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Abstract: Background and Objectives: Nowadays, various clinical scoring systems are used in the
medical care of the elderly to assess the quality of mobility. However, people often tend to under- or
overestimate themselves in many aspects. Since this can have serious consequences in their treatment
and care, the aim of this study was to identify differences in the self and external assessment of
mobility of persons over 65 years of age. Materials and Methods: 222 participants over 65 years of
age and one external, closely-related relative or professional caregiver were interviewed by a unique
study assistant using a standardized questionnaire. Participants were divided into people living in
nursing homes and independent people living at home, where either the caregivers or the relatives
provided the external assessment of mobility, respectively. The questionnaire included demographics,
cognitive abilities (Mini Mental Status Test); fall risk (Hendrich 2 Fall Risk Model); as well as the
Parker Mobility Score, Barthel Index, and EQ-5D-5L to measure mobility, activities of daily life and
quality of life. In each case, the participant and the external person were asked for their assessment
to the participants” mobility situation. Statistical significance of the difference between self and
external assessment was calculated with a Wilcoxon rank-sum test and assumed with a p-value of
< 0.05. Results: Self-assessment indicated a significantly higher value, when compared to an external
assessment for the Parker Mobility Score for females in nursing homes (p < 0.01), as well as for the
Barthel Index for females (p < 0.01) and males (p < 0.01) in nursing homes. The EQ-5D-5L received a
significantly higher self-assessment value for females (p < 0.01) and males (p < 0.01) living at home
and females (p < 0.01) and males (p < 0.05) in nursing homes. Conclusions: Persons over 65 years of
age tend to overestimate their level of mobility, quality of life and activities of daily life. Especially
for people living in nursing homes, these scoring systems should be treated with caution due to the
differences between the verbal statements. It is important to properly assess the mobility situation of
elderly patients to ensure correct medical treatment and prevention of falls.

Keywords: older adults; mobility; self-assessment; gait speed; orthogeriatric co-management

1. Introduction

Due to worldwide demographic changes, the number of persons over 65 years of
age will continuously increase [1]. Maintaining sufficient mobility is a prerequisite for
independence in old age [2]. The loss of mobility independence can lead to limitations
in daily activities and thus to a reduced quality of life [2-5]. Various factors can lead to
restricted mobility. In addition to physiological changes during ageing, chronic diseases
and pain—especially after falls—can result in tremendous functional disorders [2,6]. The
risk of falling increases continuously with age [6] and several studies have shown that
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35% and 15% of persons over 65 years of age fall at least once or twice a year [7-9].
Furthermore, people in nursing homes fall five times more often than independent people
living at home [6,9]. Falls often lead to immobility [2,8] due to serious consequences such
as fractures, which often require hospitalization in up to 20% of all fall events [9]. In
addition, falls are responsible for around 40% of all injury-related deaths [6]. Predictions
of demographic trends indicate that the number of hospital treatments for people over
65 years of age will dramatically increase in the future [10]. As a result, the costs for the
healthcare system could increase by 70% in the US until the year 2030 compared to 2002 [11].
Furthermore, dissatisfaction with the own mobility level and fear of repetitive falling causes
people to lose confidence in moving safely, resulting in a loss of independence [6,9]. For
this reason, there are more and more specialized centers that take special care of this fragile
patient population. This integrated form of care has proven its worth, especially after falls
and injuries [12]. The aim of the therapy is a rapid restoration of mobility and return to
the activity level before the accident. Moreover, a sufficient and rapid full-weight bearing
mobilization of patients will reduce further complications such as pulmonary or urinary
tract infections [13]. Consequently, it is important to identify mobility limitations of older
adults as early as possible in order to avoid falls and prevent mobility impairment [2]. It is
possible to maintain the independence and functionality of older adults by implementing
prevention programs at the right time [3].

