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AT A 7Tl AP FAE g o R AP FAPT S 1ko] Al A HAHKorean version of Mini—
Mental Status Examination; K—-MMSE), &¢HE ZAF(Albert’s test), A4l Z18]7] 7A}, Catherine Bergego
Scale (CBS) & A8kt AL Aol whet HSFAIZF Ol tldA=2] HlolHE FEalaL, 74 Hitell whet v

BAFAT)

@4 F 10079 RS 5 5290l BSFAZF Uelton 7 5 Q8% N 42 30, 9% vt £ 22
golgieh ASFAIZE Sl A= Qe tidAb=e] Hat 03_‘34, Wy A2 AAF A7k 9] et 7IE K-
MMSE A<ollA 7 157k 2l et 2tol= AATH(p>.05). 78 vhof| k& AL A3}E vl ws) & 23} CBSS} &

O:

W ] 5, 2 05 AL BAA02 §917 Aol IS0 <05)

AR Y] HEF AN ek BERAS MAFES Q8% %] A2 FESTH: S % 5 Ytk 1
B3 A2 A, A1 FAS QABBEA £ A BRI BETAL ST P WO B A
S ) otk 2 & 5 ARk v el 2
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71418, 3], o) 5 H 3ol B % g
o 2% B9} A 55 2710 ATeehE BEEAS] i A ok)e} 3% el 39 E3hr} o)

FAO 57 HEF, AA 287] AL G E FAL HS5FA], CBS, K-MMSE
[.M B Cohen, Duncan, & Gage, 2006). BZF-A| 9] T}k &
_'1- 001:)\]— Oﬂ 6]:._04 Hl—l— 17]-/] tHH 7]1_ =3 14_]:/}14.1‘:_ z‘sg
HZTA|G L& 7)% i 7h7) 74 9] o] Abo] Sl b 2 of wpe} 7 H e} (Kleinman et al., 2007). A2+ £
T 24 H o) i 5 3t M ] gl Aol } t E3E H ] i) FolM AlTEHE F24, A,
z10] A FE & w o]l tH'J?fﬂ ;QFO]L]' gol 7 A 2 A Qs Kk Aol

o= mhu7t gle AAE A=
1o]th(Darren et al., 2011). A
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ofaf < 5&% b=tk &4 Nkt WE MY AT ES B
(Sinanovic, 2010). Q8% W+ &40 F Qs |
T A% W B0 R QI PEFA] By ] Wi
L}E‘r‘%ﬁl TATEel Aot Aot (Beis et al,
2004; Vallar, Rusconi, Geminiani, Berti, & Cappa,
1991). Ringman, Saver, Woolson, Clarke®}
Adams(2004) = HSFA7F Q8% N &4 3219
43%°1A, 9% v~ &4 4242 20%A EAetar, i
¥ 539 Folle QB W 24 249 17%, 9% vt
T 2] 5%7F o 3] ASFFAIE BRItk 8kl
o =4 F9A7E HSFA O mlA = Gl viE e =
ol Fo =, ofA S EaEE Adee] Bl 9
(Karnath, Renning, Johannsen, & Rorden, 2011). Hier,
Mondlock¥} Caplan(1983)2 Q&% W19 &8 T+

6% vIvke] T4 0] SO AF BEFAL A4

£ e $99 S4ut 8% Su men s,
i QB8 5l L2 BAYS) 4L BTN 5
o 970 JF

Molenberghs®} Sale (2011) 2 HEZHA7} L E& np34
I} Ro| &4 AdtE o] itk skginh T2l Levi
ne, Warach, Benowitz} Calvanio (1986)+= <4 l"T—-?% 7}
HSHA o] o G v A A d=rhal skt &4
T-9F &4 H-9] o]9)e % Kleinman & (2008) 337]

E% SAelA e HEFAIE A A gt
31 39131, Gottesman 5 (2008) ¢19o] 555 A5
Al E=7E Alskekar aFglk

