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AIZE, A BEe] o, Au| A gl AsEe] ), A
#2158 g8 (Minnes et al., 2003). T3 A7, 3]
d, AEA T 2 ARSI #d-EoA gtk
(Hammel, Jones, Gossett, & Morgan, 2006).
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25 I3kt (Minnes et al., 2003). 37 Zhof
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(AFs] A Az Ao vl o), ol (S1Eelv o3,
WEFHe] 544 o)), A}l Ve (e, el el
A AZES] AR A & e 999 oFA H7t
Z38lEt}(Chang et al., 2013; Rutledge et al., 2008).

HES 2o A9ALE] olE SA4sk] 218 SIPSO
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Impact Scale—version 2) 7} 7]4tE]| o] =Q]of A Eul3)
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Expert Panel

(N=32)

Characteristics

Subjects ()

Percentage (%)

Gender Male 20 62.5
Female 12 37.5
Age <29 18 56.3
(1) 30~39 13 40.6
> 40 1 3.1
Associate’ s degree 3 9.4
Education level Bachelor degree 15 46.9
Masters degree 11 34.4
Doctoral degree 3 9.4
Professor 6 18.8
Tob Occupational therapist 15 46.9
Community related expert 11 244
(nurse/social workers)
) . 3~5 16 50.0
Workl?fr)perlod = - 9 98 1
> 7 7 21.9
Chungcheong 19 59.4
) Seoul/gyeonggi 8 25.0
Working local Gyeongsang 5 6.3
Jeolla 3 9.4
Table 2. Personnel Selection and Response Rate of Delphi N (%)
Tob Personnel Response rate
selection 1st delphi 2nd delphi 3rd delphi
Professor 6 6(100.0) 6(100.0) 6(100.0)
Occupational therapist 15 15(100.0) 15(100.0) 14 (93.3)
Community related expert 11 11(100.0) 11(100.0) 11(100.0)
Total 32 32(100.0) 32(100.0) 31 (96.9)

1step: Collection of instruments that measure community
participation(n7=14)

4‘ Instruments excluded (7=4)

4

2step: 1st delphi for 42 items of instruments that measure
community participation(7=10)

- Expert panel (7=32)
- 38 items of 4 domains

4

3step: 2nd delphi for 38 items of instruments that measure
community participation

- Expert panel (7=32)
- 33 items of 4 domains

4

4step: 3rd delphi for 33 items of instruments that measure
community participation

- Expert panel (7=31)
- 33 items of 4 domains

Figure 1. Study Process
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A& ARt AR E TSIt Aol AR & gt oS I 23 dufo] ZARM = 13 =
9H]E-S Table 294 2t} AATE EUE AT dEse] Ois A3E 9 F
QEE gohr] 8] 53 HAE HEE ARSI 3
2. 93 Iy 2} dlyfo] ZALME 23F ALY BA1RA] Aol upE
o] Aol st A H e SAX ) ERlo]
WEZ galo] xoials] Holo] pat Hyragm /U HAEE AT, 291 ol s 47
Aure o8] 4942 AR (Figure 1). g 4 Qe 718 E Alweisith ol st Y-S F3l HA,
F=EAL W8 EE R vE, s, TR, s
1) 7129 XMl Fojol BEt SHET 47 st
2015\ 9¢ 1478 229714 MedLine?} CINAHLE
olgato] AREL SR A= “community”, 3. A &Y
“community participation”, “community integration”,
“assessment”, “scale”, “questionnaire” 2] A7} A} 12} dafo] ZAMA dE9] 7S vdste] 3%
S5, F 10719 Yg T8I tH(Table 3). H FAE et WERAS Al 24 - 33
dlgto] ZAfA AFEE g SPSS Version 20 2271
2) N9AE Fofof et EF=T =9 Aol e AFEato] Hat, EFUAE ARSI, e RE
ZAb A S1eleh dnbA BAE lEl Vs E AR S A
FAE FHES EojE 3299 At AdEelA S HSEEE 2AE S8 dises uE
FEEo| t3t dufo] ZAVE 33] AAGle] RE FJEE (Content Validity Ratio; CVR)& AR&-3F31aL, Lawshe
o BF PAF G2 A9) B FuS FAsy.  (1979)9] ZIEel S8t dd 47F 30 Aol wh

13 sisto] atolla] Aeinte] Holo] wat vjee] g B Abk 338 V€0 Sk Asjol 3l A
s S

'O
o thall H8 - AY AR AMgste] ey o =2 A A FES Avehs Pk (stability)

