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<Abstract>

The purpose of this study was to invesligale thce balance of stroke patient appling Task-Oriented Functional
training program.

Sixteen subjects were recruited from KciMyung universily Dongsan Medical Center inpatient satisfying
requircment for this study. They wcre divided into Task—Orientcd Functional training group and Conventional
therapy group. They were measured by Scnsory organization icst and Motor conirol test items using EquiTest
Version 8.0 machine before and after the test.

The resull of this study were to follow:

1. In Scnsory organization test, there were no significant differences in static eguibrium  score in both
groups(p<.05).

2. In Scnsory organization test, therc were significant differences in dynamic cguibrium  score in  both
groups(p<.05).

3. In Motor control test, there were significant diffcrences in both groups(p<.05).

In excrcise group, there were no significant differences in static Sensory organization test(p<.05).
In exercise group, there were significant diffcrences in dynamic Sensory organization Lest(p<.05).
In excrcise group, there were significant differcnces in Motor control tesi(p<.05).

In control group, there were no significant differcnces in slalic Sensory organizalion test(p<.05).

In control group, there were no significant differences in dynamic Scnsory  organization test(p<.05).
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sensory organization test score between

Table 1. Comparison of static balance in
exercise group and control group
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(p <.05). Table 1.



MeanxSD t-value p
exercise group 87.75%+4.83
static 1 -.803 435
control group 89.75%x5.12
pre exercise group 85.25+7.28
exercise static 2 -.529 .605
control group 87.12+6.87
exercise group 80.25+9.83
static 3 -1.039 .319
control group 85.92+10.95
exercise group 80.75£3.11
static 1 -1.158 .266
control group 89.75+4.89
post .
exercise group 87.37+£6.47
exercise static 2 .233 .827
control group 86.50+£9.02
exercise group 79.62+10.30
static 3 -1.946 072
control group 88.12+£6.81

T'able 2. Comparison of dynamic balance in sensory organization test score between

exercise group and control group

MeanxSD t—value p
d ic exXercise group 58.75x5.82
yhamie ~1.335  .203
1 control group 65.12+12.18
prei dynamic exercise group 51.37+2.87
exercise -1.496 157
2 control group 57.00+10.24
dynamic exercise group 52.37+4.40
~1.436 173
3 control group 57.12+8.25
d ic exercise group 73.62+1.84
ynaric 2.638 019
1 control group 58.12+6.81
PN ~ o +
poSt dynamic exercise group 73.12+4.58 0 777 o015
exercise 2 control group 58.25+14.43
exercise group 72.00x3.77
d .
ynamie 3.789 002
3 control group 62.87+5.66




Table 3. Comparison of weight symmetry between exercise group and control

group
Mean®SD t-value D
. , +10
pre exercise group 133.87£12.08 1632
. 125
forward exercise control group 121.56+17.58
trans
post exercise group 110.18x2.72
. -4.436 .001
exercise control group 127.68+10.81
pre exercise group 132.06x£10.64
) .996 .336
backward exercise control group 126.18+12.84
trans
post exercise group 111.93£5.21
] -3.386 .004
exercise control group 126.06£10.58
2) 3o A AAbel vl 122560431, 2T 2 151.569 %t
Fd A Aol Al o uiA HAirbe A FH T FTolEA e Ui AHA
ot Here 163560193, wEwt Wk o e 12650019 A, oiEat H
15743°1c}. &2 d ol FEA o o 15168010k 4 hxame =
A HAR] AT HL 150430 %152, o) HE t AAHeRZ A Ax FH &
ZT B2 15548019t FH & Awo Aoty lzF 7] EAe o
TA P dA HAY Ad¥T FELS ko] 7F A eHp <.05).Table. 4