Sinanovic (2010) #7371 T Aol A HEFA|
7F yeide g5 A Eritt E}Ooks}oi HAEC] e
7} 13~85%2+ 1. 3ttt Gillen, Tennen® McKee
(2005) & BSFAIZF 5471 HEF $hAke] e 9l 7]
He Adsta 754 35 —’F—Zr"ﬂ FEFS A= Fo%
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ololg}a &%), Karnath % (2011)& ﬂEﬂJ
AE T 547 HEF EAel A UEh=
A7} Ash7] WFeo| 279 AAT FrE ]
238k 3tk Beis 5 (2004) = 54971 H&
Aol A e "1""/\] s e
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1]

4

i o
o stk 57 HES A YEs A5
Ao 5% Flsb HEH 2 717k 370 mRkl &
S te® SglaL, A E olslsta AR E
AEF AN G277} 7hs @ fAkE T o= sl o
T el mA el dis] S A Folel sl
A gl HEAE tio 2 sl

A7 A=) Bt A9 63. 90+13 56MA L,
8 ARFE HAF A7 9] Bt 7Rk 15.76114.07
of k. AT thARE ] AnbA 549 1 13} 2

2. A+ YH

A7 71l Age dAE e s 149 A9AR
A7} 38 7ko] HA1 AEl HAFKorean version of
Mini—Mental Status Examination; K—MMSE), ¢HE
AL, A A 18] 7] AHAL, Catherine Bergego Scale (CBS)
_E'; A ;\];]_oﬂ];]_ 74/\].‘:. ;c&fs]- H]—oﬂ}q o] 20121 o tq 70—%1
A BARE A8} iR aF3ich A
Ate] whet EH’BLX}%% ASFAI7} %% A= 8l

oo} NS %



A At Mt BSFAIZ}E Al Aoz Hdo] Hd H 3, A E AbsE, o] W AT A EE S
SHAE Qe Ao ® EReiGith BEFATE Qs o 7kehs 302 FAE O] Itk Aol w247 o] 4
A=) A AahE 24 bl whet vla, A skl 47, 20~2332 A% Al 10~198e Tk A
ol 94 olah= Azbet 1A Aol = Frkehh (A<, o
3.A4 =4 gd7 g3, 1997). Selvetelrs ZaS 5(1997)
of &l M= EfFe] gt A7} o] Fo Ktk
1) QIXI71s AAL K-MMSE9] WA EE 97.2%0]11, Eo0|E+= 42.9%°]t}h
(1) eh= Zto] F4l AEf ZAH(Korean version of (0] ell, J27, Al 5, o] & 2} £=2]57, 2002).
Mini—Mental Status Examination; K—MMSE)
K—MMSE+ Folestein, Folstein®} McHugh (1975) ol 2) HEFA| AAHNeglect test)
olell AAE vekst A 7sE Sk AAtelth & (1) LHE ZAHAlbert's test)

307 Rhdolm, AIZF A, A A, 719155, 719 A7) AR Q1 GHE HARE AL & ul
B AT MRS LN £ (N=100)
=4 T 4 (%)

4 E1 64 (64.0)
o] 36 (36.0)

a9 30t o] &t 4 4.0
40ty 11 (11.0)

50 18 (18.0)

60t 26 (26.0)

70t 30 (30.0)

80 o) 11 (11.0)

&4 79 PCA 9 9.0
ICA 2 (2.0

MCA 27 (27.0)

ACA 8 (8.0)

Thalamus 5 (5.0

BG 19 (19.0)

Pons 13 (13.0)

CR 10 (10.0)

Medulla 7 (7.0

& H SEZ 58 (58.0)
A4% 42 (42.0)

E4 el 73 A 87 (87.0)
HEd 13 (13.0)

A& LESE 99 (99.0)
A& 1 1.0

PCA: Posterior Cerebral Artery, ICA: Internal Carotid Artery, MCA: Middle Cerebral Artery,
ACA: Anterior Cerebral Artery, BG: Basal Ganglion, CR: Corona Radiata
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o] Q= 40719 A& B} BAGHE A} BT,
AAF $A) el 2.5cm 2ol ] Aol 2] 2 Z=ake]| 2
oﬂ oiéﬁoﬂ Zoﬂm 67H HH;}]QQ} o] x%%ool-q].l—_ 1oﬂ§
4709) o] WjA¥lo] Slek, gAre] Falel AL §A4F

