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LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Reliable Change Formula Query: Temkin et al. reply
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Hinton-Bayre (2000) raises a point that may occur to manymay be close to true in many cases. Since we had the lon-
readers who are familiar with the Reliable Change Indexgitudinal data to directly calculate the standard error of the
(RCI). In our previous paper comparing four models for difference between scores at Time 1 and Time 2, we used
detecting significant change in neuropsychological perforthe direct method. Which method is preferable? When the
mance (Temkin et al., 1999), we used a formula for calcuneeded data are available, it is the one we used. It computes
lating Sy, the measure of variability for the test—retest the variability of the difference based on the actual test—
difference, that differs from the one Hinton-Bayre has seenetest differences and avoids making the assumption that
employed in other studies of the RCI. In fact, there are twathe variability at Times 1 and 2 are the same. Finally, it should
ways of calculatindgs,iz—a direct method and an approxi- be noted that, in our study, the results obtained by the two
mate method. As stated by Jacobson and Truax (1991, p. 14nethods are quite similar and the differences between them
the direct method is to compute “the standard error ofare of questionable importance (Hinton-Bayre, 2000,
the difference between the two test scores” or equivalentlyfable 1).
V(82 + 52 — 2s,5,1,,) Wheres is the standard deviation at
timei andr,, is the test—retest correlation or reliability co-
efficient. Jacobson and Truax also provide a formula for the(REFERENCES
approximation ofS;;+ when one does not have access to
retest data on the population of interest, but does have dinton-Bayre, A. (2000). Reliable Change formula qudnurnal
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