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(Korean Academy of Sensory Integration, 2007).
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Table 1. Type of the studies

Type

Definition

Descriptive research

Case study, descriptive study, qualitative study

Experimental research

Randomized clinical experimental study, two group non—randomized study, one group

non—randomized study, single subject design study, survey

Review Systematic review, meta—analysis

Report Report

Table 2. Level of evidence

Level of evidence Description N (%)
Systematic review 9 (9.3)
Level 1 Randomized clinical experimental design 1 (1.0
Meta—analysis 0 (0.0)
Level 2 Two group non—randomized study 14 (14.4)
Level 3 One group non—randomized study 31 (32.0)
Single subject study 8 (8.2)
Level 4
Survey 6 (6.2)
Case study 19 (19.6)
Descriptive review 6 (6.2)
Level 5
Report, poster 3 (3.1
Qualitative study 0 (0.0)
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Table 3. Type of the studies and changing

2003~2005 2006~2010 2011~2014 N (%)
Descriptive study 7 (30.4) 2 (30.8) 6 (17.1) 25 (25.8)
Experimental study 14 (60.9) 4 (61.5) 2 (62.9) 60 (61.9)
Review 0 (0.0) 2 (5.1) 7 (20.0) 9 (9.3
Report 2 (8.7) 1 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.1
Total 23 (100.0) 39 (100.0) 35 (100.0) 97 (100.0)

A 48] e v, 2 AT BE) Sk 9 4. HH| 3 A9 HIE

=}
o
ni

g Res o] AT AT 97 A7
5’—]‘ Level 39 & Aot u|2 2k oL
2 7K gslek AT, 7167 3
35 Level 57} 28 (28.9%) &
A2 W=l AR 183 (19.6%), 7%

Fo] 63(6.2%), ik 9 H3E7E 37H(3.1%) 9 <=
o OHEO= Level 29 7 ek v]3RAH9) 914E7F
H(14.4%), Level 47} 14H(14,4%), Level 10] 109H
(10 4%) 0] 2 tH(Table 2),

o
Az
A
r°4'

H
)
N
(@)
s*i

E w
.
f=}

I

T

9|
ru[ru

Bow N
rE

s

2R LA

5

(@)

-

rh 2

3. S AL

tjAro g2 gk 937} 533 (55,8%) 0 & 7}
A7k 213(22.1%)
o|9itt, Aofjolsol Attt A KRk Aol
7} 129(12,6%), WA Ho] 97 (9.5%), X ZHHel7} 7R
(7.4%)4=02 Woka, & 11749 Agito] ZahE Qi)
7 9] opEHmE Ao 2 3t 9117} 6TH(6.3%), YA
717} 58(5.3%), HEHgo] 37 (3.2%) S| 2IthTable 4).
g A% AmE Z5sio] 42%(41.2%)
O &2 7P woral, oha2 frof 343 (33.3%), 4d<lo] 14
H(13.7%), QoF7t 6W(5.9%) <=o|tt. HAREE
1~109E to & g A-t7 38W(51.4%) 0.2 7 W
obil, THS O & 61~100HT} 1017 o|Ao] zHzh 127
(16.2%)°] 2},

48 HFFFEFAETA] Vol 13, No. 1, 2015

et s R etg] 7t Ae] A ARIS ARkt

find

20084 o] %, & 54| A7 ELERUA, 1 F AT

] =3 oltel HjR| Y At 2427} 27H(50%) .2 H|&
o] et Table 5).

oM BAEY Ys AvEY, ARl
2871(24.6%) 2 7}AF worar, Arszkgo] 137)(11.4%), W
o] 1170(9.6%), A|AZto]

HEZ3HE H7HE FAH L
¥}, =] 8Al(15.1%) 2 714
59 ZAREA Q] Aol gt A ddate] 67](11.3
W27], A7k ARE s ZEE A 3 590l 571
(9.4%) o] tH(Table 7).

Iv. 1 &

QP 20159 AFATATY SAFHAR 47
HAFAF YA RATA L ATFEFS BATFOZN

|

%1-7_}%@;2] uo};_,] o:]:rL HEA l:ﬂ-a‘]:-« EAHO}J_ ]_5}93\
o}, o]E 93) s3] 7} EzhE 2003 5HE <] ﬂ:,Lg__ #
o ARt At A, A giAdAl, - Hof i




Table 4. Subjects in the studies

Category N (%)

Subject Normal children 21 (22.1)
Children with disability 54 (56.7)

Pervasive developmental disorder 12 (12.6)
Developmental delay 9 (9.5)

Intellectual disability 7 (7.4)
Developmental disorder 5 (5.3)

