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MAEREIL PP 73 (visual analog scale, VAS) 1 .0
FRAE D VR TR 25 Fh U2 A 90 R 4E, 1972
4F Woodforde 45" ¥ YK VAS HI T 55 5 BE VF A
VAS i — 2% 100mm B H M, —smbric h 0 KT
A7, —ImbRic oy 100 KR B A Z KR ™ . &
K B B B R AR AR R L0 s R bR
SR AU B M K P o VAS 59 9F A A i
H:0 53 A ToHE L3 2 (30mm) LUR N AR K, 4 ~ 6
43 (40 ~60mm ) Sy F G ,7 ~ 10 43 (70 ~ 100mm )
W)y 8 A0 o Jensen 252U AE 2003 4F X %40 Gk AT
THEIE 0 ~4mm AT ,S ~44mm 4R BEKR 45 ~
T4mm g EESEIR 75 ~ 100mm Sy 5 EE P, Al AT A
HAE IS B G BA I R 8 50 Lo i TR X
PP B L 2R SZ ] B 5 WA R R YA 9T B S R
IRITRIRCR KL, #E VAS 932 B H I R K 1T
Hrogad fir A 5C VAS B se e — B2 AR 55, H 9l
HNA FEZATE VAS S/ R E X257 A&
VAS B4 R AR RS 20 VAS & BN Y R R
DL VAS B9 W 45, BER IR 0 h o

—.VAS 5ER/MEREXEZRHES

VEZ WS TERL FH VAS WA 259038 97 3R Bk 3R
AN TR] 25 Wy B 8RN, LA 18— CRR AR U VAS 28 4k
RS REAGIH B U AE, (H—-22 5000, 2
ORI KRB, 22 Sl gE A e it 2 3 0L 3
A i R S MR R g LAY /N IR &
X 22 % ( minimum clinically significant difference,
MCSD) #f &, A 2% & X i MCID ( minimum clini-
cally important difference)

1. 2% 1y MCSD ; Gallagher %[3: BaizzsEmw
PEA 2PN 1B E AT, L 32 1 8 1] B
30min ¥4 1 ¥ VAS, JFAR G 5 7 28 i 3k F O i
(“much less pain”, “a little less pain”, “ about the
same pain” ,“a little more pain” , “much more pain”)
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R BN — A R FE VAS R U (A AR
HA W KZE X, 45 H MCSD % 13mm (95% CI,10 ~
Tomm) 't A7 2200 I AR AT T35 L BT
5%, R IE MCSD H 16mm(95% CI, 13 ~18mm) "/,
KRV LR 5 43 AR VE A AR S % bR e (0 A PR
£ , Fosnocht £¢ SR £92 % N 1490 {7 A [ 2 R i A
PRI JBE AT T HTRETE RO I, R 5 40 5 iR oF
535 VAS Z [ B EAHSC (r =0. 667 ) fH X} T4 —
AR 528, VAS S 3497428 A3 B 8 K (s o 25 4 [T 15
~25mm) , HAEL S SR 0 R —8, o5 —Twt
FER FAR ] 1 434 4 ik 3% (0 43R ERIK IR L& i 5 1
SRR R 52 AR G 3 /- AR &2
fi 34 AR T ) X 50 I FLmEIK R VAS KT
50mm ISR FFLE B AE 1 AN F LU DY 8 XU 0 DG 1y
REBEWATHHR, KA AR REHLME (r =
0.7)  TEFIRMMR R LM 1 40 AHNI A VAS T RE
24 20mm ; ZE i 2 43 ERISE VAS B 25 40mm'® i
TR 58 25 55 Fosnocht [ 56 2518 AN — 20, B % 5 #
TR 5 () PR S 0 AR & 1 S IR iR i R AT
X,

2. HEREI ACOF 4 MCSD [ 540« Brid 257 B gt
T HEREEE R VAS X T MCSD (952, 75 212 % )
F R0 B AR LR VAS {558 3 4 iK3F
A4 (VAS <34mm) A2 (34mm < VAS<66mm) |
F AL (VAS > 66mm) |, 25 5 B/ ARV 70 4 5 5 1T
Sy MCSD 25 547 G vh2 3 X, (] 20 55 5 il 7 40
LR RGBT o 5 — A2 R K B
FER R IRE TR BI05 B3 TR 25 b 20 R 1 R
HAWTIE B FERL VAS L 30 Fl 70mm K F 4 Ky 4%
B R L A5 MCSD 435 1114 K 10mm , 2
STL XY W BRI S S5 %5 5
AR GBI BE BRI K

