&2 X 5.8435]#] #1209 A3E
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g2 Wolf Motor Function Test 7]5%4-¢}
YR RF Y7o A

412 AT 7] UEF A dPoR AYARE GelM AR NIETE £ 3 2 &5 V)% A4
(Wolf Motor Function Test; WMET) 7531579} 948E B7Fe7<91 57 vk %4 (Modified Bathel Index; MBI
gho] oI AT S Slolr=u) 1 BHo] gk

AT 1 7% QA el 4AIE R A LolM WA Ts SRS F8l A RS T e A HEF 4100
e g o2 WMFTSF MBIE 285, thd2ke] 9= 44 WMET 71532k MBI &4 2 /b= Hrs

]
B3} PPBEL ) S04 TR 3 B3 4A 75l et @z@ #7h Blol AR 2 9%
7o) F7 W WMFT 8] B2 %017] 913 habit F45 A7-5o] 1gs|ojo} & Zlo

Ao} - AR EF2 MBL WMET

I.ME 7F ¥l 7Fsal] Zth(Granger, 1997). kA% ahte] &

T2 E3 3z} Autdo]n BE Al 7)553S 3ol

A Tz Ago] 9lo} S5 gak gkt o/l oL Ak FrdeI el whet A s

wo gl A9 75 ol et And Ak 2os  HeTo 40 tiFEY] wiel A doelM &8

o}, o2 98| thoret Wk o] AH g oo & Hu B7F B v i bl §ith(Gresham

L3 9lom (429, Aule], vkadls} 53 2006),  etal, 1999).

oY IS V2E AA, I} A5 A QTFE el ZAAA g J99 F¢ AV EEF (Activities of

&L, A, St A A-E 1 5A TS AL 9l Daily Living; ADL) 2} & & 247 7|5 58 z}qu‘s}
o, AA, ABA<E ko] thekat x5 FA) Ay 7] flste] kR BAAET S-S AL Hed, ek

WAVA A} 2FE)E (prutose@daum.net) || "4 2012. 4. 30 [| AArd: 2012. 5. 11
|| AASAY: 2012. 8.13
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5 (2006) 0] AR k= AAABAFY] G HrHeT
ARG &3l oJahd A 9] #5715 B7HeT" 2 Manual
Function Test(MFT) (62.4%), Jebson Hand Function
Test(61.5%), Purdue Pegboard(57.3%), Dynamo
meter (51.3%) 59 2% H%7} =4 G4 9
Ao =2 ekt wsk 489, 17w e} 4w (2009) 2
Aol debd =&l9 Sertel &89 A5
HAE TA A S A BMETEA X 2% 7
5 AAHWolf Motor Function Test; WMFT) (16.22%),
Fugl-Meyer Assessment(13.51%), Range of
Motion(8.11%) 8] =22 &85 Gl A o= vrebst
th o] T WMFTE HEFolu oA wEdos Qg
oA Sekel o2 A AEs Bk el
W SR 2] V) el thg A4 9z
7 WMFTE F3ARES &

T2 Jebsen—Taylor Hand Function TestES 74 - X
S5t F7Me TR A0 £ FES 4DA E qFEEketo]
S5k, tlEo] T3 21 5 vtk (Jebsen,
Taylor, Trieschmann, Trotter, & Howard, 1969).
WMEFT== Jebsen—Taylor Hand Function Test9} B] w3}
o] FAY A7MA| gelek = Qv A ek ohdet
o 2lAQl F THe] FHS Foto] gkl ofg Tl A<
Y7 537k st (Wolf et al., 2001).

