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& T2 A skl ARgahaA SlEebAl H=
A& AX A Fct(Polatajko & Mandich, 2004; Walsh
& Anderson, 2009). AZHtokoll A% HEke HAFAQ]
G5 WA oM, FE B4 sHolY es tiAl
s17] flal AgA 52 A goA ALt (Katz, Baum,
& Maier, 2011).

ohokat 2H9 %7 SAH % Cognitive Orientation to
daily Occupational Performance (CO—OP) {8
2] Fel Slo] 4 HAE ERlsta, HxE AT,
AIE sk gk deks 2-8ab, Aale] 43 A2t
£ kel A1 QAR shuolth(Polatajko &
Mandich, 2004). CO-OP+= Z2}o]9E F4H 0= 24
T8 7l FASA Ao R gy, A, AdAEH
o] 71%E F1 tH(Polatajko & Mandich, 2004).
AL QA 44 Al Edo] A3 HToR
A AGoA] 2R S AR ERISE 4 A A7) TS 9
7] AAE FHs= WHo Y (Skidmore et al.,
2011). wkzbA CO-OP AelME TAE &3l 22
O|AEZ}F A st wA|e] 58N ope} thE FALt
AgtoZ dnkslel HolE HXZE I (Toglia et al.,
2012).

HEZF k= WHOE QI3 o] def| o ke
S mHA oz F3sly] ofHA "Ah(Giles et al,
2013). HEF olF- e Vs 35S Sl8l F7 ARl
Q= STl 45 AR £ (bilateral training),
A5 A8 %] 59 (Constraint—Induced Movement
Therapy; CIMT), 7154 2712= 54 (electrical
stimulation), ZFA|A8F %4 (task oriented approach),
QIR A2k (cognitive strategy) 5°] ATk Hotk 2L 7P
X g, 2EAE, AR, A5 (mental practice)
& AEE AR AL QT e dE-ATell
= te] HES k= o]y d Ag Sl IE
o] 71 s H3EE F6] dHsH Fetar qlvkar A4t
1 9t} (Polatajko, McEwen, Ryan, & Baum, 2012).
ol AgolA Aol tist T S e &
EE sk FARTRE AAAR] 7e 0 &2 7154 84
off gt Fato] A5E = Algstal Q7] wheel 2+
39) g W Antsloll= SAZE wEY) wjtolt) 2=
2 ¥EFF 3] A4S XAV AsiAle 259 ol

A& st A5 7|eke] 2841 FA7E skt
(Hsieh, Hoffmann, Gustafsson, & Lee, 2012). ©]&{3t
W55 k] AT sE S P FAE S8 A
CO—0P FA¥ o] Al=% 1L 3t} (McEwen, Polatajko,
Huijbregts, & Ryan, 2009, 2010; Skidmore et al.,
2011). Aol w2 ole] g A7 LAl A ks
ARE-SE CO-OP FAl= HERIA A2 (meta—cognitive
strategy) & AREFFOBM HEFoI HEY O R g
A5E W e Al Gl Ao R By
1 JtH(Polatajko et al., 2012).
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= g} At QA Qebnd sgick co—op (1) 7IFH JIZA)
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ol A2 Uro] AN sl olukale] Hule Hwal A7y 2473 Al 71 Esel diste] 3] do 7%

X0 7 Performance Quality Rating Scale (PQRS) &

Table 1. General Characteristics of Subjects

Characteristics Subject A Subject B
Hemiplegic side Lt. hemi Lt. hemi
Gender/Age F/70 M/58

Onset 2012.09.15 2011.10.20
MMSE-K 30 30

Brunnstrom stage 5 stage 4 stage

MBI 95 77
MFT (Rt./Lt.) 31/29 32/5
K-ACS IADL (%) 69.2 154
Leisure activity (%) 38.8 25.0
Social activity (%) 84.6 21.4

IADL: Instrumental Activities of Daily Living, K—ACS: Korean—Activity Card Sort, MBI: Modified Barthel
Index, MFT: Manual Function Test, MMSE—K: Korean version of Mini—Mnetal State Examination

Table 2. Activities in Subjects

ifliilzfs Subject A COPM Subject B COPM
Trained Putting on shoes 4 Combing your own hair

Maintaining push—up position 1 Go to the restroom using walker 4
Untrained Walking up stairs 5 Walking up stairs

COPM: Canadian Occupational Performance Measure—Performance skill score
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Table 3. The Inventory of Domain Specific Strategy (DSS)