3.8 PP g MCSD b T3 F a0 0¢ 35 X AL
15 M PR 58 8, R B ROC 43 #7 (receiver oper-
ating characteristic analysis) J7 %8 & (£ A S5 3]
P oE 5540095 9 VF 4r B I R B SO e Bl R
19. Smm B2 AE 14050 R 37.9% L % BESE N
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Bl 7K F- 5 MCSD A ¢, 10 2R 28 25 1Y B Al v 7K
B, 78 VAS 538 15 28 R BB BUE A R s K
i 2% fifk SN EE BLA I DR S, HOR A 43 BB 3R R T
AT ) S M BB PR R A A8 Ak . Jensen 251 A
] VAS PF- 95 9 92 il i B EE I, SR A e Bk
75 BE 248 00 5037 i ey /), O 312 A o R APL 5 1 o3
{6 33% A HA I BE 2% X . Emshoff 261 % 7 2
PEFIAE R T M1 O0C T ZE LR F BT 12 J8, ] PGIC
(patient’s global impression of change) i FAF Jy 7p &
S bRifE BT VAS F- S BUEE R ROC 4k fi
A3 S A 5 2 R A S BT i PR 3 S Y 22 57 (clin-
ically important difference, CID) ,f4H VAS § 3% |- A
A i PR T SCHY P X 28 A8 (B 98 FBLJZ: 209 ~ 57, Smm, ik
S RO 64.1% ~76.3% ,CID 4y A 5 yE
115 ~28.5mm " fibATIA H SR -3 (0 O ik
T CID #Y Jay BRAETE TR 2% S8 A2 A (B A8 20 A1 5 ()
FIER] CID 5 3l P20 7K 7 A7 56, B P9 K 1 85 vy
0 S5 LU BE RIS TR K P B A8 CID R, PR I AR
I £ ALK PR S IS CID AR 2%,

ZVAS BB RE

VAS XA T Ak N B 4 A 51 RS 1 5% b B A0 T
M BURE & T 4 0155 P E 3£ (4 - point verbal
rating scale, VRS —4) """ DA 43 166 34 0 588 g 25 i
VAS [t PainMatcher 8108k " o X fi 55 £ % AT
VIR PE I F VAS 5 805 PF 2 & % ( numerical rating
scale, NRS) A C R ER 0.84' 70 VAS 51T
1 %2 (faces rating scale) [ A 5C RN 0.925' ) 4
PRI B R VAS SR T i i 24 8] B Dmin £ 1K
PR3, K VAS (E HAH AR R % 0.99(95% CI:
0.989 ~0.992) *' et [E A VAS P-4 7 7 5
JEEABAF B AT SEVE A RO S U, LS A
FMMCER AT o R ROC £k 53 07 i I ik 3
B VAS PEH 21 2 21 ZUUIR A8 2 5 i o B8 110 R A0 3 R
Fi s v 80% , L 4 7 /K KR 1] & (McGill pain
questionnaire , MPQ ) J J 5 5tk i 4 ok v 1

T 45 i % RS0, Lara — Mufioz 27 42
EE SR H 5 42 o i i SRR R R 1 O i, AR W AR
P VP VAS (9 8500, VAS 5505 1 3 3 32 i) AH 5C
ZHk 0.818, H VAS b VRS J& NRS # fi 5 1 75 .
Kemp 45" Al VAS SF4 9598 16 I A 4 ] 2 1
ZULAE S AT AB T — A I B P B AL X BRG]
PEIE - VAS B3R (“TCHR” - R A Z KR )
A - VAS R (“AEFE” - AR WA E”) , g

SRR S LAV, 0 IG5 R IO R R A2 ik
HAEFIN - VAS 3R I ARIC WK , W AE 4738 - VAS
AR ARG B, HA% IR HORN C 2R e 4En
N2 A% 328 PR e TR A AS AT A B T IR IR
RHAL PSR 5 E S - VAS 5 R ITF 70—, Kemp
SEUY N i TR TR - VAS K IRA
AR 807 13 D I 2 R IR R B T AN R 9K 0 R
B

=.VAS R F 9% g B &

1. VAS SR WA BRI J7 n] . VAS &£ 7] DL &
LUK B PRAS 5 1), 6 AH [ 58 32 19 0, 1 B
7 1] 9 5 28 B K 7 1] ) R o R o T LT )
(1 R VE 7 AR 2 RBCBER . Hjermstad 55 10°h VAS
B A PRI A 914> . Paul — Dauphin %5 5%
R U T APF 5% R ) 4 BT 1 9 e 6 AN S [ 286 R
2 ANJ7 A 100mm — VAS (1 i £y F1 o B P 3517 T B
%, A BT AR L BT RRIC ) VAS $F40 407 (1 E
SBE L EFA G E X, VAS B LA SRR
10 BT BE L PSR 0 ~ 9mm (1A 4 BB, T
AARER RIS . N R SRR [R] 7 [0 9 VAS &
FXFF 10 ~90mm Z M 3T 22 R LG it 2= 8 X, H
XoF T 32 30T PR 1 ity a5 B4 B 4o B AEG o R R o R IR A
VEAR A 52w, A7 76 L BRSO AR BRI ( ceiling and
floor effect) ,