WMFT= 270 HEd $452] A fe &% A
2 (Constraint—Induced Movement Therapy; CIMT) &
5 5] flste] e o, o] F v A=
= ot AF et B B A5 B g 78
ol A5 H o, @Al s 9] &5 58 B7lek= Tl
¥ WMFT (Graded WMET) 7}4] 7} uE] o] E-4-5] 11 )
t}(Miltner, Bauder, Sommer, Dettmers, & Taub, 1990;
Morris, Crago, DeLuca, Pidikiti, & Taub, 1997; Morris,
Uswatte, Crago, & Cook 3rd, 2001; Taub et al.,, 1993;

Uswatte & Taub, 1999; Wade, Parnandi, & Mataric,

2010; Wolf et al., 2001). WMFT?] = ¥ 12+

B2 52004, 2005)°fl of 8l HARARE A= 29} 32l

Bt AFEseH, 3w 4714 (2010) 0 2t

of ] golel EEA7L A H S

2% WY 5 A )5 S4S BR 5% 3 skt
ol

2 7] HE T Y S 85%00A VA &5

)
291 SLPABEA H7), £971, 4], 2]
[e)

] = R84
B 28 JAE 93t 2% (fine motor) 2] 7]Ho] ¥ 1,
|

Ao,

S st} (Shumway—Cook & Woollacott, 2007).
Stevens®} Stoykov(2003) & A] Hujs| $xp7} dAHY &

FAE 5okt BEA V)5 FHOE B W9 &

SHE A Y ZE 5ol A 753 g
A S 7z vt ok ool & A= MY HEF
AEe CR A 715 B7HE S8l =i el 2
kA AREE AL QL WMET 7153858 QA8 47}
Tl =74 Bk 2]4= (Modified Bathel Index: MBI) £}+<]
ol AAAAE Elsh=d| 1 54 o] Qitt.

. A4 &
1. A o

A= 20119 29 197E 20119 5€ 30¢7HA
7% QPR o] $1A] 8 AT A E Lol A A7) s F
& S8 AEE v Qi A HEF )} 100S )
Jog aelon, vt AA7)Ee vt PrH(E D).

oM,

B oAt g S (N=100)
A1 vl &) H|=
- mLEl s AE A FRRONRD)
¢ o SEEREEL e L
(M *+ SD) (M £ SD)
ORI O (O 100 ORI
>0 45 o s 1 57.65 £ 14.66 34.94 = 29.09
(55%)  (45%) (B7%)  (43%) (57%)  (43%) R R
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1) CTMREE &310] AL HEF ek w2 2}

2) =8 zro] A4l Ae] ¥E A (Mini—Mental
State Examination—Korean version; MMSE—K)
oA 247 o]} ® 1A7]54] Aozt gl A

3) g1o] ofaf sl ezt glol AAlehs W8-S ©f

] olsfstaL At ol &

k

‘Q,
—Ll
_l_>rL
o T

(Wolf Motor Function Test; WMFT)

WMFTE 19899 v|= Emory 2]t} g+e] Steven L.
Wolf ¥hAe]l oJsf 7BE Gl om, 27]oll= 7]50] ol %
& W At R AAE g QIS 2100 okel &
o7 4 HtH(Wolf, Lecraw, Barton, & Jann,

f | A S

1989). o) F Hadte] £ SEH SERbed BT
£ AL RS EHES o419 oleldld AAk §5S et
sol 1770 §B02 33tk 1354 158571
o A 7)5E SN 715 H AR ST, )

A% A 07614 o) 549 64 Hww 2 guy

.
A7 120232 Algkelal JItH(Wolf et al., 2001).
S 92l G el 22 5 1
.{[:

T AFES AL o] IR AR 2AAIE
AZE

e

. F 193%E = 2:#%3 7]‘5 A Ab

e} 9] 5}

Y 12 yE oo X o&u ﬁ} olr
_O|L
2
ox

a2 5(2004) ©) WMFTE
179 9] Ageler o7t WeoataL, 27 9 Aol stat
ool da 75 AR F 28 WMFTE 71kl o
o, o] F=¥ WMFT| BFd =5 A538}7] 918k Fugl-
Meyer Assessment(FMA) 9} W] 3t 27} 2§ A| 71} 2]
FIAFE 80, 7158 Aaske] ARASE 94E B
Gom, AFE A9 AN 92, 7557 Hl
A 9607 o 7 AXLE Ko AR AF