Taking these facts into account, an accurate assessment of mobility of persons over
65 years of age is necessary to ensure medically and financially appropriate clinical care for
patients following fall-related injuries. This includes reasonable prevention, treatment, and
follow-up on discharge from the clinic. Validated assessment systems such as the Parker
Mobility Score, Barthel Index, and EQ-5D-5L are already widely used in clinical practice to
assess the mobility, activities and quality of life of older people. However, these assessment
options are mainly based on the patients’ self-perception, and therefore can result in a
biased clinical judgment followed by inappropriate medical treatment. For example, a
significant discrepancy between self-assessment and objective tests was found for patients
with chronic back pain [14] or neurological diseases [15]. Since most current medical
decisions for the rehabilitation phase after fall-related fractures in older patients depend
on subjective rating systems, the aim of this study was to identify differences between the
self-assessment and external assessment of the mobility of people over 65 years of age. If
the statements of the participants deviate from those of external persons, conclusions can be
drawn for the practical use of the respective scores. The results make it possible to formulate
recommendations for dealing with this group of people in a clinical setting. Furthermore,
the aim was to determine whether there are differences in the case of a misjudgment
depending on the living situation and gender. It should be determined whether the
cognitive state has an influence on the misjudgment, and whether a misjudgment leads to
an increased risk of falling. Further possibilities for objectifying the subjective statements
of patients should be mentioned.

2. Materials and Methods

Ethics statement: This study was registered and approved by the local ethics commit-
tee (project number: 18-212). Approval was given before the enrollment started. The study
followed the declaration of Helsinki.

Study setup: This study was based on an anonymous and standardized questionnaire
that consisted of already existing and validated clinical scoring systems (see Supplementary
Materials). A study assistant interviewed 222 participants over 65 years of age who were
living in a nursing home or independently at home. In each case, an external person (one
close relative each for independently living or one professional caregiver for one or more
people in nursing homes) was asked for the external assessment. Care was taken to ensure
that the external assessment was made without knowledge of the self-assessment, in order
to exclude any possible influence of bias. Exclusion criteria for the study were a previously
diagnosed dementia or attachment to a wheelchair. The selection of independently living
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participants and nursing homes was carried out via internet research and personal contacts
of the study staff. The preparations for the interviews differed depending on the living
situation of the participants. People who lived independently in their own home were
contacted by telephone. They were informed about the content of the study and asked to
consent to participate. For the interviews in nursing homes, the first contact was made
via the management. The study was explained and permission to conduct the interviews
was asked. If they were willing to participate, further organization was discussed with
the management, who selected the test subjects according to the inclusion criteria and
informed and enlightened the residents about the study. To create representative results
for a large city and suburban region, the interviews took place in nursing homes and study
participants” homes, in and around Munich, Germany between April 2018 and April 2019.
All study participants signed a written declaration of consent. All data is anonymized and
cannot be assigned to a specific person.

Parameters and scoring systems: To describe the study population, data on gender
(female, male), living situation (independent, nursing home), age and height were collected.
With the help of the Body Composition Monitor (BF511, OMRON, Mannheim, Germany),
in addition to body weight and BMI, the percentage of body fat, visceral fat and muscle
mass was determined for willing participants.

The Parker Mobility Score was used to assess the quality of mobility. This score
records existing mobility restrictions and was originally developed to describe functional
deficits before and after a fracture. It consists of three questions about mobility: ability to
get about the house, ability to get out of the house, and ability to go shopping. Depending
on the extent of the mobility impairment, zero points are given for “not at all”, one point
for “with help from another person”, two points for “with an aid”, and three points for
“no difficulty”. This gives a maximum score of nine points, which reflects no mobility
restriction [16]. The study participant and external person both answered for this score.

The Barthel Index was used as an evaluation method for the systematic recording
of activities of daily life. It was developed in 1965 by Florence 1. Mahoney and Dorothea
W. Barthel. The index provides information about the independence or need for care of
people and is nowadays used in the context of care assessment, especially in geriatrics and
rehabilitation. Ten different activities are listed. These include feeding, bathing, grooming,
dressing, bowels and bladder continence, toilet use, transfer, mobility, and climbing stairs.
Depending on the activity, between 0, 5, 10, or 15 points can be achieved. The total score
shows the degree of restriction. The maximum score is 100 points, which reflects complete
independence. A result of 0 points corresponds to a complete need for care [17]. The study
participant and external person both answered for this score.