24X VAS B A9 52 6 T AR N EkIA
IRESI 5 i 5 3, VAS [ NRS 52t 57 4 4% H A% iR R
BiE . Gagliese S5 AN HETE & 4F B E AR J5 i I VAS
TR VT4, JE VR X T & A7 B 3% 3 115 1) /K OSF 5
WY VAS iR AL H 3R T A Pk & o Shields 45 %)
106 BRI FE 5 ~ 14 2 G5 B F R e & 0 2405 i 3
HEATOESE WoR 173 () FH CPEAERR 9.8 %) n LI AR
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IR 8.2 B WK 2 5 A it 2% 5 X, Palermo
SENE 40 B WA TE 5.0 ~6.8 % (5.8 0.4 ) L&
PEAT T BT, 45 HAV 40% (% )L # ] DL IE B 4 ] VAS,
AT AR S > 5.6 2 H 1Q =100 () JL#E A A fE
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AR NN 2 5 BRA# 345 VAS 783 > AR iy
o7 FH 22 ) B A

3. A FAEFIXE VAS (520 : McKechnie 55 45
T 23 I A TR 19 BB ZEF NS S E X
VAS By & 00, 00 2 5 3 ¥ 53 Al ] 22 T A s
F7F 100mm — VAS 3£ [ 4ric 1/4 .1/2 K& 3/4 [l
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AR S 5 EM AL F i ¥ i A TRl
MIALE AR AC o A7 FAERFARIC 174 IS BR A5 0w 22
MFRIC 3/4 B SEBR s A A7, 22 T8 R 35 brid 3 AL
BRI R w A 28 RGeS ATk
o AE T EERG B 2 2 OK 1 VAS 1755 i) 75 255 B A
HFHEAX - E

M. VAS Wi REA

AR5 I TR) P T 2 A JRR e A ) 28 2 A B
KON Re M52, 4% VAS 76 AR J5 790 PP Al b i1y
W7 M2, Machata 2542 4 fili F§ “PAULA the PAIN —
METER® ,PAULA " 17 R G IEH, PAULA 1y K
JEEPRUE VAS 53R AT, IETH 2 5 AN A B3 1
T AR 2455, T T B 0 ~ 100 AR VAS, B3 {8 1]
—N U B A5 AR s LR R I IR 4 SR R R TR
Ji JE ) P9 AT P, PAULA B9 48 52 B8 I 3/
THrdE VAS,

Dones %548 Al J 4 VAS 5 3RV 18 PR,
x Bl (0 ~10) fRFRIIH IR ,0 KR “ oI 7,100 KR
“HEGREUPCIR Ty WSRO 48 1 R RH
2RI PIR B B ) 5 4 K 24h () E 8L ol 4 A
K1 fRFEO0~20% ,2 832 21% ~40% ,3 L3E 41%
~60% ,4 ARERTCH W PEIF o ANy — 48 VAS 2
TN E VR A A H A 5 L i 3% . Jamison 5542
HTE Ml 5E LA F A H L VAS, HLF VAS ffi X
VEO R AR A4t Do i A B4k, L 4R T VAS 2%
SR, % AR [R] 9 BE AR, - VAS 5408 VAS
AR (r=0.97) . {HHLF VAS XJ & % BOR K,
el A5t g 4 ) A2 B BRI

H AT, VAS &) Z B T Il R0/ WA, HoA 2
P 0] S R SRR B AE — SRR S P gIE S, {H E I R
I FH IRE S % J g 3 %F VAS (1% B A A% BE I3 3 43 BT
MFE S, 6 T L ZE R A DL ) RE R A Y S AN N
Mo TP ERIRIT ORI AU EZ B2 R RS A 4%
THE R S 3R 0 2 R A IR R B L AN TR K 1 9%
I N A AR AN ) 09 T 5807 3k RO TRl AR AR 1 i
By /MR IRE L 22 7 AN . S T3 VAS XK
I P %) M B PR RN AT S, — S 2R R X VAS R
HEAT TR (R AE S — B R AZ T W
Wor A fritt— 2R .
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