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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics (N=32)

Values
Characteristics
M = SD n (%)
Age (yr) 61.8+12.4
SEX Male 19 (59.4)
Female 13 (40.6)
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SO Ischemia 25 (78.1)
type
Hemorrhage 7 (21.9)
Lesion
Right 26 (81.3
side ' (81.3)
Left 6(18.8)
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. MCA 28 (87.5)
location
PCA 2(6.3)
Brain Stem 2 (6.3)

MCA: Middle Cerebral Artery, PCA: Posterior Cerebral Artery
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7} 2. KF-NAPO|| 2Jst H= S7HFA]
KF-NAP A3} B Z7HA]7} 9= Ao 1}
Eid ARES] FA| SF5EE FA] 8l (absent)
Al(moderate neglect) 31.3% Z12]1L
(severe neglect)”} 12.5%% YEFLTH
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==
0] 6.3%, J &= F-A|(mild neglect) 50.5%, S5 & T
zz = }\'I

A
=l OL- -
AAHr=.430), 24 A%

1. X|ZZAIRL KF-NAPS]
2018 A}, 27 297, S E HALe] A8
AASE KF-NAPS] 439 ] 2}, M Aol 2 24t
ol 4 53.1%, 22} 2] 971014 53.1%, AHE A o]
A 37.5%7F HE SHFAZE A= A= UEIRYL 3. XA KF-NAPQ
KF-NAPoA 93.8%7} B= ZHHEA7F A= AOC
2 YEGtHTable 2). KF-NAP& Xﬁﬂdop‘;r
(r=.641) 1211 YHE HAHr=.398) K504 2
St TIA 7L Sls A& e tHTable 4).
Table 2. Comparison of Spatial Neglect Assessments
Values
Assessments Spatial Neglect(%)
M = SD
Line Bisection test 18.1+20.2 53.1
Letter Cancellation 4.7+5.8 53.1
lIbert’s Test 17.4+26.1 37.5
KF-NAP 11.6+7.5 93.8
Table 3. Neglect Severity by KF-NAP (A=32)
Neglect Severity n (%)
Absent 2 (6.3)
Mild 16(50.5)
Moderate 10(31.3)
Severe 4(12.5)
Table 4. Correlation Between Pencil and Paper Test and KF-NAP
Line Bisection Test Letter Cancellation Albert’s Test KF-NAP
Line Bisection Test 1.000 .896** 743 430*
Letter Cancellation 1.000 .848** 641*
lIbert’s Test 1.000 .398*
KF-NAP 1.000
Values are Pearson’s correlation coefficient(r). *p<0.05, *p<0.01
Therapeutic Science for Neurorehabilitation Vol. 7. No. 1. 2018
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Abstract

Assessments of Spatial Neglect : Comparison of KF-NAP
(Kessler Foundation — Neglect Assessment Process)

and Pencil-Paper test

Jeong, Eun-Hwa, M.S., O.T.
Dept. of Occupational Therapy, College of Health Science, Far East University

Objective : The aim of this study was to identify correlation between KF-NAP and Pencil-Paper
test(Line bisection test, Letter cancellation, Albert’s test) and to determine the high sensitive as-

sessment tool for spatial neglect.

Method : Thirty-two stroke patients who admitted to an inpatient rehabilitation unit at the medical
center in Seoul from September, 2014 to September, 2015 were included in our research. They all
have spatial neglect (male=19, female=13, the average age 61.8). KF-NAP and Pencil-Paper test
were performed within 7 days. The detection of spatial neglect was analyzed by total scores of

each assessments.

Results : The highest sensitivity assessments of spatial neglect was KF-NAP. The detection of spa-
tial neglect through KF-NAP was 93.8% (Line bisection test 53.1, Letter cancellation 53.1%,
Albert’s test 37.5%). Line bisection test (r=.430), Letter cancellation(r=.641), Albert’s test(r=.398)
and KF-NAP scores had significant correlation(p<0.05).

Conclusion : KF-NAP is higher sensitive in comparison with Pencil-Paper test for detection of
spatial neglect as the assessment tool of spatial neglect during activities daily livings of patients
and neglect severity could be assessed with KF-NAP. Therefore, KF-NAP is recommended for as-

sessment of spatial neglect.

Key words : Assessment of spatial neglect, KF-NAP, Pencil-Paper test, Spatial neglect
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