17 o] AAA| 2ARet

=
Z
10 4
o

AL 2lel] Ak E7
J2; Slofl Ak &2)7]
o2 17
2 9 BefFH Y (weight) 7]
o & 27|
Pk 92 &7
SIECE SN

37171

o>‘ Jﬂ

=2

o il e KU

)

R R ool
NN 2 N N
P JKE |} U\
g 24 e 24 B R
o>‘ L [o |

2

O N e 0w TN

(£ n S TGO oS 1< W < |

— =
= O
o
lﬂmmm
mlnmlnﬁ
—‘&5&
AN
Eﬁ
~N

. 7'(1]74(%}7]”&) A7)

7HE A7

. 214 (grip strength)

15. A4 ol Q= g4 =27]
16. 731 4171

17. 8y 57

—
=S IE \]
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5 .97~1.00, AA=AAAF A Z & 94~ 992 WMFT7}k
A=A 715 F71E 9% el AFEer T s =
ottt 5, 2005). & Aol 283 WMFT
° %M 2 gy Zrh(E 2). 2 A7 WMFT 4
3 ol AAABAL bl Al AN

o] 9L wF3o], 25 el BEL B
Fic.

Olr

Qdmlo_L
ﬁ_wf
4>_

= 49
A7)
st
2) &3 HiE X4 (Modified Bathel Index; MBI)
1965 Mahoney”} 7H4Hét Barthel IndexE Shah,
Vanclay 2} Cooper (1989)7} =74, H.ekslo] T3k LA}
g 7t S 2N AR E w4 10709 Al e e
e 4 32 w5 0] Aol w5 Al e AA
AE 7Y Hd M= 100801t /1 FEHoZ = )
A9, 83571, 97, P o] &, Ald e =3 Y7,
% Yo gl7], i xdsl), AMxda], 27] (e 9
A A8, AU R o gskr]e] 107 FE 0%
TAE] Atk A7t SeT S JELTL ke Ale 9
et 91~994 Atol & FH 4 9] & & (minimal
independence) & it} MBI #7190 Al =2
e, A, WIRE, 8ol SA Al gold T2
7 g AR Ak FEa s ol i T/ A A
7} H 3 9o (Smith, 1993), 7 G AA-A7
A AF e 89, HARAREE] AF = 95°]tH(Shah et
al, 1989). & A2 MBI % 7}+= L7].4 WMFT &4 %
738 3 o]l AYAEAPE A% 3
aFlom, BE55 Yr= byl 9 H_ix}i ool 5

3. A} el Ol =5 514

WMFTE 232 5(2004) ¢l &3] sh2= W<l bﬂ
=% WMFT Jﬂ7} S JF0o 7 AYsFA). s_}
WMFTE 285 2 A4 9] 7545 A& 2
AR E A B 2= 83~ .91, AAF-AAAL Al ﬂ\}_
~93°% S H71Y AAl= WMET @A 1770
G T 2He S8 20 FET, 140 FE) & A9

SH5E WS 57H P AR AW

J715 wA YA 5 v}

gyg © AL} 3174 A

.Oo ‘|-’
o o rip (o
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2 A7 FAA = SPSS 120 Z218S &8
Pk, ti/date] dnbd RS Wi 9 7)s5A A
glatolon, tdate] €= 4A WMFT 71532k MBI
o] F49 9 /W& A5 Pearson's A& AT AFE
g-g-3lo] AAAAZ dofrgron] olo T Aux|4
all 442 Munro (2004) 7F AN @H = 7122 S9lth &
AA fro)d Bl 918k et 052 33lth