=1 7} H]—\ﬁ o Huﬂo}uq/q ANA7) G Zo} ‘?é_oﬂ A=

2 2 0

(2) AlA 22]7| AAHClock drawing test)

WA} Bejo] W2 AASA o2 B3] o5
Paivio(1978) el 2lal 7Hdsl ZALe|th, AR W2 o)
ARl Al =] Qe AAL] f3 AE 2EA § 5 A

Hhsol 114] 1025 7H71%5 284 AAISch % a1
271 (24), =AH1~6) (23), AHT7~12) (27), vhs 1
37] (4%4) 61—E~OE :rLHE]Oi o] OU% AR} 7:],r 1qu
S WA FeHE Y, 2007). AA Z18]7) ZARS] HARAE
A E 2= 850t (Nair et al,, 2010). 3 Aol A= )
A A4 EAE ARt A AAEE 5 AlA 227 AR

AletAa, 9& ot W2 5 HSFAIZF = A2

(3) Catherine Bergego Scale; CBS

CBSE A=A uldate] dAes2hs dasto
A F2 3 A A= BEFAIE 10714 &5
o wet Ag¢g EHst= AAF 2otk (Azouvi et al,
2006). Zt SR F A Q1 FA 7} x*O% erﬂﬂxl *E

73%1% W2 o) %
A A2 obi
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33& . F40] 089 A HFHFA 35 (no
3}

5k HZTA] (mild neglect),

ol

neglect), 1~1049!

11~208¢] 4% 5% = moderate neglect),
21~30%4%! A% H7Zst HEHA| (severity neglect) 2
FHETH(Azouvi et al,, 2003). CBS& HEFAIE ¥
ot Hl F WSS 7 AALETE AR Al e
£ 930t (Azouvi et al.,, 2006). ¥ AT %= A=k
#2S F46 CBSE =
]

Dy
—\n
>

Bk, 14 o)A} vk Ao H=

A7} e A0E WIS BRI,

~
Mo
1%
OlI
i3

Boolro] A8 Aup= SPSS 18.0 23S o]g-3)
EABIGITE AT dARES] IRk EAS 24 4
& 71&FAE AHSISlY, SHER A4S FE 95
A9 fel| e H A%, W JEFE AAF A7t
A ] 1t 713F K-MMSE A4-5 v wslsla, /4 v
of whet ASFAIE Hol= tiidabz2] AL A& vl
ol BA4 folgwS 06= A3t
m A5 dat
1. HEFA I U A M
2 ATl Fosto] Fold §47] HEF = ¥

1007013t o5 T LHE HARlAM 174 o] A&
FAIRE oA 257, Al 1E17] AARelAM 93 olekE
RS Ak Al= 499 CBSOlA] 14 o)A} ke tjAkal=
3570l 17K At A ASFA R ek o

A= 159, 2714 AAtel ] BSFAR Ak gl
=179, 371 At BSFAI R Ak didabs
20707 F 527 (52%) 9] thdAk=o] HSFA7E Sl
7072 BFHAY,
2. HZZAQ S0 ME HF JAXISO
UUHE E4



60.88 11554191, WHAZRE HAALA7FA ¢ Bt
717k 16.65116.8140]%2m K-MMSE #4+
25.58 14,2940t} AZXA7} Q)= AAES] At
AL 66.69F14.734 QA a, WA 2 BE] AAFA7EA] 9]
Bt 717 14.94+11.0590181 2 K-MMSE A5+
20.58£4.814|3ith. B3t A% (1=2.18, p=.68), HH
AZTE AAF 7HA 9] Hat 717 =-.60, p=.26), K—
MMSE %4 (t==5.47, p=.08) oI F 157+ 23
ZFol= gl (p>.05).
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B2 HEFALS RF0| M2 A7 HAXISS YEHE 4

£ S HASTFA] ol HEHA 5

4 (%) 4 (%)

ok} % 30 (62.50) 34 (65.38)

o] 18 (37.50) 18(34.62)

%15 30t o] s} 1 (2.08) 3 (577

40ty 8(16.67) 3 (.77

50th 14(29.17) 4 (7.69)

60tH 10(20.83) 16 (30.77)

70tH 14 (29.17) 16 (30.77)

80t o] 1 (2.08) 10(19.23)

&4 59 PCA 3 (6.25) 6(11.54)