Table 3. Instruments that Measure Community Participation

Study Instrument name Total items

Trigg & Wood (2003) SIPSO 10
Schuling et al (1993) FAI 15
Tooth et al (2003) RNLI 11
Mars et al (2009) MSPP 26
Kucukdeveci et al (2013) WHODAS 2.0 36
Cardol et al (2001) IPA 32
Dalemans et al (2010) CIQ 15
McColl et al (2001) CIM 10
Segal & Schall (1995) CHART 32
Duncan et al (1999) SIS—-2 64

CHART: Craig Handicap Assessment and Reporting Technique, CIM: Community Integration Measure, CIQ:
Community Integration Questionnaire, FAI: Frenchay Activities Index, IPA: Impact on Participation and
Autonomy, MSPP: Maastricht Social Participation Profile, RNLI: Reintegration to Normal Living Index, SIPSO:
Subjective Index of Physical and Social Outcome, SIS—2: Stroke Impact Scale—version 2, WHODAS 2.0:
World Health Organization Disability Assessment Schedule 2.0
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(Sempik, Aldridge, & Becker, 2003). dilo] ZA}Z 2
ozl S Ao FEARE Ushle FEHE

=7 g2 25

(convergence) = %7] dnjo] ZA}9] H 52 7]20 THE 14709 STl tig Au S5 9 ¥
7 AolASE 4HMO) o Aow HPEe ohde]  E ETE AE] f8l HETE tldo® A

25 Ao fuElain). 2 33} dlsjo] 2o ] ¥ e T2 AF=E YER= Cronbach’s @ 0.6
3 the T 0w ARRARE TEktk - Q1/2 (Lee, o]A}o] ol Community Participation Indicators (CPID),
2001). YL AJol9] do] ArE 7HZsl= dlojn Instrument of Home and Community Participation
(consensus) = o5 A5} F42 dloFo] 2o (PAR-PRO), Keele Assessment of Participation
Ao 7 walolnt o)o] the Talo 7 4R le) Zok (KAP), Sydney Psychosocial Reintegration Scale
e Ttk 1 (s~ @1/ Man) (Lee, 2001). (SPRS) 9] 4785 AlSIsklth(Law, Baum, & Dunn,

2005; Ware & Gandek, 1998). ©]ell & 1071 S =

o FEE= T% 9 Beklti(Table 4). 87k

Table 4. Each Instrument’s Domain Coverage of Community Participation

Pomains of =g par mnLr mspp VHOPAS a0 clg CIM CHART P
community participation 2.0 -2

Physical independence \% \%
Indoors and domestic \% \% \Y, \% \%

Activity of daily living vV
Mobility Vv V;
Outdoors \Y Vv Y vV Y V V

Family role

Cognitive independence V V \Y v

Communication vV

Personal relationships

Leisure and recreational

Work and education

< < i<iKL

Community participation V

Occupation \%

Emotion \%

CHART: Craig Handicap Assessment and Reporting Technique, CIM: Community Integration Measure, CIQ:
Community Integration Questionnaire, FAI: Frenchay Activities Index, IPA: Impact on Participation and
Autonomy, MSPP: Maastricht Social Participation Profile, RNLI: Reintegration to Normal Living Index, SIPSO:
Subjective Index of Physical and Social Outcome, SIS—2: Stroke Impact Scale—version 2, WHODAS 2.0:
World Health Organization Disability Assessment Schedule 2.0
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Table 5. Primary Delphi Results

Ath(Edman & Webster, 1997).

2. 1AF &o| 21

AE7h g9 gAxARE S8l 3] REE il
uke} 427 GO 37 =] A4A, 67 F5 T
gL, 174 d50] F7kE o] 387) &5o) AR =T

Domain

Items

. ) Life thing",
Physical independence He thing

sit to stand, standing up, walking, walk fast, assisting of others,
independence activities, live away from home"

Cognitive independence L
scheduling

Concentration, orientation™, memory, calculation, problem solving, learning,

Maintain friendship®,

Personal relationships ..
sexual activity,

communication device use,

get along with acquaintance, making new friends,
interchange of feeling, interpersonal satisfaction, sharing activities satisfaction,

understanding conversation,

conversation skill, amount of communication

Go out, shopping, visit, travel, transportation, driving, occupation, gainful work,