2. WMFT &=
X4 H @

7SR 40 MBIBH2E Abnt

WMFT 71557842} MBI H4-2}¢]
A A =] o °1E} WMFT 75384 &

ox
r <
= o
Ry
rr
kil
=~
=2

nzi
&
oy
op
ol
o
1o

AT 32~.61%2 YER e, AFE 3 (3
10~ 17)1@} A HEAE Sshs 35 (FH 1~9)
So|A] MBI 2383 ¢ =& 429 A#ATA 7} 98-S ¢k
4 9lAvkr=.05). WMFT 71544 43 MBI /1
aresto] AA G v WA= BL87] (= 55), 988

]
F(r=52), 34 014 (r=50), Al 0] 4(r=.49), &Y
(r=44), % 43 97 (=.43), IA/AY o5 (=.38),
W24 (=.27), 22 (=.26), 971 (=.23) 22
A} FE A 0w LT



B3 AP ARIS S=E WMFT 7|58 4 (N=100)
U]— E M=+ SD

L. SHo s g 9o Ak 57 3.00 £ 1.52
2. SO A g} Sl el gk &27) 2.63 * 1.60
3. ZEAE FHUOE H7 2.65 = 1.71
4. BEAE SHUOR HA BTy Uy 241 + 1.75
5. WA B} 9ol & 27 2.78 £ 1.61
6. HelM &5 A A= &2V 2.50 = 1.70
8. BejFH Y Foldr]7] 243+ 1.72
9. 2 Eo=g7] 2.07 = 1.78
10. 948 o971 1.82 £ 1.85
11. 29 =o1&87] 154 = 1.79
12. A CE71E) 271 1.48 = 1.69
13. 7k 947 147 £ 1.71
15. A4 ol] = g4 =2)7] 142 + 1.67
16. 571 37 1.48 = 1.64
17. 94 57] 1.83 + 1.59

TEE S8 7, 149 FE2 7oA Al9] B

4. WMFT &5 7| “X*ASZP MBI =8 42X 4 H| W (N=100)

o = O = =

g=1 61" 617 617 35" 58 57" 56" A5 48" 55T 54"
=2 54™ 55T 5T 267 54" 54T 48" 367 36" 497 477
=3 52" 577 55 27% 55" 53" 49" 33" 33" 48" 447
=4 51" 56T 557 27w 54" B4 AT 20" 29" 497 427
g5 56" 58" 597 30% 55" 55" 49" 367 38" 54T 487
=6 52" 557 577 24% 53T 54" ATT 32%32% 51T 447
g=8 50" 557 557 26« 53" 53" 49" 30" 30" 48" 417
=9 41" 50" 527 22% 43" 43" 407 21 20" 377 307
=10 347 427 467 15 40" 40" 317 14 13 32724
=11 34" 417 457 14 40" 39" 317 16 16 30" 25
=12 35" 417 47 15 Al 40" 327 16 15 327 267
=13 32" 40" 457 14 38 37 317 15 15 31" 25+
=15 34" 40" 457 16 40" 40" 327 14 14 32% 267
=16 37" 43" 48” 19 43" 43" 36" 17 17 35" 297
=17 44" 517 54 19 49" 49" 407 24" 24" A5" 347
W%NET AT B2 55T 23 50" 49" 43 277 26" 447 387

“p<.05, “p<.01
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H5 WMFT 7|58+ SE 1 MBI GHE &2A| 4= Hl W (N=100)
T r
MBI %4 AT
Az 2 4y 50"
°lF 94 48"