The EQ-5D-5L questionnaire was used to measure the quality of life. This widely
used questionnaire was developed by the EuroQol group in 2009 in order to describe and
investigate health-related quality of life. Besides a visual analogue scale, restrictions are
recorded in five dimensions: mobility, self-care, usual activities, pain/discomfort, and
anxiety/depression. For each dimension, there are five different answer options: no, slight,
moderate, severe, and extreme problems/unable. The responses are used to generate a
health state profile that can be converted into a health state index score. A high index value
stands for a subjectively perceived high quality of life [18,19]. The study participant and
external person both answered for this score.

The cognitive state of the participants was evaluated with the Mini Mental Status
Test by Folstein et al., on the one hand to check the exclusion criterion of dementia by
uncovering possible cognitive deficits directly in the beginning of the questionnaire, but
after the collection of the demographics, and on the other hand to identify a possible
influence on the mobility assessment. This psychometric test is often used to clarify
cognitive performance disorders. The test consists of different tasks to test cognitive
skills. A maximum of 30 points can be achieved, which means that there are no cognitive
restrictions. For this study, a limit value of 24 points was defined as the minimum score the
participants had to reach in order to participate, this applied for all participants [20,21].



Medicina 2021, 57,980

40f11

Using various risk factors from the Hendrich 2 Fall Risk Model, the participants’ risk
of falling was assessed. This made it possible to determine whether an incorrect assessment
of mobility was associated with an increased risk of falling. The risk factors are rated with
different points, which are added in the end. The higher the score, the higher the risk of
falling [22]. This score was only answered by the study participant.

Statistical Analysis: Study data was collected and managed using REDCap (University
of Vanderbilt, USA) [23]. Sample size calculation was based on a significance level of 0.05
and a power of 0.8. Initially, the data were divided into female and male groups, as well as
independent and nursing home groups. For the descriptive statistics, the mean, standard
deviation, median, and range were calculated. In order to capture possible differences
between the self- and external-assessment, we subtracted the value of external assessment
from the self-assessment. Thus, a positive result reflects an overestimation and a negative
value an underestimation. The statistical significance was calculated after determining
a Gaussian distribution using the Wilcoxon rank-sum test (GraphPad Prism, USA) and
assumed at a p-value of <0.05. The correlations between the data of the Parker Mobility
Score, Barthel Index, and Mini Mental Status Test as well as the Hendrich 2 Fall Risk Model
were examined by determining the Spearman correlation. The level of significance was set
atp <0.05.

3. Results
3.1. Study Population

From 222 participants, 73.0% were female and 27.0% were male. Approximately, 60%
of the participants (female: 58.6%, male: 60.0%) lived in nursing homes. Study population
details are provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Geriatric study population. n = number of participants. n.s.= not significant. Median (Range).

Female (n = 162) Male (n = 60)
Nursing Home Independent Nursing Home Independent
o Median o Median o Median o Median
n (%) (Range) n (%) (Range) P n (%) (Range) n (%) (Range) P
3BE  95(586) 860(33) 67(414) 78(32) p<00l 36600 00 o400 82 <005
(years) ’ ’ ’ =7 ’ (31.0) ’ (27.0) =7
height 164.0 ns 177.5 177.0 s
(cm) (23.0) - (29.0) (26.0) ’
weight 95 (58.6) 67 (41.4) 65.0 . 36 (60.0) 80.0 24 (40.0) 792 .
(kg) (101.0) (48.0) ’ (52.3) (42.0) ’
24.0 25.7 259
BMI (18.5) n-s (16.3) (12.6) ns
body fat 35.3 s 25.1 21.1 s
viéc/oe)ral 13 (8.0) 34 (21.0) 27:5) 3(5.0) (11.5) 8 (13.3) (11.7)
fat (%) 8.5 (11.0) 9.0 (11.0) ns. 6.0 (5.0) 10.1 (40) p<0.05
muscle 27.1
mass (%) 28.0 (8.1) (22.0) ns. 33.1(4.5) 33.2 (6.8) ns.

3.2. Increasing Age Leads to Misjudgment of Mobility by the Parker Mobility Score

Self-assessment of mobility by validated questionnaires is often utilized to determine
the rehabilitation program for geriatric patients after fall-induced fractures. However, as
this self-assessment is solely subjective, and thus might lead to an underestimation or
overestimation of mobility, we ask participants and their relatives or their caregivers the
same questions.