Table 4. Comparison of strength symmetry between exercise group and control

group
MeanxSD t—-value P
pre exercise group 153.56%£23.56
. -3.55 728
foreward SXC€rcis€  control group 157.43+19.94
trans post exercise group 122.56+9.65
. -3.914 .002
exercise control group 151.56+18.60
pre exercise group 150.43+16.46
. -.604 .bb5
backward T cr¢1S€  control group 155.48+14.93
trans post exercise group 126.50+£18.31
. -2.691 .018
exercise

control group

151.68%£19.11




3. Ao Az AA AAY FA A e 85250193 FH F Hfzke 87.379]
- ¥ Hla Ak AHA T8 HAF 39 FH A Hegk
2 302501R 1 FH F HIF g 796201
D AR 43 HdA o dYae] £d A -F @S & vt
Aol AA a3y A 19 4 A ¥ ARoz AT A ALY T4 A
T 87.750|Q 1 FH F HFgE 8075 Z 7t BATGH oz Fold ozt A
ojdtt AA wd AL 29 FH Hd B tHp <.05).Table 5
Table 5. Comparison of static balance in sensory organization
test score between pre exercise and post exercise in exercise group
MeanxSD t—value p
. 14
static 1 pre exercise 87.75+4.83 958 803
post exercise 80.756%£3.11
re exercise 85.25+7.28
static 2 T ~2.323 053
post exercise 87.37+6.47
pre exercise 80.25%£9.83
static 3 ) _ . 404 .698
post oxercise 79.62+10.30
2) 38 o3 AA g HA 39 Td A #HAEE 5537
Adxe 538 o3 HA 19 F¥ oA FAH F HF /L 72.000 A .
A Hog2 587501 EH ¥ H Aggate 8 A -3 & A vt
a2 7362010, 54 o8 HA 2 AARoE ARG A7 AHAdT9 +d4
of FH HA HEFL 513701%3 F A-F o BAFgHoZ Fo% A
¥ 5 Hage 73120190, 53 # o] 7} A A th(p <.05).Table 6.

Table 6. Comparison of dynamic balance in sensory

organization test score between pre exercise and post exercise in exercise group

Mean£SD t—-value o}
i +
dynamicl pre exercise 58.75+10.30 —6.234 000
post exercise 73.62+1.84
pre exercise 51.37+2.87
dynamic 2 . -10.839 .000
post exercise 73.12+4.58
pre exercise 55.37+£4.40
dynamic 3 post exercise 72.00+3.77 ~13.527 000
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Table 7. Comparison of motor control test score between pre exercise and post

exercise in exercise group

t—-value

Mean£SD

133.87+£12.08

pre exercise

forward

.003

4.585

weight

110.18%£2.72

post exercise

symmetry

132.06+£10.64

pre exercise

backward

.001

5.399

weight

111.93£5.21

post exercise

symmetry

153.56+£23.56

pre exercise

forward

.010

3.468

strength

122.56%9.65

post exercise

symmetry

150.43%+16.46

pre exercise

backward

.001

5.199

strength

post exercise 126.50+18.31
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Table 8. Comparison of static balance
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In sensory organization

86.50°]
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87.1201
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post

pre exercise and

between

exercise in control group



Mean£SD t—-value p
pre exercise 89.75%5.12
static 1 ~1.865 104
post exercise 89.75+4.89
pre exercise 87.12+6.87
static 2 .220 .832
post exercise 86.50£9.02
pre exercise 85.62%+10.95
static 3 -.091 811
post exercise 88.12+6.81
2) T4 48 AA BEHe 57120192 FHE F HIFe
gz 54 78 HA 19 4 A ¥ 62870130tk dxwe] F4 A -F g &
T+ke 65122019 FTHE & HAge Hla ¢t AAow HAS Az dxzge &
64.6201 ). B4 T8 HAF 29 £8 A d H-F o BAgHoRE [FoF Ao
AL 5700012 T F HAge 7F 9 (p <.05).Table 9.
58.25019 ). B4 o8 AAF 39 ¥4 A
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MeanxSD t-value p
pre exercise 65.12+12.18
dynamic 1 142 891
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Table 10. Comparison of motor control test score
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between pre exercise and

Mean®SD t—value p

forward pre exercise 121.56+£17.58

weight -1.154 .286
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