ICA 1 (2.08) 1 (1.92)

MCA 12(25.00) 15(28.85)

ACA 3 (6.25) 5 (9.62)

Thalamus 4 (8.33) 1 (1.92)

BG 8(16.67) 11(21.15)

Pons 3 (6.25) 10(19.23)

CR 8(16.67) 2 (3.85)

Medulla 6(12.50) 1 (1.92)

&4 R e 28 (58.33) 30(57.69)

A% 20 (41.67) 22(42.31)

&4 el ] 7 A 44 (91.67) 43(82.69)

HEd 4 (8.33) 9(17.31)
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QEE AT £

E =]
. i (%) (%)
3 =1 17 (56.67) 17 (77.27)
o] 13(43.33) 5(22.73)
S| 30t) o]} 2 (6.67) 1 (4.55)
40ty - 3(13.64)
50tH 2 (6.67) 2 (9.09)
60th 7(23.33) 9(40.91)
70tH 12 (40.00) 4(18.18)
80l o] 7(23.33) 3(13.64)
£ 59 PCA 3(10.00) 3(13.64)
ICA 1 (3.33) -
MCA 11(36.67) 4(18.18)
ACA 1 (3.33) 4(18.18)
Thalamus - 1 (4.55)
BG 6 (20.00) 5(22.73)
Pons 5(16.67) 5(22.73)
CR 2 (6.67) -
Medulla 1 (3.33) -
&4 gl w7 30(96.77) 13(61.90)
HEY 1 (3.23) 8(38.10)
H 4. &4 20 WE ZALZDHH|
o LEZ N & b 24 ; ’
M=+ SD M=+ SD
K—-MMSE (%)) 21.30 = 4.69 1959 = 491 1.27 72
CBS(3) 893 + 855 3.23 = 4.38 2.86 00"
UM E A} T FAE 16.58 =+ 26.02 2.39 = 6.24 2.50 00"
(%) QEE TS 10.83 *+ 19.47 6.44 *15.84 87 19
T AE 20.28 * 33.10 3.79 £11.71 2.23 00"
HAE AL 30.00 + 39.00 10.61 = 22.74 2.08 00"
AA 18)7] A 523+ 285 6.27 = 241 -1.39 28
AL A a7 147 = 0.73 155 = 0.60 - 42 22
&) ZAH1~6) 1.18 = 0.62 1.32 = 0.68 —-.74 54
FAHT~12) 1.00 £ 0.73 1.39 £ 0.72 -1.89 79
vkE 1g]7] 158 = 159 2.02 = 145 -1.02 24
“p<.05
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£ Hbtel whE AL AE Al 2 A CBS9F

AHE 7S] F FAlE, S7F FAIE, 9% FAEA
EAAoR 508 2po] 7} A ATHp<.05). EAA SR 2t
2 &N i Akse A

bz

= A4 %71, 971, 270, B 7], A8 A=
SEA R, 1H] A9 5E &%, A A2 A
T, AAA @A Al s A5, AFE A
23, A5 A7) A= sl Aok E <l
2009; A, 1E3E A3 d 7 1841, 2010; %
2006; o143} AwF, 2008; FEfE, AF )3}
2001; Antonucci et al., 1995). HESFA|Z ¢35t
AR HEF FA ASFAE SaiA) By
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o, 2009; $3< 5, 2006). AESFAE= F47] HEF
te) A& A 5713k AAstal 7154 35 el 9
8-S v X th(Gillen et al., 2005). T3t HEFAE H7ls}t
= A= g Fastd, 3Y oju ] 547] HEF gt
A Yets HSFA HAES QLELR W &4
(72%) 2 9% 9k 74(62%) 0] A9 F5-5h 371 €o]
A FH 07 A% vk &0 7 Qs HUEFAI7} 7

AEn] 92 0 E4HE3%) I LEF W 23 (T5%)
o] o] Z HolA Fth(Stone et al, 1991; Stone, Patel,
Greenwood, & Halligan, 1992). whe}A 2719 A4 3%t 4
7Fe Sl AAA RS Algsts slo] Fastth & Al
Az &4 R wet §A)7) HES SRl A e

ofN
rlot

Stone 5 (1991)2 257 9] 9437] ¥&
Z5A] AANE AEe A} Q BE vkt
A &4 62% 014 HETFAIZE R
E AAF Ao Fels)] 2ok v=
55%, 9% W+ E4 429%F HEFA]
7F aokar sl §47] HES €4k 1009
3 B Aol M= 52 (52.00%) &) $hxtellA] HESFA