As expected, women as well as men who live independently at home achieved high
scores, while scores among participants in nursing homes vary widely with a tendency
towards lower scores (Figure 1A). A more detailed evaluation of the difference between self
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and external assessment revealed that women and men both over, and underestimate their
situation of mobility (Figure 1A, red and blue dots). While men who live independently
tend to assess themselves correctly, the degree of misjudgment increases especially among
women in old age in nursing homes (Figure 1B). Self-assessment indicated a significantly
higher Parker Mobility Score, when compared to an external assessment for females over
65 years of age in nursing homes (p < 0.01). The other evaluated differences showed no
statistical significance.
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Figure 1. Parker Mobility Score: Point plot illustration of self and external assessment of the Parker Mobility Score (A) as
well as the difference against age (B). Grey dots: no difference; blue dots: underestimation; red dots: overestimation. Dot
size represents the relative number of participants.

3.3. Nursing Home Residents Tend to Overestimate Themselves with the Barthel Index

Women and men who live independently at home achieved a high score in the
Barthel Index, whereas scores from participants in nursing homes vary greatly, as expected
(Figure 2A). With a few exceptions, the independently living participants assessed them-
selves correctly. A closer look at the participants in nursing homes revealed that women
and men both tend to overestimate their situation in activities of daily life (Figure 2A,B).
While the overestimation in men is nearly linear regardless of age, the spread of overesti-
mation in women increases with age (Figure 2B). Self-assessment indicated a significantly
higher Barthel Index, when compared to an external assessment for females (p < 0.01) and
males (p < 0.01) over 65 years of age in nursing homes. The other evaluated differences
showed no statistical significance.

3.4. Geriatric Participants Have a High Subjective Well-Being

High EQ-5D-5L Index values are found in participants living independently and those
in nursing homes with no significant gender-specific differences (Figure 3A). However,
lower values are more pronounced in nursing homes. Independent of age, participants
clearly overestimated themselves with a few exceptions (Figure 3A,B). Self-assessment
indicated a significantly higher index value, when compared to external assessment, for
females over 65 years of age living independently at home (p < 0.01) and in nursing homes
(p <0.01). Likewise, for males over 65 years of age living independently at home (p < 0.01)
and in nursing homes (p < 0.05).
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Figure 2. Barthel Index: Point plot illustration of self and external assessment of the Barthel Index (A) as well as the
difference against age (B). Grey dots: no difference; blue dots: underestimation; red dots: overestimation. Dot size
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Figure 3. EQ-5D-5L Index: Point plot illustration of self and external assessment of the EQ-5D-5L Index (A) as well as
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represents the relative number of participants.

3.5. Correlation of Mobility Misjudgment and Cognition or Risk of Falls

As the participants’ cognitive state might have an influence on the self-assessment of
mobility, we correlated the results of the Mini Mental Status Test to the difference of the
Barthel Index and Parker Mobility Score. For women in nursing homes, there was a slight
negative correlation between the cognitive ability and the difference of the Barthel Index
(p <0.05), indicating that increase of cognitive impairment leads to a higher misjudgment
of daily activities. In all other cases, no significant correlation could be demonstrated
(Figure 4A,B).
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In order to determine the extent to which an incorrect assessment is associated with
an increased risk of falling, the correlation between the Hendrich 2 Fall Risk Model and the
Barthel Index or Parker Mobility Score was determined. With the exception of women in
nursing homes, the difference of the Barthel Index showed a slightly positive correlation
between an increased risk of falling and a misjudgment (p < 0.05) (Figure 5A). However,
this increased risk of falling in the event of a misjudgment in the Barthel Index could not
be demonstrated in women in nursing homes, who make up a large part of the entire study
population (Figure 5A). Furthermore, no significant correlation could be demonstrated
between the difference of the Parker Mobility Score and the Hendrich 2 Fall Risk Model
(Figure 5B).
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Figure 5. Hendrich Fall Risk Model—Correlation: Point plot illustration of Barthel Index (A) or Parker Mobility Score (B)
against the Hendrich Fall Risk Score. Red line: linear regression.