Cerebral palsy 5 (5.3)

Sensory integration disorder 6 (6.3)

Attention deficit and hyperactivity disorder 4 (4.2)

Reactive attachment disorder 2 (2.1)

Physical disabilities 2 (2.1)

Emotional disorder 11D
Developmental coordination disorder 1(1.1)

Parents 6 (6.3)

Therapists 5(5.3)

University of college students 3 (3.2
Adolescents 2 (2.1

Normal adults 2 (2.1)

Older 1(1.1)

Animal 1(1L1)

Total 95 (100.0)

Category N (%)

Age Infant 6 (5.9
Toddler 34 (33.3)
Elementary students 42 (41.2)
Adolescents 5 (4.9)

Adults 14 (18.7)

Older 1 (1.0)

Total 102 (100.0)

Category N (%)

Number of 1~10 38 (51.4)
subjects 11~30 6 (8.1)
31~60 6 (8.1)

61~100 12 (16.2)

More than 100 12 (16.2)

Total 74 (100)

NP EPARGIAN AFEY: 20036958 2014977)2) A7E FH0E



Table 5. Percentage of research grant application

Type 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 N (%)
Support 10 (76.9) 5 (71.4) 109.0 4 (50,0) 4 (50,0) 3 (42.5) 27 (50,0)
Non—-support 3 (23.1) 2 (28.6) 10 (90.9) 4 (50.0) 4 (50.0) 4 (57.5) 27 (50.0)
Total 13 (100,0) 7 (100,0) 11 (100,0) 8 (100.0) 8 (100.0) 7 (100,0) 54 (100.0)
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Table 6. Area of studies focusing on standardized assessment

Category Assessment N (%)
Japanese sensory inventory 6 (5.3)
Short sensory profile 15 (18.2)
Sensory modulation Sensory profile 6 (5.3)
Sensory checklist 1 (0.9)
Total 28 (24.6)
Sensory integration and praxis test 4 (3.5)
Praxis STEP-SI 1(0.9)
Total 5 (4.4)
Clinical observational motor and postural skills 3 (2.6)

Motor skill . o s
(Gross motor) Gross motor function classification system 1(0.9)
Total 4 (3.5)
Miller assessment preschool 3 (2.6)
Denver developmental screening test 7 (6.1)

Development

Drawing a person 1(0.9)
Total 11 (9.6)
Developmental test of visual perception 4 (3.5)
Motor free visual perception test 2 (1.8)
Visual perception Korean developmental test of visual perception 1(0.9)
Developmental test of visual-motor integration 1(0.9)
Total 8 (7.0)
Functional independence measure for children 5 (4.4)
Activities of daily living Modified barthel index 1 (0.9)
Total 6 (5.3)
Stress of parents Parenting stress inventory 2 (1.8)
Competency of performance Coping character set 1(0.9)
Psychological area Self—esteem 3 (2.6)
Quality of life Quality of life 1(0.9)
Test of playfulness 1 (0.9)
Play Revised knox preschool play scale 4 (3.5)
Total 5 (4.4)
Stress Stress Scale 2 (1.8)
9 hole pegboard test 1(0.9)
Hand function Grooved pegboard test 1(0.9)
Total 2 (1.8)
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Behavior inventory 1(0.9)
Korean scales of independent behavior 1 (0.9)
Coping scale 1(0.9)
Behavior
Child behavioral checklist 1(0.9)
Ewha—check list for autistic children 1(0.9)
Total 5 (4.4)
Goal attainment Goal attainment scale 3 (2.6)
School function assessment 3(2.6)
School assessment of motor and process skills 1(0.9)
Performance of occupation
Canadian occupational performance measure 7 (6.1)
Total 11 (9.6)
Interest profile 1(0.9)
Interest Preference for activities of children 1(0.9)
Total 2 (1.8
Evaluation of social interaction 1(0.9)
Peer social interactions 1(0.9)
Interaction
Social maturity scale 11 (9.6)
Total 13 (11.4)
Eating & feeding Brief autism mealtime 1(0.9)
Balance Balance performance monitor 1 (0.9)
Total 114 (100,0)
o252 755k5| R o] At Hok= thofst 9 Y (Salter, Teasell, Foley, & Jutai, 2007), wa}A ¢S
0% REU 4 ot W el weh AT BolE B 2l o}5el 02T /)5 Wkl i ugut &
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© 533 AREE oM, EE0F Yl HRESHE HUbE B7FET7E g EojoF & Zlojrt,
Aol W 9 Eobs 42 187k Folelgiet. 1w
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oM =7 S oA 3 S AX Ao =
W oAl Al 2 ® AEshe Aole w3H4 Zpolef B o7 90154 Hlekzi et x| Rete] x| 7t EA)s
Aojd A 5 SEdfoF & 247 Wl wjFoltt, # B2 ARE AL A2 83|20 A 1EsRe HAs)
gk obye}, BlEESHE Brbe AT olA a3t vt of Upobz WraEe A AEkiAl sheith oFo 2o 7hzhE
ojojAg ZE3E 42 9l 9\ & (Marshall, Lockwood, S 2 AoloAe] AT AR 2Zo| = oo} T}
Bradley, Adams, Joy, & Fenton, 2000), H5-2] 234 o5t o WS ALREE ¢ TL7) o] 2of o} & Aot}
T2 I HlaEAE skl AR =t BTt 4 w5} ol mul ofLjat AelolL} wolo] 72k alo] gist
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Table 7. Area of studies focusing on non—standardized assessment

