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Abstract

Purpose : We described how the training of non-dominant hand that applicates the activity effects on dominant hand.
Method : From November 6th to December 2nd 2013, We randomly selected 18 people that don’t have a damage of hand
function and are in college of K in Busan. (cross stitch training group 9 people, control group 9 people) All participants
agreed on the research after fully being aware of training procedures and spontaneously conducted. Each training was practiced
for 40 minutes in once every second day. One researcher deals with three participants at silent environment. We used the study
measurement, Purdue pegboard, to investigate the sharpness of hand. To investigate the advancement of hand function caused
by cross stitch training, we practiced three times estimations of primary one before training, middle one after 2 weeks training,
last one after four weeks training and obtained the following results.

Result : First of all, We found that the group of hand training appeared to be advanced of dominant hand’s sharpness
depending on the training period more than the control group. Second, We found that the group of hand training appeared to
be advanced of non-dominant hand’s sharpness depending on the training period more than the control group. Third, We found
that the group of hand training appeared to be advanced of both hand’s sharpness depending on the training period more than
the control group. Fourth, We found that the group of hand training appeared to be advanced of the assembling function
sharpness depending on the training period more than the control group.

Conclusion : Put the results of this research together, we found that non-dominant hand training that used the activity was
of help to advance the function of dominant hand. So, we thinks that hand training might help the recovery of affected hand
function to the person that have a problem of hand function like hemiplegia patient. It will be required to practice the further
study targeting the person that have a problem of hand function like hemiplegia patient. We hope that this research will be

apply to clinical occupational therapy.
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Table 1. General charicteristics of study targets

Hand function training group

Control group

Male 1
Sex
Female 8
Age 20 20.67+1.66
. Right 9
Dominant hand
Left 0 0
2. FA77] HE $AE 7%t Ha AstHom o8 Aol S B THp<.05)(Table 4).
Az maEr] Aug mw gzl Edy
FAvikol whE 7} 150 $AEYIEEAY Hol  weldl  EBASHoz  fog  Holrh 9
+ Table 23 Tl Mauchly®] +&4 oA FA5H (p<.05)(Table 5). TA7|7tH ETA7|S HA |
Ao 2 Fo3HA| gobAl(p>.05)(Table 3), U= 7ol Y Ay £ Fole anh UAATH(p<.05)(Table
A A W &Y 44 AaE 2d, &9 7|7kl o 5). & WS AR A< vlas) 2 A3 5
2 &5 3dRn 22 $HE J5EAN B Astgos $olst 2olsh 9kp<.05)(Table 5).
Table 2. Dominant hand function test comparison
Group Pre 2Weeks Post
Hand function training group(n=9) 14.22+1.72 16.56+1.51 16.78+1.56
Control group(n=9) 15.89+0.93 16.56+1.23 16.22+1.54
Table 3. Mauchly's test of spherictity
Within subjects effect Mauchly's W Chi-square df p
Training period .92 1.33 2 51
Table 4. Tests of within-subjects effects on Dominant hand function test
Type III SS df F P
Period 26.04 1.84 13.92 .000
Period*Group 12.04 1.84 6.44 .006
Table 5. Tests of between-subjects effects on Dominant hand function test
Type III SS df F P
Pre/Post 37.556 1 16.589 .001
Period
After 2 Weeks/Post .056 1 0.41 .842
Pre/Post 22.222 1 9.816 .006
Period*Group
After 2 Weeks/Post 1.389 1 1.031 325




#7117k g ¥$AIE 715%71 v

l‘{°l'

SA7|Z| & ZF 1F9] H|9AlE
o]+ Table 61} Zt}. Mauchly®] F+8A

o

B7kel 2}
o4 7
aha 02 §0|5lA] ghol(p=.05)(Table 7), AW Ao
A A W 5T ARl ANE BE, Bas|te) Be

NsEAe drzel veAE 15H A B
o5k Zo|7h R AT(p<.05), T 7|1H}

WE BASHOE feat Folt ¢

[k
A%
=
7

kel
iy
S i S
oz xe3

pL

Z
&
HO}—

(oo rpy

g

ol

Table 6. Non-Dominant hand function test comparison
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Group Pre 2Weeks Post
Hand function training group(n=9) 13.89+1.54 15.56+1.67 16.44+1.51
Control group(n=9) 14.11£2.57 14.22+1.56 14.67+£2.18
Table 7. Mauchly's test of spherictity
Within subjects effect Mauchly's W Chi-square df P
Training period 93 1.11 2 .58
Table 8. Tests of within-subjects effects on Non-Dominant hand function test
Type II df F P
Period 21.93 1.87 427 .026
Period*Group 9.93 1.87 1.93 .165
Table 9. Tests of between-subjects effects on Non-Dominant hand function test
Type III SS df F P
Pre/Post 43.556 1 6.803 .019
Period
After 2 Weeks/Post 8.000 1 1.618 222
Pre/Post 18.000 1 2.811 113
Period*Group
After 2 Weeks/Post .889 1 .180 677
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Table 10. Both hand function test comparison
Group Pre 2Weeks Post
Hand function training group(n=9) 11.89+1.62 11.89+4.29 13.11+1.05
Control group(n=9) 11.56+1.81 11.78+1.48 12.334£2.18
Table 11. Mauchly's test of spherictity
Within subjects effect Mauchly's W Chi-square df P
Training period 44 12.29 2 .002
Table 12. Tests of within-subjects effects on Both hand function test
Type III The degrees of freedom F P
Period 10.82 1.28 1.53 236
Period*Group 1.04 1.28 15 167
Table 13. Tests of between-subjects effects on Both hand function test
Type III SS df F P
Pre/Post 18.000 1 9.893 .006
Period
After 2 Weeks/Post 14.222 1 1.389 256
Pre/Post .889 1 489 495
Period*Group
After 2 Weeks/Post 2.000 1 .195 .667
5. ER717) e 29 71597 v =27] AaE BW EH 7|7t gEtA s BA8E 0
2 GOl Aolg HAXTHp<05), TA7|T TAY
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Table 14. Assembly function test comparison

& 7|sol 0jxls S

Group Pre 2Weeks Post
Hand function training group(n=9) 30.56+2.92 38.11£5.95 39.89+7.37
Control group(n=9) 33.00+8.19 33.2248.77 38.11+6.90
Table 15. Mauchly's test of spherictity
Within subjects effect Mauchly's W Chi-square df p
Training period .86 231 2 315
Table 16. Tests of within-subjects effects on Assembly function test
Type III The degrees of freedom F P
Period 470.37 16.86 .000
Period*Group 121.93 437 .026
Table 17. Tests of between-subjects effects on Assembly function test
Type III SS df F P
Pre/Post 938.889 1 27.170 .000
Period
After 2 Weeks/Post 200.000 1 6.319 .023
Pre/Post 80.222 1 2322 147
Period*Group
After 2 Weeks/Post 43.556 1 1.376 258
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