4. Discussion

Restoring mobility and functional independence after a fall is essential and a main
goal of orthogeriatric co-management [12]. Geriatric scoring systems provide information
about mobility status and enable conclusions about health status and quality of life. This
information should be used to organize the best and most personalized care, aftercare, and
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prevention. However, the statements of patients in these scoring systems may differ from
reality. The aim of this study was to uncover differences between the self-assessment and
external assessment of the mobility of people over 65 years of age. With few exceptions,
this study indicates that these persons tend to overestimate their situation in terms of
mobility, activities of daily life and quality of life, when using the described geriatric
scoring systems. Significant differences between self- and external assessments were found
especially among women and men in nursing homes. This circumstance is of particular
importance as, when using geriatric scoring systems in the context of the patient’s medical
history, care must be taken to ensure that the correct information about the functional and
mobility status is guaranteed. However, all questionnaires show natural limitations in
terms of self-assessment of the interviewed patients.

The Parker Mobility Score is described in the literature as a convincing tool for evalu-
ating mobility and widely used for orthopedic and orthogeriatric patients [24]. Although
many participants over- or underestimated their mobility, a significant difference in the
assessment could only be demonstrated in older women in nursing homes. Thus, these
women should receive special attention when assessing their mobility with the Parker
Mobility Score. For the other groups of participants this score can be recommended in order
to assess their mobility. In the elderly, sarcopenia can also be a cause of restricted mobility.
This can be assessed well in a further step, for example with the SARC-F-Score [25].

The study by Liem, LS. et al. concluded that the Barthel Index is the most appropriate
tool for evaluating activities of daily life [24] and can be used on people living indepen-
dently at home in order to assess their activities of daily life. However, special attention
should be given to women and men living in nursing homes, as a significant overestimation
in the Barthel Index was found for both groups.

The results of this study are particularly striking for the EQ-5D-5L. Both women and
men living at home or in nursing homes showed a significant overestimation compared to
the external statement. Apart from the problem of self-overestimation, it can nevertheless
be deduced as a positive aspect that a high index value, which stands for a high quality of
life, is at least subjectively confirmed by the participants. However, there are some aspects
that need to be considered. On the one hand, the EQ-5D-5L enables more differentiated
answer options with five answer levels, each in contrast to the other utilized questionnaires.
On the other hand, it must be questioned how far an external person can correctly assess
the participants’ subjective state of pain and fear. Family caregivers tend to overestimate
health restrictions in less visible aspects, such as pain or anxiety and depression, whereas
professional health caregivers tend to rate patients equally [26].

It is interesting to note that a slight cognitive impairment does not seem to play a role
in an incorrect self-assessment. However, an exclusion criterion of this study was the result
of less than 24 points in the Mini Mental Status Test. Therefore, no statement can be made
about the extent to which the assessment changes in patients with significantly greater
cognitive impairments. Tinetti et al. reported in its study of fall frequency evaluation and
their reasons, that cognitive impairment is also an independent risk factor for fall events [27].
However, our study does not provide any indications that an incorrect assessment of
mobility generally correlates with an increased risk of falling. Only an incorrect assessment
of the Barthel Index showed a slightly positive correlation with a higher risk of falling.

In our study, it is assumed that a higher value of self-assessment represents a self-
overestimation of study participants. However, a limitation of our study approach is the
heterogeneity, and therewith subjectivity, of the external assessors of mobility. It might be
that the external person underestimates the participants’ situation. Since an assessment
should be objective, in particular by professional caregivers, we assume that a higher
value of self-assessment equates to overestimation. In addition, in clinical practice, one
will initially rely on verbal statements of the patient and, according to our study, the
participants rated themselves partly better compared to the external statements. In order
to treat patients correctly, we believe that it is not sufficient to rely solely on questionnaires
and patient self-assessment. There should always be an objective geriatric assessment,
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which uses objective, standardized tests to get an unbiased picture of the patient and
his individual situation. This is all the more important as people in nursing homes in
particular overestimate themselves here, but a large number of falls take place in these
facilities. Furthermore, it should be noted that an assessment of relatives—who may be
emotionally dependent and have no professional competence—can differentiate from
statements of professional caregivers in nursing homes [26]. The assessment may depend
on the mental condition, which could be influenced by factors such as immobility after
surgery or restrictions due to pain or medication. Due to the recruitment area of our study,
participants in a large city and the surrounding area, we assume that the results are quite
representative for large clinics with specialized orthogeriatric care.

