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QoL
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Trail Making Test TMT

3
YMRS
HAMD BDI
SASS  Stanford SSS
30
42.7+ 10 23:7
31 SCID
70 53
57 33
SASS BDI
3
3 CPT p=0.05
WCST p=0.028
Continuous Performance Test CPT p=0.016

Wisconsin Card Sorting Test  WCST
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5014

83.2

446

2015

23

H27

28

79

200




Retrospective Cohort Study

(N0.201501)

H27 28 2007 1 1 2015 12 31

2013

2007 1 2014 12 8 8

Kaplan-Meier

ICD-10
DSM-

2007 1 2014 12 8

80



DSM-

D 1 0.8 0.65
0.9 0.05 380 190 190
5 2,3)
log-rank Cox
C
2013 157 31
85 541
Y 97.6%
97.6% 83.1% 95.2%
90.4%
71.8% 1 27.2
(SD8.9) 30 6
2014
2014 2936 1 345 (SD27.0)
11.3%
20.5% 1
5.3%
52% 21%
1%
26%
1 5014 1
79.2% 39.5 (SD8.7)
1.8 (SD1.2) 402.1 (SD298.8)
186.7 (SD149.0)
ICD-10 84.5% DSM-
33.6% 22.2%
1000 63.5%
1 762
Kaplen-Meier 1 83.2% 1
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1.714 (95%ClI:

4237 259
446 2 446
Log-rank
(p=0.001)
Cox
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SR ORI, mean (SD), day
2T, n (%)
S[OEEE(F3)
TLEEE(F4)
Z Dt
AR || B RTREME, n (%), & V)
HEREOTREM, n (%), H Y
FFHAR, mean (SD), day
%%, n (%)

39.5 (8.7)
3969 (79.2%)
1.8 (1.2)
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®2 V7—07077 LARELFNBEOELED LR

TAU RP+TAU standardize
(n=223) (n=223) d

&5, mean (SD), y 35.8 (7.2) 35.4 (7.8) 0.410 0.053
R n (%), Bt 164 (73.5%) 159 (71.3%)  0.596 0.050
BERE, n (%)

1000 A K5 45 (20.2%) 48 (21.5%) 0.727 0.033

1000 A £ 178 (79.8%) 175 (78.5%)
21T, n (%)

HimE 131 (58.7%) 128 (57.4%) 0.773 0.027

AR E 92 (41.3%) 95 (42.6%)
SE OREEARE, mean (SD),d  274.7 (138.7)  286.0 (155.3) 0.782 0.077
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3 ERROBABERDORE

95% ClI

Hazard ratio p
TR LR
Ehp —295% [ref] 0.084
30-39%% 0.600 0.358 1.006 0.053
40-497% 0.565 0.297 1.074 0.081
50-597%% 0.155 0.021 1.153 0.069
PR B [ref] / &tk 0.721 0.422 1.232 0.232
hERE 1000 A5 [ref] / WUk 1.389 0.739 2.612 0.307
B HR [ref] / W& 1.714 1.100 2.673 0.017
FwEEE (B) 1.000 0.999 1.002 0.601
U7 —o70s 54 FA [refl / IEFA 2.343 1.456 3.772 0.000

28
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193 28 180
1
absenteeism
presenteeism 1
A
B
1) 1)
16 26
2 10
26
50 20
1
2)
absenteeism 16 12 4
presenteeism 2
D9 HPQ #-®(WHO Health and Work
Performance Questionnaire short form
)
presenteeism presenteeism
absenteeism absenteeism
CES-D®(center for
2 27 28 epidemilogic studies depression scale)

BSDS™ Bipolar
Spectrum Diagnostic Scale
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(CSQ-89)
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HPQ

presenteeism
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EQ5-D® QoL

26—28 3
26 10

absenteeism

Friedman test
28
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26 10 28
3 26 214
2
19 193
28 180
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(42.0%)

(32.1%) (33.2%)

(80.3%)

(51.8%)
3
1
(95.3%)
291.2(SD150.7)
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