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Isokinetic Evaluation Comparison of Shoulder Girdle
Muscles in the Spinal Cord Injury Group and Normal Young
Adults Group

Sung-Ki Moon, Soo-Sung Chae

Dert. of Phyical Therapy Chungnam National University Hospital
—ABSTRACT —

The purpose of this studied was the comparison with shoulder girdle muscles of isokinetic
evaluation in the spinal cord injury group, and adults normal group. Data was collected from
20 cases spinal cord injury from January 10. 1994 to February 10, 1995 in a Chungnam Uni-
versity hospital and adults normal group to 20 cases.

The results were as follows;

1. Low speeds peak torque was higher spinal cord group than normal group shoulder girdle
muscles of flexor, extensor, external rotator showed statistically significant in spinal cord
injury group(p<0.05). Against normal groups shoulder girdle muscles of internal rotator
showed statistically significant in normal group(p<0.05).

2. High speeds peak torque was higher spinal cord group than normal group shoulder girdle
muscles of flexor, extensor, showed statistically significant in spinal cord injury group(p<
0.05).

3. High speeds total work was higher spinal cord group than normal group shoulder girdle
muscles of flexor, extensor, external rotator showed statistically significant in spinal cord
injury group(p<0.05).(p<0.01). Against normal group shoulder girdle muscles of internal
rotator showed statistically significant in normal group(p<0.05).
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o, 4099 gz dEld T&E4 ¥
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E A BA e SPSS(statistical package for so-
cial science) PC*E A}&8t] T—test & F-
testE AA|FHT

M. ZAFAMEH
1. ZAHHAS| QAEIE BY

ZAMHARE 2 A4 &4 209, AT 20
Heog 409 Aol FAALH. Yol AF &
ATodA HE 316 £53 oln FATE 30.2
+7.9 2 Hsddoed. HF L &4FS
B 56.6 + 3.4(kg), BT 63.7 + 3.6(kg) =
2 AFTAA A U E D).

Table 1. Distribution of studied subjects by profiles

. Spinal cord

Variables . Normal group
njury group

Case 20 20
Sex Male Male
Age(yrs)?¥ 31.6 £ 5.3 30279
Body weight(kg)® 56.6 = 3.4 63.7 + 3.6
a) . Mean + SD

2. & Zo|M ABE FHU2Y HEET 6050
Mol sy v

A SAEH AT AL 60 Hu$

Y (peak torque)2 L EZ9 F, ¥}
32.95 + 4.81, AP 29.02 *+ 4.54, A= H$
&7 52.22 £5.90, AT 47.75 + 4.09,
A2, ¥}S5 &4 1935 £ 8.77, AAE 15.
45 + 7.2200 4 AT BHo HF SAFFA
A JEiRoed, $Adcz foAo AT
(p<0.05). 2 HABIAM {5y &7
24.75 + 8.07, BAF 27.65 £ 8562 AHF &
A BAZERY BTN BReH, $43
2 fro44do] Yt (p<0.05). 8FdqA= A
2, ¥ &AF 54.40 £ 7.52, BA4F 50.75
9.88, A A4 &FF 1852 £ 3.19, FA
T 1530 £ 7.8582 AAT Bt} 35 &4F4
A E#A vdetgoed, FAFHE 4ol e
Wi(p<0.05), 199 ZoAMe Hl=dyon
A2 ool YAHE 2).

3. & TolM ABE Fe29Y 1K (180%)
oMo XY vl

T #AFH AATEY I&£E 180% Hu
$¥(peak torque)2 2 EZ 3, HF &
T 2643 £ 230, AT 2345 + 3.36, A2
e &P 29.02 £5.90, AFE 26.12 + 2.
69 o2 FATRY, 5 &AM =4 U
Bten, FAHCZ f44°] AN (p<O.

Table 2. Comparison of peak torque lower speed in spinal cord injured group and normal group

(ft—1bs)®
Right Left
Muscle\Power SCI Normal SCI Normal

Flexor 32.954.81% 20.02+4.54 29.55+3.08 30.47 £ 451
Extensor 52.22+5.90* 47.75+4.09 54.40+7.52* 50.75+9.88
Abductor 26.87+6.56 25.82+6.97 25.6215.45 23.9246.68
Adductor 41.50%5.23 40.20+6.91 40.68+4.22 30.67+4.33
Internal rotator 24.75+8.07 27.65+8.56% 23.66+8.28 25.55+8.38
External rotator 19.35+£8.77* 15.45+7.22 18.52+3.19* 15.30+7.85
*P<0.05

a) . Mean*S.D.

b) : SCl(spinal cord injured)
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Table 3. Comparison of peak torque higher speed in spinal cord injured group and normal group