A recent study by Oftendal et al. linked the number of daily steps to the mortality of
older Australian adults [28]. Patients often overestimated their daily activity and walking
time [29,30]. New opportunities in assessing mobility such as modern, automated measur-
ing methods (wearables) can be a way to obtain objective data on patient mobilization and
might objectify the medical decisions [31]. These techniques allow a feasible opportunity
to capture the actual mobility over longer time periods and in the habitual environment of
the patients [32]. However, the wearables and the algorithm for data extraction have to
be fitted for the patient. Older adults are often slow walkers and thus, specific algorithms
are necessary for these populations to measure a realistic mobilization and long-term
changes, including behavior and activities of daily living [33]. Directly capturing patients’
mobility and daily behavior with medically-approved wearables will help to optimize
future concepts for personalized therapy and rehabilitation, as well as the outcome of
orthogeriatric patients.

5. Conclusions

The findings of our study highlight the importance of critically considering the mobil-
ity situation of people over 65 years of age, especially of (female) residents in nursing homes,
as misinterpretation of their mobility performances might lead to insufficient treatment
and aftercare. For this reason, it may be useful to complement self or external assessments
with a more objective method, such as wearables, to assess mobility in a regular and /or
continuous manner. In the end, manifested consequences of wrong self-perception, such as
falls and/or fractures, must be evaluated in longitudinal cohort studies.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https:/ /www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/medicina57090980/s1, Table S1: Demographic data and answers to the questionnaires.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, PM., C.K. and M.M.S.; Methodology, PM., C.K. and
M.M.S.; Software, M.M.S.; Validation, A.M.K.; Formal analysis, PM. and M.M.S.; Investigation,
M.M.S.; Resources, C.K. and M.M.S.; Data curation, PM. and P.A.; Writing—original draft preparation,
PM and A M.K,; Writing—review and editing, AM.K,, PA., C.N., M.D., W.B. and C.K,; Visualization,
PM. and M.M.S,; Supervision, M.M.S.; Project administration, C.K. and M.M.S. All authors have read
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki and approved by the local Ethics Committee of the Medical Faculty, LMU
Munich (project number: 18-212). Approval was given before the enrollment started.

Informed Consent Statement: Written informed consent has been obtained from the patients.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study is available in the Supplementary
Table S1.

Conflicts of Interest: A.M.K. received research support from Novartis AG, Basel, Switzerland
regarding the topic of gait speed. All other authors declare no conflict of interest.


https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/medicina57090980/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/medicina57090980/s1

Medicina 2021, 57, 980 10 of 11

References

1.  Grady, PA. Advancing the health of our aging population: A lead role for nursing science. Nurs. Outlook 2011, 59, 207-209.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Rantakokko, M.; Ménty, M.; Rantanen, T. Mobility decline in old age. Exerc. Sport Sci. Rev. 2013, 41, 19-25. [CrossRef]

3. Bleijenberg, N.; Zuithoff, N.P.A.; Smith, A K.; de Wit, N.J.; Schuurmans, M.J. Disability in the individual ADL, IADL, and mobility
among older adults: A prospective cohort study. J. Nutr. Health Aging 2017, 21, 897-903. [CrossRef]

4. Vanleerberghe, P; De Witte, N.; Claes, C.; Schalock, R.L.; Verté, D. The quality of life of older people aging in place: A literature
review. Qual. Life Res. 2017, 26, 2899-2907. [CrossRef]

5. Brownie, S.; Horstmanshof, L.; Garbutt, R. Factors that impact residents’ transition and psychological adjustment to long-term
aged care: A systematic literature review. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 2014, 51, 1654-1666. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6.  Peel, N.M. Epidemiology of falls in older age. Can. |. Aging 2011, 30, 7-19. [CrossRef]

7. Peeters, GM.E.E; de Vries, O.].; Elders, PJ.M.; Pluijm, S.M.E; Bouter, L.M.; Lips, P. Prevention of fall incidents in patients with
a high risk of falling: Design of a randomised controlled trial with an economic evaluation of the effect of multidisciplinary
transmural care. BMC Geriatr. 2007, 7, 15. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8.  Park, S.-H. Tools for assessing fall risk in the elderly: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Aging Clin. Exp. Res. 2018, 30, 1-16.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Yoshida, S. A Global Report on Falls Prevention Epidemiology of Falls; WHO Rep.: Geneva, Switzerland, 2012.

