicating worst and 30 indicating best),21 

Addenbrooke Cognitive Examination (ACE-R, 0 indicating 

worst and 100 indicating best),22 and Delirium Index (DI, 

0 indicating best and 21 indicating worst).23 The principal 

reason for measuring DI is to have a baseline in the event 

of subsequent delirium. The diagnosis of dementia was 

made by the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Men-

tal Disorders, Fourth Edition (DSM-IV) in a consensus 

meeting between the geriatrician (PR) and clinical nurse 

consultant (EH). Patients who did not meet the criteria for 

dementia but had cognitive impairment and only a minor 

change in IADL were classified as having mild cognitive 

impairment. Patients were assessed every 6 months. When 

patients arrived in clinic unwell or with limited tolerance 

for cognitive testing, the MMSE and DI were measured 

first. If that was tolerated, the MoCA was administered 

next, followed by the ACE-R. Caregivers or informants 

completed the IADL questionnaire.

Weight was measured using an Omron digital floor 

scale (OMRON Healthcare Europe B.V., Hoofddorp, the 

Netherlands) accurate to 400 g. Height was measured using 

a stadiometer and body mass index was calculated from 

measurements taken at the first clinic visit. Approximately 

70% of the patients had computed tomographic brain scans, 

5% had magnetic resonance imaging, and 0% had fluorode-

oxyglucose or Pittsburgh Compound B positron emission 

tomography. Comorbidity was measured using the Cumula-

tive Illness Rating Scale (0, no comorbidity; 52, maximal 

comorbidity).24

Inclusion criteria for this study were: age $65 years; 

community-dwelling; memory clinic follow-up for at least 

6 months; and vision adequate to perform the cognitive scales 

using enlarged drawings of, eg, the dual pentagons for the 

MMSE, clock, cube in the MoCA, and naming objects in the 

ACE-R. Apo E genotyping was performed during evaluation 

in the memory clinic. Baseline values were denoted by the 

suffix “1”. Values at 6, 12, 18, 24, and 30 months carry the 

suffixes of 6, 12, 18, 24, and 30, respectively.

statistical analysis
We used the abbreviation DFM to denote the difference 

in means between two groups. This is a more concise fig-

ure than 95% confidence intervals. It was defined as the 

absolute difference in means divided by the mean of group 

one. Comparison of subgroups was done using a Microsoft 

Access 2003 database (Microsoft Corporation, Redmond, 

WA, USA). This was exported to Microsoft Excel 2003 
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(Microsoft  Corporation) to calculate body mass index 

and duration of follow-up. The spreadsheet was then 

exported to Stats Direct version 2.7.8b (statsdirect.com/

update.aspx) to calculate the mean ± standard deviation, 

chi-square and Fisher’s exact tests for proportions, and 

the Mann–Whitney U-test for nonparametric comparison 

of groups of different sizes (eg, 109 ε4-positive with 178 

ε4-negative). Bonferroni correction was made for the five 

scores at each point in time. This was an audit of prac-

tice, with no new or different methods of measurements 

used. The North Sydney Central Coast Research Ethics 

Committee did not require informed consent to be sought 

from subjects.

Results
The 287 patients were recruited from the Wyong Memory 

Clinic between January 2009 and February 2012. Their 

mean age was 79.8 ± 6.5 years, with 51.5% being female. 

Fifty-four percent (156/287) had dementia and 37% (106/287) 

had mild cognitive impairment (by consensus conference). 

Mean years of education was 9.9. Mean follow-up was 

21 months. Cumulative deaths were zero at 3 months, three 

at 12 months, five at 18 months, seven at 24 months, and 

seven at 30 months.

Apo e ε4-negative subjects versus  
ε4-positive subjects at baseline
One hundred and nine of 287 subjects (40%) were 

Apo E ε4-positive; 14 were ε4/ε4 and 95 carried one ε4 

allele. Comparing the 178 ε4-negative subjects with the 

109 ε4-positive subjects in Table 1, the Apo E ε4-positive 

group was significantly older and had a lower prevalence 

of diabetes and lower comorbidity score (Table 1). The DI 

was significantly worse in the Apo E ε4-positive group at all 

time intervals. Prior to Bonferroni correction, the MMSE 

was lower in the Apo E ε4-positive group at months 6, 12, 

24, and 30 (Table 1), MoCA was significantly lower in the 

ε4-positive group at months 6, 12, and 18 (Table 1), and 

ACE-R was lower at months 12 and 24. After Bonferroni 

correction, the differences were significant only for age, 

diabetes, and MMSE at 6 and 12 months, and for DI at 12 

and 18 months.