(ft—1bs)®
Right Left
Muscle\Power SCI Normal SCI Normal

Flexor 25.43 £ 2.30* 23.45 + 3.36 24.04 + 4.52* 21.08 + 2.87
Extensor 29.02 *+ 5.90* 26.12 + 2.69 27.32 £ 6.21 26.55 = 3.71
Abductor 14.56 + 5.76 15.72 + 5.57 13.78 *+ 8.42 14.22 + 2.67
Adductor 32.70 = 8.83 34.43 £ 5.81 29.22 £ 1.53 30.31 £ 4.31
Internal rotator 20.32 = 6.17 21.53 + 2.56 19.42 + 7.78 19.35 + 5.67
External rotator 15.76 *+ 3.06 14.85 + 2.77 13.32 + 2.19 12.81 £ 6.73
*P<0.05

a) . Mean+S.D.

b) : SCI(spinal cord injured)

05). 9ZdAME 22, 5 &FT 2404 £ 4
52, AAT 21.08 £ 28702 FYFHET HF
EZZANA BA dEsen, $AHoE #9
Aol UeltH(p<0.05) 199 2= ¥
daon FAHOE foHol YUUE 3).

A Uehgen, 5Ado2 ool Udx
(p<0.05). A ¢ &AF 485.34 + 23.90,
AAF 450.10 + 46.750.2 AAE R} FJF
4TI FAH2 F94 YegH(P<O.
01). wtdoll QEZ o U3HAZAA 5y &4
Z B2t ARTAM A JEgen, 5AF
A S oM HBE =929 paz(180x) SE FAAel dEhdew(p<0.05), AFAA

oMo 9o &2 ulm = A, 35 &4 460.29 £ 42,17, AAE
448.43 + 55.74, A2, A5 &4F 165.66
+ 62.26, BT 154.33 £ 78.1782 AAFE H
ZZ(total work)E S EZ FZ HF &4 o H$ £ATdA =24 JEgD, FAFHS
304.51 + 56.51, FAFT 285.62 + 25.69, 13 =2 F4Aol AAUTHP<0.05). 299 SN
AT ¥ &4F 18578 + 68.36, AAF 168, € HI= FHen FAHo2 fodol AU
76 + 882802 AAT Rt A5 &4TdN (E D

A5 &4E AT TEE 180E do

Table 4. Comparison of total work in spinal cord injured group and normal group

(ft—1bs)®
Right Left
Muscle\Power SCI Normal SCI Normal
Flexor 30451 £ 56.51F 28562 + 2569  280.32 t 3352 27455 + 33.21
Extensor 485.34 + 23.90** 45010 + 46.75  460.20 + 42.17* 44843 + 55.74
Abductor 254.37 + 5456 24752 + 6476  236.33 + 44.85  229.22 + 37.88
Adductor 387.68 + 45.33 38076 + 25.37  366.27 +£ 3533  370.23 % 22.96

256.55 + 64.07
185.78 + 68.36*

274.27 + 65.63*
168.76 + 88.28

226.45 + 28.55
165.66 + 62.26*

231.26 £ 25.73
154.33 £ 78.17

Internal rotator
External rotator

*P<0.05

a) . Mean + S.D.
b) : SCI(spinal cord injured)
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ggtonl, A5E4z VSN U4 4
o] Zad d4A Age AN &%
¥ 2RI A% ATHIAL § Aoz
A7,

v.g &

1994 149 10958 19959 29 109714
Zddisty Y Agejttey, AFJHAFAYF
d A4 B9} FHLENA HAeH ¥ &
A B8z 2083 24 PHol gie AU 20
He giaAdoz Cybex II+ Isokinetic Dyna-
mometerE o] &3l Hj ¢y 9 U9 FF&
248 d& FEL gH 2.

1. 345 605 HY9HE 8% 2
T, AE, AT TR HF
&N w4 Jeden FAHE
fo Aol AATHp<0.05). 2t WA
ZAAE HF &4 §AF 2o ZYT
A Egon BAHez Foide e
Goh(p<0.05). eZH= A2, ¢ 34
2ojA BT B e &FFdA F
A velstew SAReE {4 e
Wi (p<0.05).

2. 145 180 oA HY$YH L LER F
Z, AZqA AT 2o, HF &4
A A Jelgten FAHoE frefiol
VATH(p<0.05). BEqAM = F2AA A
A7 Bt FHF EAFAAN =2A JER
o FAHeE #eydol UeETH(p<
0.05).

3. n&x 180% d9 FFE LEF 2T,
A2, AT A4 Bk 5 &
AN =4 degten AR &
4ol AU (p<0.05)(p<0.01) WA
LEZ YAZNA Sy &3F 1Y
PN BAHRCZ feodel Ueyt
o 0l(p<0.05), 9FqNHs A, 43yA
S AT Bt JF &470AM F
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A2 R4l AATH(p<0.05).
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