1% QEE W E49 347} 301
(57.69%), 9% Wk 2491 a7E 227 (42.31%) ©1 3
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ok )% B3l B47) HEF BN et RS
WAL 0BF 9F0] AL B AL 45
9Ich BETA|of ek 4 AFES W QB YT
EYOR A% 9% USTAZ BSRA 2 7Y DA
Q) Gefo]7] wFo] AYAR PANE 9% T £
O A% LEE RERAS UL FANE A
Wl 97k Gk A% W 49 35 HoiF
0. qld A3 Bt BrF5E A9t ol F o)
7) e AR A5 A HelHe] BEEAZL AR

oh e e BuEy|E sk (s 9
9, 1990; Berndt, Haendiges, & Mitchum, 2005). 1%
H
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Hu
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fol

7 MEF B A3 4 U Agle] B
RAZL AR o] gleke 2

of oig 44T Bohel AP ART A8 5w
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A AZdS sttt (Gobbele, Waberski, Schmitz,
& Buchner, 2002). L E& Hl= g&3} Q E&
BE EAo 98 71&0lH FA A

L
p

AR ggstol B eld $492 st
o 2 uys

O,

3
Joll o HFL (e 5, 2009; Kleinman et al.,
2007; Jonathan et al., 2007). ©]&] gt 9 &% Nk7} &=
B ASTALY] A9 AlZb} Aol dfst FAI7F A YEk
Ui, fF oA Al S E = AaE FABH HH 9% 311
of thet HFHo] Wojx A P (Bisiach & Luzzatti,
1978; Gainotti, D’ Erme, Monteleone, & Silveri, 1986).
WhE ) Q% Wt @ BE AIZE el Qe BAlC] FE
7180 ZAAR A= =4 SAA U AYE 9

S dolut S A ke TS s AwHel 3}

KSOT Vol. 20, No. 3, 2012 21



ARoE =449 A ¥ JAFstA (e 5,
2009; Kleinman et al., 2007; Jonathan et al., 2007). %
3 3y AES ggsty| & stk (Schluter, Krams,
Rushworth, & Passingham, 2001). €12 Bl47} £A Y]
|, 27154 FAIET ERISA A7 T ARk o R U
Bl 4 Ap=olu) =4 Welo] Algte] o FE A
£ A3l g ollA B2 FA471 A E Y (Bartolomeo,
Chokron, & Gainotto, 2001; Hillis et al., 2005; Kleinman
et al, 2007). & AT E QLEH W &40 F Qg
g ASFA] B} CBS