residence of Apo e ε4-negative survivors  
versus ε4-positive survivors
The percentages of Apo E ε4-negative survivors and 

ε4-positive survivors living in the community at 6 months 

were 96.6% versus 99.1%, respectively (P = 0.217); 94.3% 

Table 1 Comparison of 178 Apo e ε4 negative subjects with 109 
Apo e ε4 positive subjects

Parameter Apo E Neg Apo E Pos P/BonP/DFM

Mean age 80.6 ± 6.7 78.5 ± 5.9 0.0116/nA/2.6%
Female (%) 48.3 56.9 0.16
living alone (%) 30.3 30.2 0.99
Married (%) 53.9 56.9 0.83
education, years 9.8 ± 2.0 10.0 ± 1.8 0.33/nA/2.0%
Dementia at  
baseline (%)

51.7 58.7 0.249

Diabetes at baseline 
(%)

25.8 10.1 0.001/0.01 
 n = 10

Atrial fibrillation  
at baseline (%)

11.8 9.2 0.31

Weight, kg 70.1 + 16.3 67.8 ± 14.4 0.175/3.3%
BMI 26.8 ± 5.3 25.8 ± 4.5 0.195/3.7%
CIRS 7.77 ± 2.13 6.57 ± 2.41 0.007/0.07/15.4%
IADL-1 (0–22) 14.2 ± 5.0 14.4 ± 5.7 0.543/nA/1.4%
MMse-1 (0–30) 23.3 ± 4.6 22.3 ± 6.0 0.061/0.61/4.3%
MoCA-1 (0–30) 18.0 ± 5.8 16.5 ± 6.1 0.071/0.671/8.3%
ACe-r (0–100) 66.8 ± 16.5 63.9 ± 18.1 0.320/nA/4.3%
DI-1 (0, best; 21, 
worst)

3.15 ± 2.00 3.90 ± 1.81 0.041/0.41/23.8%

Six months IADl-6 13.8 ± 5.5 13.7 ± 5.9 0.920/nA/0.7%
MMSE-6 23.4 ± 4.9 21.7 ± 5.3 0.01/0.05/7.3%
MoCA-6 17.8 ± 6.0 16.1 ± 6.2 0.048/0.24/9.6%
ACe-6 69.1 ± 13.7 65.4 ± 14.5 0.0636/0.32/5.3%
DI-6 3.34 ± 2.07 4.27 ± 1.88 0.013/0.065/27.8%
12 months IADl-12 13.3 ± 5.9 13.0 ± 5.7 0.527/nA/2.2%
MMSE-12 22.9 ± 5.2 21.9 ± 5.6 0.0081/0.040/4.4%
MoCA-12 17.9 ± 6.7 16.0 ± 6.2 0.032/0.16/10.6%
ACE-12 69.6 ± 15.4 64.6 ± 15.7 0.032/0.16/7.2%
DI-12 3.32 ± 2.25 4.36 ± 1.94 0.0053/0.026/31.3%
18 months IADl-18 12.0 ± 6.5 11.4 ± 5.5 0.523/nA/5.0%
MMse-18 22.1 ± 5.4 20.2 ± 6.4 0.064/0.32/8.6%
MoCA-18 17.5 ± 6.4 14.8 ± 6.5 0.017/0.085/15.4%
ACe-18 66.5 ± 15.4 61.6 ± 18.0 0.10/0.50/7.4%
DI-18 3.83 ± 2.30 4.82 ± 2.12 0.007/0.035/25.8%
24 months IADl-24 11.6 ± 6.5 10.2 ± 6.1 0.245/nA/12.1%
MMSE-24 22.6 ± 6.7 20.6 ± 6.2 0.040/0.20/8.8%
MoCA-24 17.7 ± 7.1 15.6 ± 7.5 0.117/0.58/11.9%
ACE-24 68.9 ± 17.8 60.7 ± 18.5 0.023/0.11/11.9%
DI-24 3.36 ± 2.35 4.46 ± 2.40 0.018/0.09/32.7%
30 months IADl-30 11.3 ± 6.5 10.2 ± 5.8 0.443/nA/9.3%
MMSE-30 22.8 ± 5.8 19.2 ± 6.5 0.032/0.16/15.8%
MoCA-30 17.4 ± 6.5 15.2 ± 7.6 0.244/nA/12.6%
ACe-30 69.6 ± 11.9 60.2 ± 21.2 0.15/nA/13.5%
DI-30 3.63 ± 2.20 4.79 ± 2.24 0.034/0.17/34.5%

