Crosswalking MMSE and TICS: Performance
Across Sociodemographic Groups
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Subgroup-specific crosswalks provide practical tools to improve comparability across studies and diverse populations.
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Note. MMSE: Mini-mental state examination; TICS: Telephone Interview for Cognitive Status

The coefficients illustrate how associations between an exposure or intervention and cognitive outcome measured by MMSE can be
rescaled when translated to TICS; for example, an estimated effect measured by MMSE could be multiplied by 0.94 when TICS-27
was used or by 1.09 for TICS-40.

Example - To estimate the corresponding effect on TICS-27:
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.E E R cogxwalkr package

Avoids crosswalking individual test scores and strong assumptions
about anchor items

https://jrgant.github.io/co
gxwalkr/

Multiply the estimated MMSE effect by 0.94 to
obtain the corresponding effect on TICS-27.

e

Eqics_97 = 0.94 X Eypyse
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