2l
oA frefshAl & AFE Wk, AU E HALM I #

3
I U E HARE A2 A AR 48513 Sergio &
(2004) 3 Pia, Corazzini, Folegatti, Gindri$}
Cauda(2009) 9] 17-9} o] Az} FA] AALZA UHE
AL AE Y, S BE N &0 R Qs S FATL
AZ - B0 ® Qs AESFA|H 2|2t F-A] J =7t
Atk AS & 4 Stk =g Edman®t Lincoln
(19872 A543l A AR dHE BARS Al33E
o @85 N EAdo] f1% vt B4 B A
Al AL Asttkal skl ERISA Al HARR ©Ho
A71E MRS uf QEF Wk &3} AF b S
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&4 F9el g ASHFAIE B,
T TE sUHERY &
Fruhmann, Kuker, & Rorden, 2004). AZFA|E G4
71 T8 H97F L85 gl = fleAtolZ
Z 3t §-91017] W]tk (Dominic et al,, 2003). ¥ 3¢
ME JSTFAZE Qe 32 5 SdiH s &40
28.85%% 7V & WlEE B, U0 V)%
F(21.15%), W+ £4(19.23%), Hh 54
2 E49.62%), W TRt
(3.85%) 01T, 7148 £4Fe] A4, Q8% 7| Ao
FE T flAtol g, okl F 4 44 (inferior parietal
lobule), oFefo]mte] & (inferior frontal gyrus) ol 254 2.
T A o] S 4= Qlo] HSFAL AT
AT} 7)Aol @ BZ 7| (putament) 3 A2
(caudate nucleus) o] &4 Z-9- ASFA7F A Th=
A7} 9ok (Karnath, Himmelbach, & Rorden, 2002;
Karnath et al.,, 2005). 137} &7 7-9-oll &= 257 2] $t
2} 2ol A 25 FAZE UERd s A QLA Hd
y g o] &/ Aol sjntzd o] Z (parahippocampal
gyrus) oA Ro|go g AAxE WAy M0 &4
O F Q& HASHFAIZFEAE  Qlvhe 97} A (Bird
et al., 2006; Jeremy, Ryeowon, & Jason, 2004). ¢kt
Fmo] EArE o= 2 8% ojnlo]F (right frontal
gyrus) o] EAEWA FoiuEHa S ASFAL L
A 5 ok A7 oA, dieF A 39 Aolw)
(insula) & ofe Zell Sl A=W o= 7 A4
(supralenticular corona radiata) 2} $1Z:] 1= A= 9
o s -k e] WA of] A Zbsk ko] e A HEY
A7} Yepdths A7 ok (Committeri et al., 2007;
Kashiwagi, Kashigawi, Nishikawa, Tanabe, & Okuda,
1990). o= w737] ¥EF &4 A5 TuidEs™ &4

g,

ol o

o
o oX b

>

N1

WAk ohel o 919 o RE ASFATE IS
T e ulEth webd S S A A
HOR ASFAIF el motop spAARE, ok &4 4
Flof me BSFA S 5ol B A7 vt gle.
B S ek dasle] BSTAIE SlddetaL ofof o
& 27] B7hek AR E A Eaford Aol

& At AT Aol ok dA] th A 471 A
of & 7o) Auhg H47] HET EAelA A7
7ol ofelwol vk Holth H3tk f55A10) 5=
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b
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A
[e}

=
il

>~

B B7] Qe A ZF FA] AALE D E AAL
/\] A }i /\]74] :]_,1]7] 74/\} oMMg%lEx]— 5 ]
£ WA AR CBSE AlRglet), B3 A 2
= Bu AAs] 48] e o w2 A =t
daste|eh Azt ko g A3d AFeM s Kot @
= WA WdeR ‘-"S_?L% Aeysto] YA ZAMY A
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Abstract

The Characteristics of Unilateral Neglect
in Stroke Patients at the Acute Stage

Yoon, In-Jin, B.H.Sc., O.T., Park, Mi-Jung, B.H.Sc., O.T.,
Shin, Mi-Jeong, M.P.H., O.T., Song, Moon-Seong, B.H.Edu., O.T.
Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Seoul Asan Medical Center

Objective : This study provided evidence regarding the need for an appropriate evaluation and treatment of
neglect by obtaining knowledge on the characteristics and incidences of stroke at the acute stage.

Methods : The subjects were evaluated using a K—MMSE, Albert’s test, Clock drawing test, and Catherine
Bergego Scale. Neglected subjects were then selected with and their data analyzed.

Results : Among 100 subjects, 30 showed neglected right—hemisphere lesions and 22 neglected left—
hemisphere lesions. There were no significant differences in terms of age, duration from onset to the day of
evaluation, or K—MMSE scores between neglected and non—neglected patients (p>.05). There were
significant differences in the CBS score and Albert test percentage in patients with neglected right— and left—
hemisphere lesions (p<.05).

Conclusion : We found that the incidence of neglect of right— vs left—hemisphere legions is equal. In addition,
the perceptual and egocentric neglect, and severity of neglect of ADL patients, is affected by hemisphere, but
the representational neglect is not. Also, not only lesions of the artery and cerebral region, but also the basal
ganglion, pons, and thalamus are neglected. Based on this, if therapists provide an appropriate early evaluation
and treatment of neglected legions during the acute stage of stroke victims, it will have a positive effect on

decreasing the neglect.

Key words : Albert’ s test, CBS, Clock Drawing Test, K—MMSE, Stroke on acute stage, Unilateral neglect
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