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<Abstract>

Purpose : The purpose of study was to investigate effects of dual task balance training on balance and activities

of daily living(ADL) in Stroke patient.

Methods : The purpose of study was to investigate effects of dual task balance training on balance and

activities of daily living(ADL) in Stroke patient.

Results : The results of this study were summarized as follows: There were significant improvement in balance

and ADL following the training in experimental group. There were significant improvement in a part of balance

following the training in control group, whereas there were no significant improvement in ADL following the

training in control group. There were significant difference following training in both groups in balance and

ADL. The level of statistical significance was <05.

Conclusion : Based on the results of this study, dual task balance training have an effects on balance and ADL

in stroke patients.
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EG(n=12) CG(n=12) p
Number of individuals(Male/Female) 7/5 6/6
Affected side(Right/Left) 8/4 4/8
Age(yr) 50.83+3.60 56.67+2.47 .19
Height(cm) 161.25+1.94 163.33+2.33 .50
Weight(kg) 62.00£2.60 63.17+3.23 78

EG: experimental group, CG: control group
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Table 2. The comparison of BBS between pre-training and post-training for EG and CG (MeantSE)

(unit: point)

=

Group Pre Post ditl"\;[e ?Zﬁce t within : between
groups groups
EG 39.4243.21 49.08+1.71 9.66+1.68 5.61 .00* 027
CG 35.83+1.18 45.00+0.82 9.17+1.27 -16.72 .00*
EG: experimental group, CG: control group
* p<.05
Z7e 4 A gk 35.83+1.18F0)%ly, ¥4 45.00£1.068°02 FJAFgHORZ [t Tt
T HFFS 45002082702 EATHoZ {5t (Table 3).
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Table 3. The comparison of BBS for post-training
between EG and CG by affected side

(Mean1SE) (unit: point)

Post
EG CG

Rt 50.37+1.45  45.00+1.47  -2.31 .04%*
Lt 46.50+4.36  45.00£1.06  -0.45 .66

EG: experimental group, CG: control group
* p<.05
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Table 4. The comparison of sway area between pre-training and post-training for EG and CG (Mean+SE)

(unit: mi)
Grou Pre Post Mean t ithi . bet
P difference within ctween
groups groups
EG 318.50+15.91 141.17+13.57 194.50+14.82 6.71 .00%* 00*
CG 328.17+14.22 238.67+11.90 89.50+13.81 5.43 .00%* ’

EG: experimental group, CG: control group
* p<.05



qEE k3R] Aed Als

Table 5. The comparison of sway area for post- AN A BAGH R foldk Aozt §ilt
training between EG and CG by affected (Table 6).
side (MeanzSE) .
(unit: mm)
Post . (2) np Sl g 7t 2F o] FE F Hla
kG cG ’ Fd F vpSe] W dYTY a2 5

Rt 152.50£19.16  256.50+21.05 3.33  .00* Q7ele] WAPGS AAS Ay 0=2F v AY
Lt 118.50+£7.41  229.75+14.31 521 .00*
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Table 6. The comparison of sway path between pre-training and post-training for EG and CG (MeanzSE)

(unit: mm)
p
Group Pre Post . Mean t within between
difference . .
subjects subjects
EG 274.33+11.83 219.00+10.65 55.33£10.36 3.88 .00* 27
CG 309.17+17.38 243.83+15.66 65.34+13.68 8.42 .00* '
EG: experimental group, CG: control group
* p<.05

Table 7. The comparison of sway path for post-

gk 274.33+11.83mol 3L, A F Gk training between EG and CG by affected

BA
219.00£10.65mo 2 FAFHOZ Fo51A A

rlo

3} side (Mean+SE) (unit: 1)
Aok tizre] FE A BHEES 309.17+17.38mn0] Post
AT, T T FIHS 24383415.66mOE EAS EG G tor
Hoz golapA 7Hasisth Rt 221.63:1347 26475:3030 153 .15
34 3 YT gzre B878e FARS Lt 21375£19.67 233.38£1829  0.66 .52
AR Y3 WA o|B P SUTE t AAHS EG: experimental group, CG: control group

Table 8. The comparison of max velocity between pre-training and post-training for EG and CG (Mean+SE)

(unit:mm/s)
p
Mean
Group Pre Post . t within between
difference
groups groups

EG 50.67+3.71 34.08+0.82 16.59+1.15 4.18 .00%* 02*

CG 59.17+2.70 40.17+2.03 19.00+2.33 10.50 .00%* ’
EG: experimental group, CG: control group
*p <05
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Table 9. The comparison of max velocity for post-
training between EG and CG by affected

side (Mean+SE) (unit: mm/s)

Post
EG CG
Rt 33.50+0.92 43.00+4.22 3.03 01*
Lt 35.25+1.65 38.75+£2.25 1.01 33

EG: experimental group, CG: control group
* p<.05
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Table 10. The comparison of K-MBI between pre-training and post-training for EG and CG (MeantSE)

(unit: point)
p
M
Group Pre Post oean t within between
difference
groups groups
EG 86.17+2.66 90.50+2.16 4.33£1.70 -4.02 .00* 00*
CG 84.17+1.14 84.83+1.44 0.66£1.04 -2.00 .07 '

EG: experimental group, CG: control group
* p<.05
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Table 11. The comparison of K-MBI for post-
training between EG and CG by affected

side (MeantSE) (unit: point)

Post
EG CG

Rt 93.25+0.85 84.63+1.67 -3.45  .00*
Lt 89.13+3.17 85.254+3.09 -0.76 .46

EG: experimental group, CG: control group
* p<.05
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