Notes: The suffix “1” denotes baseline, “6” denotes 6 months, “12” denotes 
12 months, “18” denotes 18 months. Significant differences are depicted in bold. 
DFM calculated as mean for Apo e-negative minus mean Apo e-positive/mean Apo 
E-negative. Bonferroni correction was made for the five scores at each point in time 
and is designated as Bon no Bon P. P-values for weight, kg and BMI.
Abbreviations: Apo e neg, apolipoprotein e-negative; Apo e Pos, apolipoprotein 
e-positive; nA, not applicable; DFM, difference between means; ACe, Addenbrooke 
Cognitive examination; BMI, body mass index; CIrs, Cumulative Illness rating scale; 
DFM, percentage difference between the means of the two groups; DI, delirium index; 
IADl, nottingham instrumental activities of daily living; MMse, Mini-Mental state 
examination; MoCA, Montreal Cognitive Assessment; P, P-value; Bon, bonferroni.

versus 96.8% (P = 0.39) at 12 months; 91.4% versus 94.0% 

(P = 0.54) at 18 months; 89.4% versus 84.0% (P = 0.37) 

at 24 months; and 90.7% versus 85.7% (P = 0.51) at 

30 months.
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Important differences between  
Apo e ε4-negative and ε4-positive 
subjects
DI was significantly worse in ε4-positive subjects at all 

six time points, with a mean DFM of 29.6%; MoCA was 

significantly worse in ε4-positive subjects at three of six time 

points, with a mean DFM of 11.4%; MMSE was significantly 

worse in ε4-positive subjects at four of six time points, but the 

mean DFM of 8.2% was less than that for MoCA measure-

ments at the six time points; ACE-R was significantly worse 

in ε4-positive subjects at two of six time points and the DFM 

of 8.3% was similar to that for MMSE; age was 2.6% older 

in ε4-negative subjects; diabetes was 15.7% more common 

in ε4-negative subjects; and the Cumulative Illness Rating 

Scale score was 15.4% higher in ε4-negative subjects.

Comparison of Apo e ε2-negative  
and ε2-positive subjects
The 239 Apo E ε2-negative subjects did not differ at a 

P , 0.05 level in any of the 52 comparisons with the 48 

ε2-positive subjects. In contrast, the Apo E ε4-negative 

versus Apo E ε4-positive comparison was significant in 

19/52 subjects (36.5%).

Discussion
We did not anticipate three major findings in this study of 

287 community-dwelling elderly subjects. First, we were 

surprised that Apo E ε2 was of no value in predicting MMSE, 

MoCA, ACE-R, DI, or IADL scores at 6-monthly intervals 

through to 30 months (P , 0.05 in 0/52 comparisons) in 

view of the published research.5 In contrast, Apo E ε4 was a 

significant predictor in 19/52 comparisons. The probability 

that this is due to chance is ,0.0001 by both chi-square and 

Fisher’s exact tests.

The second unexpected finding was of the DI being 

more sensitive to differences between Apo E ε4-positive 

and Apo E ε4-negative subjects (P , 0.05 at all six time 

points) than MMSE (4/6), MoCA (3/6), or ACE-R (2/6). 

DI has seven items and can be administered in less than 

4 minutes in subjects without cognitive impairment (2 min-

utes in severe dementia). DI shares several items with the 

other cognitive tests used in this study. DI item 1 (attention/

spell “world” backwards) is part of the MMSE and ACE-R, 

and the MoCA uses digit span for testing attention. Item 

4 (orientation to date, month, year, date of birth, name of 

hospital) is included in the MMSE, MoCA, and ACE-R. DI 

item 4 (three-word recall over several minutes) is part of 

the MMSE and ACE-R, and MoCA uses five-word recall 

over a longer interval.