*p<.05, “p<.01

MBI 513 WMFT 7]'57 4 &35
59114 H]JLOPOﬂ‘jr WMFT 7] 3
o AAFE B vkt
Z UEbsth MBI @5 % 7154 %9 574 (Functional
Independence Measure; FIM) &] 2t%&-% (self—care)
Fool 2ol = HEsh], P ol &, g, £
T H7), 7] 8 ALuks HE Sk AR = 50
07 e o, o] % (ambulation) ] @ Awt o]
&, B3, AR/ ols 4] At Aok A
+ 48% YT

v. 1 &

= A= FulefellA ghdsiA AR AL = WMEFT
75 Rret 4 BT MBIQ]rJ g A
AZ Qolr 11, WMFT 7] 450l AL Es =
go] ato| & A5 a7 flate] XBEH S ‘3} HEF olF 2
okg} u] ARl 2 TS} 35 FAY, ol =
=9 7FsA = 794 FAYEI nES TR
e AA G 7 Bl AR oz dES flE A
A9 7158 AMES Ao 72 M 7154 53} WA
ol AL &5o] HallE =St (Cirstea, Ptito, &

Levin, 2003; Kamper, McKenna—Cole, Kahn, &
Reinkensmeyer, 2002). ¥ &% 0.2 It Avl] A=
% 69% o1 BA 9] 15 A S5 AN AR B
F(Luke, Dodd, & Brock, 2004), F Wl&7+e] A3t
A ] 15t0] 44 49 B 71ed D4ge
o 3 olelg& Hole HEF S thdoE 2 A+
& Agect.
3% 30l AlAE WMEFTS] @54 75 ot A
TES BY, SHoR g 9] A $7](3.00+
1.52), delA gaF 9ol & =2]7]1(2.78+1.61), T3

12
o

o

l

1o

100 KSOT Vol. 20, No. 3, 2012

A& Uo7 W7 (265+1.71) 59 dFoA =&
F7F Hkd s wbd, AE2 o) gl 44 =27 (1.42+
1.67), 7t= HA71(1.47£1.71), AA (F7)1L) 27
(148£1.69) &9 FFolA W& AE Btk I8
O] EAS W 20 HZ uko FEE AO =g It

R A T

3o FEHES F8ote ARl v, vlAl w2 9

- (fine motor coordination)¢|4 € ¢+ Z# 58 (in—
hand manipulation) & Z 2 & dh= 2k A9 43 =5

o] Y7 o= 78 & 4= 33t o] Brunstrom (1966)
o] AAJ8 A2 3] 5 T (stages of recovery of the upp
er extremity) o4 Bt} 11 ©h=d 82 Yo Adst
Il 23k 59 T’Hi w4 o] 9] 3]3o] xlege

= A} A8, HEFT thdAk=ol A9 tiedt
z]oloﬂ o @ ofelss A1 A

k2 401] xﬂWﬂ WMFT 7]%5 73429} MBI A94] Azt

PAE B AREAQl el 50 A5 AuAFE
T A0R Kol F It BV AR TE 99S ¥

7Fohs B7HET YR SE e *Wr#ﬁl% 7=

ok 4= AT Munro, 2004). WMFT 7157 4¢} 223t

A7 & FHOEE H8517) (r=.55) MR
(r=152), 34 o] & (=.50) T F&o] nkyEo],
T AL AvA 24 9 &0 wA FAs B8R st
T QG FEE0l AR Vs o] Ak As
o AUk o] vlste] S4A] ¢ 7] B 7} 2o
o] F a3 At Olﬁ(r— 49), B3 (r=44), % 931 Hl

].Ah:ﬂx%oi%,o_ﬁoib}

B, WMFTE %}%6 ol 4% 71557t sk o] &
I} G S AL fshele At
M-S HoFETh Holgt A2 4X 9] 7)53} dte] 48
Aoletar Feke w7) (r=.23) o] A7} 7 Al 2
AR QET, ol B9 AS ARG 7R okt



Jones, Duncan, Brouwers, & Mirsky, 1991). A1g4 =
(2011) 9] Aol M E T2 FA 9 7] 5-& Eol AR
ot W71, A4sl7], £8517], 4] 9471 5] I
frdstAl |7l Rt 85 A1 9] 72 7579

G 3§
Fo8 AL e, ol T AR F4)
92 9719 A9 55 Wit oheh 32k WA e
22 203 Gt Zlolel, 71E0] QAAE 5 53}
27 340 4R} TR, B AT AAE FANE
A9 752 715 1S AAssh ke ke 2k
% hbel 5 glont, olglol % tept B a4 1
.