10. Lehnert, T.; Heider, D.; Leicht, H.; Heinrich, S.; Corrieri, S.; Luppa, M.; Riedel-Heller, S.; Konig, H.-H. Review: Health care
utilization and costs of elderly persons with multiple chronic conditions. Med. Care Res. Rev. 2011, 68, 387—420. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

11. Goldman, D.P; Shang, B.; Bhattacharya, J.; Garber, A.M.; Hurd, M.; Joyce, G.F,; Lakdawalla, D.N.; Panis, C.; Shekelle, P.G.
Consequences of health trends and medical innovation for the future elderly. Health Aff. 2005, 24, W5R5-17. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12.  Gosch, M.; Hoffmann-Weltin, Y.; Roth, T.; Blauth, M.; Nicholas, J.A.; Kammerlander, C. Orthogeriatric co-management improves
the outcome of long-term care residents with fragility fractures. Arch. Orthop. Trauma Surg. 2016, 136, 1403-1409. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

13. Beliveau, M.M.; Multach, M. Perioperative care for the elderly patient. Med. Clin. N. Am. 2003, 87, 273-289. [CrossRef]

14. Svensson, H.K,; Karlsson, ]J.; Sterner, T.R.; Ahlner, F.; Skoog, I.; Erhag, H.F. Self-perceived functional ability and performance-
based testing of physical function in older women with or without long-term back pain-results of the H70 study. BMC Geriatr.
2021, 21, 229. [CrossRef]

15. Farin, E. Agreement of patient and physician ratings on mobility and self-care in neurological diseases. Qual. Life Res. 2009, 18,
999-1010. [CrossRef]

16. Parker, M.].; Palmer, C.R. A new mobility score for predicting mortality after hip fracture. J. Bone Joint Surg. Br. 1993, 75, 797-798.
[CrossRef]

17. Mabhoney, EI; Barthel, D.W. Functional Evaluation: The Barthel Index. Md. State Med. ]. 1965, 14, 61-65.

18.  Herdman, M.; Gudex, C.; Lloyd, A.; Janssen, M.; Kind, P; Parkin, D.; Bonsel, G.; Badia, X. Development and preliminary testing
of the new five-level version of EQ-5D (EQ-5D-5L). Qual. Life Res. 2011, 20, 1727-1736. [CrossRef]

19. Ludwig, K.; Graf von der Schulenburg, J.-M.; Greiner, W. German Value Set for the EQ-5D-5L. Pharmacoeconomics 2018, 36,
663-674. [CrossRef]

20. Folstein, M.E,; Folstein, S.E.; McHugh, P.R. “Mini-mental state”. A practical method for grading the cognitive state of patients for
the clinician. J. Psychiatr. Res. 1975, 12, 189-198. [CrossRef]

21. Tombaugh, T.N.; McIntyre, N.J. The mini-mental state examination: A comprehensive review. |. Am. Geriatr. Soc. 1992, 40,
922-935. [CrossRef]

22. Hendrich, A.L.; Bender, P:S.; Nyhuis, A. Validation of the Hendrich II Fall Risk Model: A large concurrent case/control study of
hospitalized patients. Appl. Nurs. Res. 2003, 16, 9-21. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Harris, PA,; Taylor, R.; Minor, B.L.; Elliott, V.; Fernandez, M.; O'Neal, L.; McLeod, L.; Delacqua, G.; Delacqua, E; Kirby, J.; et al.
The REDCap consortium: Building an international community of software platform partners. J. Biomed. Inform. 2019, 95, 103208.
[CrossRef]

24. Liem, L.S.; Kammerlander, C.; Suhm, N.; Blauth, M.; Roth, T.; Gosch, M.; Hoang-Kim, A.; Mendelson, D.; Zuckerman, J.;
Leung, F; et al. Identifying a standard set of outcome parameters for the evaluation of orthogeriatric co-management for hip
fractures. Injury 2013, 44, 1403-1412. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Malmstrom, TK.; Morley, J.E. SARC-F: A simple questionnaire to rapidly diagnose sarcopenia. J. Am. Med. Dir. Assoc. 2013, 14,
531-532. [CrossRef]