The final unexpected finding was that Apo E ε4-positive 

subjects had a significantly lower comorbidity score than 

Apo E ε4-negative subjects. The Cumulative Illness Rating 

Scale24 assesses comorbidity in 13 domains, and is therefore 

superior to the Charlson comorbidity index, which excludes 

psychiatric illness. The 15 Apo E papers reviewed did not 

analyze comorbidity scores in relation to Apo E ε4 or ε2, so 

our finding needs verification. Comorbidity can be calculated 

post hoc from a review of medical diagnoses in clinical letters 

and discharge summaries.

Bonner-Jackson et al5 followed 795 subjects using 

the Functional Activities Questionnaire as an IADL 

scale, comprising 225 subjects without cognitive impair-

ment, 381 with amnestic mild cognitive impairment, and 

189 with Alzheimer’s dementia. Comparing 53/795 sub-

jects with Apo E ε2 (6.7%) with 742 who were non-ε2, the 

Functional Activities Questionnaire score at baseline was 

2.83 ± 6.4 versus 5.13 ± 6.6, respectively, 3.53 ± 6.7 versus 

6.9 ± 8.2 (P , 0.001) at 12 months, and 3.29 ± 6.8 versus 

8.66 ± 9.5 (P , 0.001) at 24 months. They did not report on 

Apo E ε4, so we cannot determine if ε4 was a more powerful 

predictor than ε2.

Acknowledgment
We thank Judy Warren-Smith and Jenny Delbridge, the 

medical librarians at Wyong Hospital, for their tireless work 

searching for articles on delirium and dementia.

Author contributions
PR was involved in every aspect of this research. BN was 

involved in data analysis and manuscript revisions. EH 

measured MMSE, ACE, and aided on consensus definition 

of dementia. All authors were involved in the critical revi-

sion of the manuscript and gave final approval of the proof 

to be published.

Disclosure
The authors report no potential conflicts of interest in 

this work.

References
1. Albert SM, Gurland B, Maestre G, Jacobs DM, Stern Y, Mayeux R. ApoE 

genotype influences functional status among elderly without dementia. 
Am J Med Genet. 1995;60:583–587.

2. Berlau DJ, Corrada MM, Head E, Kawas CH. ApoE E2 is associated 
with intact cognition but increased Alzheimer pathology in the oldest 
old. Neurology. 2009;72:829–834.

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com


Clinical Interventions in Aging

Publish your work in this journal

Submit your manuscript here: http://www.dovepress.com/clinical-interventions-in-aging-journal

Clinical Interventions in Aging is an international, peer-reviewed journal 
focusing on evidence-based reports on the value or lack thereof of treat-
ments intended to prevent or delay the onset of maladaptive correlates 
of aging in human beings. This journal is indexed on PubMed Central, 
MedLine, the American Chemical Society’s ‘Chemical Abstracts Ser-

vice’ (CAS), Scopus and the Elsevier Bibliographic databases. The 
manuscript management system is completely online and includes a 
very quick and fair peer-review system, which is all easy to use. Visit 
http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php to read real quotes from 
published authors.

Clinical Interventions in Aging 2013:8 submit your manuscript | www.dovepress.com

Dovepress 

Dovepress

Dovepress

1465

Apolipoprotein e ε4 versus ε2 in predicting cognitive scores

 3. Berlau DJ, Kahle-Wrobleski K, Head E, Goodus M, Kim R, Kawas C. 
Dissociation of neuropathologic findings and cognition. Case report of an 
apolipoprotein E E2/E2 genotype. Arch Neurol. 2007;64:1193–1196.

 4. Blacker D, Lee H, Muzikansky A, et al. Neuropsychological measures 
in normal individuals that predict subsequent cognitive decline. Arch 
Neurol. 2007;64:862–871.

 5. Bonner-Jackson A, Okonkwo O, Tremont G; Alzheimer’s Disease 
Neuroimaging Initiative. Apolipoprotein Eε2 and functional decline 
in amnestic mild cognitive impairment and Alzheimer disease. Am J 
Geriatr Psychiatry. 2012;20:584–593.

 6. Borenstein AR, Mortimer JA, Ding D, et al. Effects of  apolipoprotein E  
ε4 and ε2 in amnestic mild cognitive impairment and dementia in 
Shanghai: SCOBHI-P. Am J Alzheimers Dis Other Demen. 2010;25:  
235–238.

 7. Corder EH, Saunders AM, Risch MJ, et al. Protective effect of apoli-
poprotein E type 2 allele for late onset Alzheimer disease. Nat Genet. 
1994;7:180–184.