glElofof 3h& & UATH(F7]4, 1996; Stern, McDo
well, Miller, & Robinson, 1971). o] 2|3+ A&7 £45
%5 WMFT 7)%57 4 243 MBI 742 A#AF2 1)
Sk 27} & 5ol AAIH °1BP WMFT 7|53 4
MBI & A4 2ol Fo 8 AadaA7E e
(r=A47), T2 449 713011 o] o]&sh= MBIC] X
%E Oioﬂ 0}7] §]_7<l-/\1 o]ﬁ.y g,];xg%i KN (ﬂj{_
71, ”*71)‘35 WMFT 75384 ﬁ*ﬁr Bl ek -9
1577 Bt} o= A& & 7 AATH=.50). A
S A5t 7} 5\}741 L}i =l 9] FES A

]_

$>£W<R$£M

>4
X

2 = A 75 Fae UEle BT
JAIWMFT A& Fste] HET A= dHg 59
= 94 F 1 A58 dgeE A 3E g 99 r=.50,
olF YA r=A7S & F AU 7IE AT =S B o
% IS o R 8t 85 A9 Vs F7Pt
A9 9 AL BFo 7Y e Y6 v T
Ak AA = 3 e (Woodson, 2008). “3A] i) 7} 4]
gk $kAz2] A FAIS0] mhr] FAIE A =, vl
A5 A5 A S] 1A Egoll &gt O‘M*ﬂgﬁ T
Sh 73971 W] wiolk sk 72t Q1A A1 e 5
7] & T¥E A o] 9 s dAE 7 Q7] wWE
ofl, BhFet A 9] 715 B7F=o] v A E A A L
B o= AE AT dEA 5T = Yoy &Y

ol thgk A3 A Q1 F7F Aar oo #] ¢h= Aolth

(Bornstein, 1996; Nakayama, J 4 rgensen, Raaschou, &

Olsen, 1994). sFAI5E thefgh S0l 4] 441 9] 71%
=3 4G A s v %

Q3 A4, 2003; B, AA™, H714, A3 9} )
A4, 2001) WMFT 94 ¥EZ s

o
482 Bolo] QIAF 19 55E H5L 5 b ET

= 239 & Aol

MBI OH Zo T3k AEHEe o)A
2ol mmm A 5

gz
WMFT)
FEEd o2k A9 AES FeA7] S8 e
TR, B ATE Bolol QAT ST o

]_

Thor

1o, 1o
o,
o
N

o
o WA e B8, AU, 33 o) Fe
2o FRAATL B A 0% YEpdt), 85 Q7S 5
FIA] O A
= T

0]'0% WMFTE E%a— 3}-0};;‘( i=3 %XHQ 7—]1“\'1'/\6]

V.4 E

1)

% 7% 7HAAF(Wolf Motor Function Test;
hqzazzo]],} g/\wﬂ 5;]/\/\]—Oi o1&} 7 ]}\1

i
i
A% Eg00, B AT 59 A7) BE

& Q50| ofof Ao} & Zloltt,

=
(o

K
Ao
rol

8], A, B8, (2003). Hvpy] 1] 85 A
Q=75 o] ARSI E O] Safof u| x|
ok
9]

L

o2

HietA X Zeel K], 11(2), 6575,
A", 714, 193], g, (2001). A
7Fe71Me] HES 5 Arhi] &9 V)53 1|
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HX| =22 K], 12(2),
49-60.

11}%/\1 H”\]zor 7
(2005). gk=3 Wol
A U AlF % O
322.

YA, ol EXFE AR, &4, HEd &
(2011). H=F gAtolA Aol
s LA R A
X[, 15(1), 29-36.