=
B oodre] ERHel e CO-OPHINS 443 &4
o7, Hast I d§] EAlEld E(goal—plan—
do—check) & AHE3l Al iAWHS 5ot Aol
S W= dekoltt(McEwen et al., 2009). o] A
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DSS Subject A Subject B

Body position O O

Task specification/modification O O

Feel the movement O O

Verbal motor mnemonic O

Verbal rote script O O
Supplementing task knowledge

Attention to task O O
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Table 4. Scoring the Performance Quality Rating Scale (PQRS)

Score Operational definition
1 Standing in front of mirror
2 Maintaining a standing position in front of mirror for a minute
3 Maintaining a standing position in front of mirror for 3 minutes
4 Maintaining a standing position in front of mirror and reaching a comb hair
5 Maintaining a standing position in front of mirror and reaching a comb hair for 30 seconds
6 Maintaining a standing position in front of mirror and combing the side of the hair more than once
7 Maintaining a standing position in front of mirror and combing the side of the hair more than three times
8 Maintaining a standing position in front of mirror and combing the back of the hair more than once
9 Maintaining a standing position in front of mirror and combing the back of the hair more than three times

Maintaining a standing position in front of mirror and combing hair several times

—
(@]

R 83)x) 20159 234 A28 89



[¢)

A B3t 5.08elM FA717 Bt 6.380190aL, AV

A o2 AL Al

A w2 B7) (Task 1; TDE 7124 FHit 1.08 04 B
SAZIZE B 557801303, A7) 2N Hit 6.5 FAo| A= Hit 7.080)90tE 4
o|Tt. ‘AAE o] &3l P77 (Task 2; T2)+= 7] @9 277 (Untrained Task; UT) = 7124 4.08 )4

A B A
(score) 10
s
71
6
—-T1
5 *~—s -T2
. ut
31 H H
2 *— é §
o | |
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 (session)
Task 1 (T1): Putting on shoes,
Task 2 (T2): Maintaining push—up position,
Untrained Task (UT): Walking up stairs
Figure 1. Quality of Occupational Performance — Subject A
(score) o A B ) A
. i
. i
7 i T
; i
E -=T1
§1 &4 : —.—T2
n i uT
: . i
: s é
1 *r—e é g
ol S U——
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 il 2 (session)

Task 1 (T1): Combing your own hair,
Task 2 (T2): Go to the restroom using walker,
Untrained Task (UT): Walking up stairs

Figure 2. Quality of Occupational Performance — Subject B
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Abstract

Effect of the CO-OP Approach on Occupational Performance
in Stroke Patients: A Pilot Study

Ahn, Si-Nae®, M.P.H., O.T., Yoo, Eun-Young**, Ph.D., O.T.
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, The Graduate School, Yonsei University
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, College of Health Science, Yonsei University

Objective : This research was conducted to plan a strategy on the activities for stroke patients who want to
improve, and to use the strategy to find out how it influences the occupational performance when applying
Cognitive Orientation to a daily Occupational Performance (CO—OP) method approach.

Methods : From September to October of 2014, two local outpatient rehabilitation targets diagnosed as suffering a
stroke were selected to execute an ABA single—subject research design. It took two sessions for the data to
become stable for use as a baseline (A). It took 10 sessions of 60 minutes per session, twice a week, for
intervention. Finally, it took two sessions for the data to become stable for the baseline” (A’). For the goal task,
three activities were selected from COPM. Two activities executed intervention training through the CO—-OP
method approach. No training was selected as the other activity to determine a generalization, and the baseline,
intervention, and baseline' were measured once each. For the outcome measurement, a Performance Quality Rating
Scale (PQRS), which evaluates the quality of performance, and an Assessment of Motor and Process Skills
(AMPS), which evaluates the independence and performance skill, were used. The quality of the performance was
determined through a visual analysis, whereas the occupational performance and independence performance used
the AMPS 9 program for an analysis and comparison.

Results : The quality of the occupational performance increased during intervention compared to the baseline for
the two tasks through the CO—OP approach method for subject A. Baseline’ (A’) was also maintained without
training. For the independence of the occupational performance skill, subject A showed 0.35 logit in exercise skill,
and 0.04 logit in handling skill. Subject B showed 0.31 logit in exercise skill, and 0.55 logit in handling skill.

Conclusion : Based on the above outcome, the CO—OP method approach was shown to be an intervention method
that can increase the occupational performance of stroke patients. It can also increase the effect on local stroke
patients.

Key words : CO—OP, Occupational performance, Stroke

94 The Journal of Korean Society of Occupational Therapy Vol. 23, No. 2, 2015