26. Hounsome, N.; Orrell, M.; Edwards, R.T. EQ-5D as a quality of life measure in people with dementia and their carers: Evidence
and key issues. Value Health 2011, 14, 390-399. [CrossRef]

27. Tinetti, M.E.; Doucette, J.; Claus, E.; Marottoli, R. Risk factors for serious injury during falls by older persons in the
community. |. Am. Geriatr. Soc. 1995, 43, 1214-1221. [CrossRef]

28. Oftedal, S.; Holliday, E.G.; Attia, J.; Brown, W.J.; Collins, C.E.; Ewald, B.; Glozier, N.; McEvoy, M.; Morgan, PJ.;

Plotnikoff, R.C.; et al. Daily steps and diet, but not sleep, are related to mortality in older Australians. J. Sci. Med. Sport
2020, 23, 276-282. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2011.05.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21757076
http://doi.org/10.1097/JES.0b013e3182556f1e
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12603-017-0891-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-017-1651-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2014.04.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24813582
http://doi.org/10.1017/S071498081000070X
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2318-7-15
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17605771
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40520-017-0749-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28374345
http://doi.org/10.1177/1077558711399580
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21813576
http://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.W5.R5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16186147
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00402-016-2543-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27501701
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0025-7125(02)00155-4
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-021-02177-y
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-009-9520-0
http://doi.org/10.1302/0301-620X.75B5.8376443
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-011-9903-x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s40273-018-0615-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/0022-3956(75)90026-6
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.1992.tb01992.x
http://doi.org/10.1053/apnr.2003.016009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12624858
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbi.2019.103208
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.injury.2013.06.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23880377
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2013.05.018
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jval.2010.08.002
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.1995.tb07396.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2019.09.018

Medicina 2021, 57, 980 11 of 11

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Koolhaas, C.M.; van Rooij, EJ.; Cepeda, M.; Tiemeier, H.; Franco, O.H.; Schoufour, J.D. Physical activity derived from ques-
tionnaires and wrist-worn accelerometers: Comparability and the role of demographic, lifestyle, and health factors among a
population-based sample of older adults. Clin. Epidemiol. 2018, 10, 1-16. [CrossRef]

Sievi, N.A.; Brack, T.; Brutsche, M.H.; Frey, M.; Irani, S.; Leuppi, J.D.; Thurnheer, R.; Kohler, M.; Clarenbach, C.F. Accelerometer-
versus questionnaire-based assessment of physical activity and their changes over time in patients with COPD. Int. ]. COPD 2017,
2017,1113-1118. [CrossRef]

Clay, I. Impact of Digital Technologies on Novel Endpoint Capture in Clinical Trials. Clin. Pharmacol. Ther. 2017, 102, 912-913.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Mueller, A.; Hoefling, H.A.; Muaremi, A.; Praestgaard, J.; Walsh, L.C.; Bunte, O.; Huber, R.M.; Fiirmetz, J.; Keppler, A.M.; Schieker,
M.; et al. Continuous digital monitoring of walking speed in frail elderly patients: Noninterventional validation study and
longitudinal clinical trial. ]. Med. Internet Res. 2019, 7, €15191. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Keppler, A.M.; Nuritidinow, T.; Mueller, A.; Hoefling, H.; Schieker, M.; Clay, I.; Bocker, W.; Fiirmetz, ]. Validity of accelerometry
in step detection and gait speed measurement in orthogeriatric patients. PLoS ONE 2019, 14, e0221732. [CrossRef] [PubMed]


http://doi.org/10.2147/CLEP.S147613
http://doi.org/10.2147/COPD.S130195
http://doi.org/10.1002/cpt.866
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29027665
http://doi.org/10.2196/15191
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31774406
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0221732
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31469864

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Study Population 
	Increasing Age Leads to Misjudgment of Mobility by the Parker Mobility Score 
	Nursing Home Residents Tend to Overestimate Themselves with the Barthel Index 
	Geriatric Participants Have a High Subjective Well-Being 
	Correlation of Mobility Misjudgment and Cognition or Risk of Falls 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