3=, 719 (2010). &257]5 3 AHWolf Motor
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T AOHRE 18, 20(4), 31—46.

o, gnle], vhad, #H2-3]. (2006). g YA SAL
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4(1), 35—44.

e, 11730, Y. (2009). HEF A9 AR
A A3E S8 el AHE Bkl e
AAA 12 XA x| 285X, 17(3), 79-95.

Bornstein, R. A. (1986). Normative data on intermanual
differences on three tests of motor performance.

of Clinical and Experimental

Neuropsychology, 8(1), 12—20.

Brunstrom, S. (1966). Motor testing procedures in

Journal

hemiplegia. Journal of the American Physical
Therapy Association, 46(4), 357—375.

Cirstea, M. C., Ptito, A., & Levin, M. F. (2003). Arm
reaching improvements with short—term practice
depend on the severity of the motor deficit in
stroke. Experimental Brain Research, 152(4),
476—488.

Dua, K. S., Ren, J., Bardan, E., Xie, P., & Shaker, R.
(1997). Coordination of deglutitive glottal function

and pharyngeal bolus transit during normal eating.

102 KSOT Vol. 20, No. 3, 2012

Gastroenterology, 112(1), 73—83.
Granger, C. V. (1997). Foreword. In S. S. Dittmar, S.
S., & G. E. Gresham (Eds.),

assessment and outcome measures for the rehab

Functional

ilitation health professional (1st ed, pp. 138).
Rockville, MD: Aspen Publishers Inc.

Gresham, G. E., Duncan, P. W., Stason, W. B., Adams,
H. P., Adelman, A. M., & Alexander, D. N. (1995).
Post—stroke rehabilitation: Clinical practice
guideline. Rockville: US Department of Health and
Human Services.

Jebsen, R. H., Taylor, N., Trieschmann, R. B., Trotter,
M. J., & Howard, L. A. (1969). An objective and
standardized test of hand function. Archives of
Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, 50(6), 311—
319.

Jones, B. P., Duncan, C. C., Brouwers, P., & Mirsky, A.
F. (1991). Cognition in eating disorders. Journal of
Clinical and Experimental Neuropsychology,
13(5), 711-728.

Kamper, D. G., McKenna—Cole, A. N, Kahn, L. E., &
Reinkensmeyer, D. J. (2002). Alterations in
reaching after stroke and their relation to
movement direction and impairment severity.
Archives of Physical Medicine and Rehabil
itation, 83(5), 702=707.

Luke, C., Dodd K. J., & Brock, K. (2004). Outcomes of
the bobath concept on upper limb recovery
following stroke. Clinical Rehabilitation, 18(8),
888—898.

Miltner, W. H. R., Bauder, H., Sommer, M., Dettmers,
C., & Taub, E. (1990). Effects of constraint—
induced movement therapy on chronic stroke
patients: A replication. Stroke, 30(3), 586—592.

Morris, D. M., Crago, J. E., DeLuca, S. C., Pidikiti, R. D.,
& Taub, E. (1997). Constraint—inducedmovement
therapy for motor recovery after stroke.
NeuroRehabilitation, 9(1), 29—43.

Morris, D. M., Uswatte, G., Crago, J. E., & Cook 3rd, E.
W. (2001). The reliability of the Wolf Motor



Function Test for assessing upper extremity
function after stroke. Archives of Physical
Medicine and Rehabilitation, 82(3), 750—755.

Munro, B. H. (2004). Statistical Method for Health Care
Research (5th ed.). Philadelphia: Lippin
cott Williams and Wilkins.

Nakayama, H., J ¢ rgensen, H. S., Raaschou, H. O., &
Olsen, T. S. (1994). Compensation in recovery of
upper extremity function after stroke: The
copenhagen stroke study. Archives of Physical
Medicine and Rehabilitation, 75(8), 852—857.

Olsen, T. S. (1990). Arm and leg paresis as outcome
predictors in stroke rehabilitation. Stroke, 21(2),
247-251.