 8. Farrer LA, Cupples LA, Haines JL, et al. Effects of age, sex, and ethnic-
ity on the association between apolipoprotein E genotype and Alzheimer 
disease: a meta-analysis. JAMA. 1997;278:349–356.

 9. Hyman BT, Gomez-Isla T, Briggs M, et al. Apolipoprotein E and cogni-
tive change in an elderly population. Ann Neurol. 1996;40:55–66.

 10. Kulminski A, Ukrainteseva SV, Arbeev KG, et al. Association between 
ApoE ε2.ε3/ε4 polymorphism and disability severity in a national long-
term care survey sample. Age Ageing. 2008;37:288–293.

 11. Okonkwo OC, Alosco ML, Jerskey BA, Sweet LH, Ott BR, 
Tremont G; Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative. Cerebral 
atrophy, apolipoprotein E ε4, and rate of decline in everyday function 
among patients with amnestic mild cognitive impairment. Alzheimers 
Dement. 2010;6:404–411.

 12. Rebek GW, Kindy M, LaDuc MJ. Apolipoprotein E and Alzheimer’s 
disease: the protective effects of ApoE2 and E3. J Alzheimers Dis. 
2002;4:145–154.

 13. Small BJ, Rosnick CB, Fratiglioni L, Backman L. Apolipoprotein E 
and cognitive performance: a meta-analysis. Psychol Aging. 2004;19: 
592–600.

 14. Swan GE, Lessov-Schlaggar CN, Carmelli D, Schellenberg GD, 
La Rue A. Apolipoprotein E ε4 and change in cognitive functioning 
in community-dwelling older adults. J Geriatr Psychiatry Neurol. 
2005;18:196–201.

 15. Wilson RS, Bienias JL, Berry-Kravis E, et al. The apolipoprotein E ε2 
allele and decline in episodic memory. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry. 
2002;73:672–677.

 16. Schwab RS, England AC Jr. Projection techniques for evaluating sur-
gery in Parkinson’s disease.  Royal College of Surgeons in Edinburgh. 
May 20-22, 1968. E. & S. Livingstone Ltd 1969. Available from: http://
viartis.net/parkinsons.disease/schwab.england.pdf. Accessed August 21, 
2013.

 17. Mahoney FI, Barthel DW. Functional evaluation: the Barthel Index. 
Maryland State Med J.1965;14:61–65. Available from: http://www.
healthcare.uiowa.edu/igec/tools/function/barthelADLs.pdf. Accessed 
August 21, 2013.

 18. Blessed G, Tomlinson BE, Roth M. The association between quantitative 
measures of dementia and of senile change in the cerebral grey matter 
of elderly subjects. Br J Psychiatry 1968;114:797–811.

 19. Nouri FM, Lincoln NB. An extended activities of daily living scale for 
stroke patients. Clin Rehabil. 1987;1:301–305.

 20. Folstein MF, Folstein SE, McHugh PE. Mini-mental state. A practical 
method for grading the cognitive state of patients for the clinician. 
J Psychiatr Res. 1975;12:189–198.

 21. Nasreddine ZS, Phillips NA, Bédirian V, et al. The Montreal Cognitive 
Assessment (MoCA): a brief screening tool for mild cognitive 
impairment. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2005;53:695–699.

 22. Mathuranath PS, Nestor PJ, Berrios GE, Rakowicz W, Hodges JR. 
A brief cognitive test battery to differentiate Alzheimer’s disease and 
frontotemporal dementia. Neurology. 2000;55:1613–1620.

 23. McCusker J, Cole M, Bellavance F, Primeau F. The reliability and 
validity of a new measure of severity of delirium. Int Psychogeriatr. 
1998;10:421–433.

 24. Linn BS, Linn MW, Gurel L. Cumulative Illness Rating Scale. J Am 
Geriatr Soc. 1968;16:622–626.

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

http://www.dovepress.com/clinical-interventions-in-aging-journal
http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com
www.dovepress.com
http://viartis.net/parkinsons.disease/schwab.england.pdf
http://viartis.net/parkinsons.disease/schwab.england.pdf
http://www.healthcare.uiowa.edu/igec/tools/function/barthelADLs.pdf
http://www.healthcare.uiowa.edu/igec/tools/function/barthelADLs.pdf

	Publication Info 2: 
	Nimber of times reviewed: 