Outdoors independence

individual leisure, group leisure, social life",

education, voluntary activity,

religious activity, personal finances, community connectedness

Delete: Walk fast, Independence activities, sexual activity, Integration & modification®:

life thing, live away

from home, maintain friendship, scheduling, social life, Addition™: orientation
Table 6. Result of Secondary Delphi
2nd delphi Items M SD CVR Stability Convergence Consensus
Goodness Live away from 3.81 1.00 06 26 1.00 50
of fit home (6)
Live away from 3.59 1.01 06 28 88 42
home (6)
Amount of 3.88 94 25 24 1.00 50
| . communication (23)
mlﬁr f?tnce Travel (27) 3.75 1.14 19 30 1.00 50
Voluntary 3.78 1.01 25 27 1.00 50
activity (36)
Religious 3.91 1.06 31 31 1.00 50
activity (37)
CVR: Content Validity Ratio
Table 7. Average Opinion of the Expert Panel
M SD CVR Stability Convergence Consensus
2nd delphi 451 .62 81 14 A7 .80
3rd delphi 4.58 .52 .93 11 40 .83

CVR: Content Validity Ratio
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Table 8. The Final Selection of Items

Item M CVR
Physical independence
1  Lift your own luggage or bag? 4.44 .84
2 Standing up from sitting down? 4.62 97
3 Standing for long periods such as 30 minutes? 4.37 .84

Walking a long distance such as a 1km?

4 (wheelchairs or walking assistance device may be used) 461 1.00
5 Receiving some degree of physical health from others? 4.53 .97
Cognitive independence
6  Concentrating on one activities for 10 minutes? 4.82 1.00
7  Aware of the date and place? 4.55 1.00
8  Remember important things such as past events or whether you took your medication? 4.81 1.00
9  Count money in your head? 4.65 1.00
10 Finding solutions to problems in daily life? 4.87 1.00
11 Learning a new task, for example learning how to get to a new place? 4.44 .85
12 Manage your own schedule? 473 97
Personal relationships
13  Maintaining a friendship? 4.34 71
14  Getting along with people who are close to you (acquaintances, except a friend)?  4.78 1.00
15 Dealing with people you do not know and making a new friends? 4.60 97
16 Understand other’ s feeling and emotions and empathize with them? 4.76 1.00
17  Satisfied with your relationships with acquaintances? 4.09 .68
18 Satisfied with activities you share with acquaintances? 4.25 .81
19 Communicate using phones, smartphones, letters or email? 458 97
20 Understand what was being said to you in a conversation? 4.81 1.00
21  Starting and maintaining a conversation? 458 1.00
Outdoors independence
22 Need some help to get out of the house in the neighborhood? 4.67 1.00
23 Can you do grocery shopping? 4.61 1.00
24  How often do you visit friends/others? 4.28 .68
25 Can you used your transportation independently? 4.89 1.00
26 If you have own car, can you driving? (get in and out of a car) 4.71 97
27 Do you take part in an important activity that takes up most of your daily? 4.57 97
28 Participated in income—generating activities? 4.71 91

99 Participated in individual leisure activities? 16T 100
(must require some ‘active’ participation, not just watching on TV) ’ ’

Participated in group leisure activities?
30 icipated 1 sroup ‘etsure @ o 460  1.00
(official activities with institutions, organizations, or clubs)

31 Participated in education (training - treatment) or school activities? 4.10 .61

Take care of financial management activities, such as selecting payment methods,
bank errands or payment of utility bills?
33 Feel like part of this community, like I belong here? 4.74 97

CVR: Content Validity Ratio

32 4.52 .94
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Abstract

Developing Evaluation Items for Community Participation of Stroke Patients:
Delphi Study

Song, A-Young®, M.P.H., O.T., Lee, Jae-Shin**, Ph.D., O.T.
"Dept. of Occupational Therapy, The Graduate School, Konyang University
“Dept. Of Occupational Therapy, Konyang University

Objective : This study aims to suggest the basis for the development of evaluation items used to measure the
community participation of stroke patients.

Methods : Opinions were collected from 32 community and stroke—related expert panels using the Delphi method.
The first survey gathered opinions through items reconstructed using closed—ended - open—ended questions for
community participation, while the second survey determined the goodness of fit and its importance. The third
survey was a final check of the opinions by providing a response and results to the second survey.

Results : A total of 38 items were selected from the first Delphi results. For the second Delphi results, five items
showing a value of .33 or lower for the content validity ratio were removed to make a total of 33 items. For the
third Delphi results, the 33 items were deemed to be fit, and were therefore selected. Finally, the average content
validity ratio of the Delphi results was .93, the stability was .11, the convergence was .40, and the consensus was
.83, which are regarded as high scores.

Conclusion : Through this study, items for measuring the degree of participation of stroke patients in their
community were developed. In is expected that these results can be used as a basic set of data to promote more
participation by stroke patients in their communities.

Key words : Community, Delphi, Participation, Stroke
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