Shah, S., Vanclay, F., & Cooper, B. (1989). Improving
the sensitivity of the Barthel Index for stroke
rehabilitation. Clinical Epidemiology, 42(8), 703—
709.

Shumway—Cook, A., & Woollacott, M. (2007). Motor
control (3th ed.). Philadelphia: Lippincott Williams
and Wilkins.

Smith, A. (1993). Beware of the Barthel. Phys
lotherapy, 79(12), 843—844.

Stern, P. H., McDowell, F., Miller, J. M., & Robinson, M.
(1971). Factors influencing stroke rehabilit
ation. Stroke, 2(3), 213—218.

Stevens, J. A., & Stoykov, M. E. (2003). Using motor
imagery in the rehabilitation of hemiparesis.
Archives of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation,
84(7), 1090—1092.

Taub, E., Miller, N. E., Novack, T. A., Cook 3rd, E. W.,
Fleming, W. C., Nepomuceno, S. C., et al. (1993).
Technique to improve chronic motor deficit after
stroke. Archives of Physical Medicine and
Rehabilitation, 74(4), 347—354.

Uswatte, G., & Taub, E. (1999). Constraint—Induced
Movement Therapy: New approaches to outcome
measurement in rehabilitation. In D. T. Stuss, G.
Winocur, & I. H. Robertson (Eds.), Cognitive

neurorehabilitation: A comprehensive approach

(pp. 215—229). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Wade, E., Parnandi, A. R., & Mataric, M, J. (2010,
March). Automated administration of the Wolf
Motor Function Test for post—stroke
assessment. Pervasive Computing Technologi
es for Healthcare Pervasive Health 2010 4th
International Conterence, Munich.

Wolf, S. L., Lecraw, D. E., Barton, L. A., & Jann, B.
(1989). Forced use of hemiplegic upper
extremities to reverse the effect of learned
nonuse among chronic stroke and head—injured
patients. Experimental Neurology, 104(2), 125—
132.

Wolf, S. L., Catlin, P. A., Ellis, M., Archer, A. L.,
Morgan, B., & Piacentino, A. (2001). Assessing
Wolf Motor Function Test as outcome measure
for research in patients after stroke. Stroke,
32(7), 1635-1639.

Woodson, A. M. (2008). Stroke. In M. V. Radomski, &
L.C. A. Trombly (Eds.), Occupational therapy for
physical dysfunction (6th ed. pp. 1027—1028).
Philadelphia: Lippincott Williams and Wilkins.

KSOT Vol. 20, No. 3, 2012 103



Abstract

Correlation Between Korean WMFET Functional Score
and Activities of Daily Living

Woo, Hee-Soon*, M.A., O.T., Park, Woo-Kwon"*, M.A., O.T.,
Cha, Tae-Hyun"**, M.Sc., O.T.
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Woosong University
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Kyungbok College
“*Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Kyungwoon University

Objective : The purpose of this study was to investigate the correlations between the functional score of a Wolf
Motor Function Test (WMFT) and the Modified Bathel Index (MBI), and to verify the differences in the
activities of daily living according to the WMFT functional score.

Methods : The subjects of this study were 100 stroke patients who have been treated for physical function
improvement in a rehabilitation hospital located in Ansan, Gyeonggi—do. The subjects were evaluated through
WMFT and MBL We compared the subjects WMFT functional scores for their affected upper extremities,
as well as the total and individual MBI scores.

Results : Except for feeding, the WEMT scores had a high correlation with activities of daily living (bathing,
personal hygiene, using the toilet) that require upper extremity movement and fine motor skills of the hand.

Conclusion : An exact evaluation and objective goal setting based on an evaluation of the affected upper
extremities are important in stroke patients for functional recovery and an improvement in their independence
regarding their activities of daily living performance. Therefore, further studies are needed to enhance the
validity of the WMFT.

Key words : Activities of daily living, Modified Bathel Index, Wolf Motor Function Test
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