Field Dependent variable N (%)
Oral motor 1(1.9)
Oral Oral coordination 1(1.9)
Total 2 (3.8)
Number of functional grasp 1 (1.9)
Hand function Hand function 1 (1.9
Total 2 (3.8)
Strength of lower extremity 1(1.9
Endurance 119
Strength and endurance
Strength of upper extremity 1 (1.9
Total 3 (5.7)
Scissoring 1(1.9)
Using chopsticks 1 (1.9)
f:zi;;iizce competency of Dressing (upper) 1 (1.9
Writing 2 (3.9
Total 5(9.4)
Sleep Sleep behavior 119
Respiratory 1 (1.9)
Respiratory and pulmonary system Vital capability 1(1.9)
Total 3 (5.7
Tactile detecting 1 (1.9)
Subjective sensory awareness 1 (1.9
Sensory
Sensory history 2 (3.8)
Total 4 (7.5)
Flexibility 1(1.9)
Postural control Ability of postural control 1 (1.9)
Total 2 (3.8)
Balance Balance 1 (1.9
Satisfactory Satisfactory on intervention 3.7
Awareness of disability 119
Awareness on Ayres's sensory integration intervention 1(1.9
Awareness
Awareness on play 1.9
Total 3 (5.7)
g2 E A 297 S ATFES: 20039 FE 201497170 HFE FHLE 53



Clinical observation

Clinical observation

)

PSS CogRehab 1(1.9)

Cognition Korean score, Mathematics score 1(1.9)
Total 2 (3.8)

Praxis Praxis test 1(1.9)
Observation on problematic behaviors 5 (9.4)

Behavior Adaptive response 3 (5.7
Total 8 (15.1)

Awareness Body scheme test 1 (1.9
Weight 119

Height 1 (1.9

Change on physical disability Body composition 1(1.9)
Alcohol degree 1(19)

Total 4 (7.5)

Changing of hippocampal neuron 1(1.9)

Neurological change Activation of neuron 1 (1.9)
Total 2 (3.8

Total 53 (100,0)
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Abstract
An Analytical Study on Research Trends
in Journal of Korean Academy of Sensory Integration
: From 2003 to 2014

Jung, Nam-Hae", M.Sc., O.T., Chang, Moonyoung™*, Ph.D., O.T.

*Dept_ of Occupational Therapy, Division of Health Science, Baekseok University,
**Dept, of Occupational Therapy, College of Biomedical Science and Engineering, Inje University

Purpose : This study aimed to critically analyze published research papers in Journal of Korean Academy of
Sensory Integration and to investigate the research field and trends,

Methods : Types of studies, research trends, levels of evidence, participants, funding sources and research
areas were analyzed and described by using 97 selected studies published between 2003 and 2014,

Results : Every 5 years, the most frequent type of study was experimental research, The numbers of
experimental studies and review studies have been increasing, The most frequent level of evidence was one
group non—randomized study, followed by case reports, The highest percentage of participants were children
with disability and the most common diagnoses were pervasive developmental disorder, developmental delay
and intellectual disabilities, Most of the participants was elementary school students and the most frequent
sample size was below 10, The percentage of research grant from Korean Academy of Sensory Integration
has been over 50% since 2008, The research areas focusing on the standardized assessments were mostly
sensory modulation, interaction and development and the non—standardized assessments were behavior
observation and clinical observation,

Conclusion : Higher level of studies and comprehensive research methods will be needed, The standardized
assessment tools with the high sensibility on sensory integration which developed in the domestic need to

be developed, Thus, it will be able to contribute to the evidence based practice in occupational therapy,

Key words . occupational therapy, review, research trends, sensory integration
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