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Table 1. General Characteristics of Subjects

Variables Categories n %
Male 46 279
Gender
Female 119 721
<30 108 65.5
@gﬁ 30739 50 303
> 40 7 42
College 60 36.4
Education University 73 473
More than masters 27 16.3
Christian 36 21.8
o Buddhist 18 109
Religion ‘
Catholics 15 9.1
No religion % 58.2
General Hospital 30 182
Rehabhilitation/Nursing Hospital 111 67.3
Organization type Community welfare center 4 2.3
Child development center 11 6.7
Other 9 55
Adult 112 679
o ) Elderly 25 152
Clinical field .
Child 25 152
Other 3 1.7
<3 74 44.8
Clinical experience 35 41 2438
(yr) 6710 33 20.0
> 11 17 104
Table 2. Level of Human Rights Sensitivity by Subcategories
Subcategories M=+SD Minimum Maximum Range
Human Rights Sensitivity 33.52+14.96 0 70 0775
Perception of situation 20.44+2.32 15 25 0725
Perception of result 19.85+2.32 14 25 0725
Perception of responsihility 19.14+2.21 13 25 0725
SN H= A5} A 7te] b Egror, 3T 2, 3, 494 F 70l el 3 A SRRl of mhe RS
=R B AR 2E SN A A% AE e felTE Aol nolX el 4% 57
7 7bg e Alom e o % 3k Abol7} 9l oLt AT
AolA 7w W Aolx stk
4, LR EMo| m2 HUSEN Aol Ao w2 AR o7} glom 40
7k 20t) Bo} JIAZFEA 0] Aoz eyt
Aejx gate] Ak S40] o APRAe o] v wEAEY wE Aol AR wE o]5A
= Table 45} 2t S HlEke o)y 3% o)A W oAy
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Table 3. Level of Human Rights Sensitivity by Episodes

Human rights

Perception of

Perception of

Perception of

Classification sensitivity situation result responsibility
(0~15) (0~5) (0~5) (0~5)
Episode 1. Right to pursue 12724156 0534222 346+207 3324193
one’s happiness of the elderly
Episode 2. Right to education 12.15¢1.98 3304213 2.002.23 287:2.22
in disabled
Episode 3. Privacy rights 12.08+1.78 2.44+2.35 1.93+2.28 1.67£2.19
Episode 4. Right to personal
freedom in disabled 11.04+2.23 1.73+2.23 1.11+1.96 1.59+2.13
Episode 5. Privacy right in 11.44+2.34 167+2.23 1.86:2.23 195:2.19
mental illness
Table 4. Differences in Human Rights Sensitivity by variables
Variables Categories M+SD t/F D Scheffe
Male® 36.61+15.70
Gender ) 1.12 265 N/A
Female 32.71+14.65
< 307 31.04+14.58
/(*y‘if 30~39° 36.70+14.38 6.82 001 a<c
> 40° 49.00+12.66
College® 36.05£13.15
Education University” 29.71+15.01 541 005 b<a,.c
More than masters® 38.89+16.22
Christian® 37.39+14.61
o Buddhist” 32.22+1366
Religion o 2.9 033 ab,c
Catholics* 40.93+16.27
No religion® 31.15£14.66
General Hospital® 40.67+12.87
Rehabilitation/Nursing Hospital” 31.68+15.18
Organization type Community welfare center® 35.50+9.04 4.32 002 e<a
Child development center? 40.73£13.43
Other® 22.56+10.63
Adult® 33.28+15.71
o ] Elderly” 33.56+12.39
Clinical field . .36 465 ab,c,d
Child® 35.96+14.31
Other* 21.67+7.23
<3 30.11+14.74
i : 3~5 34.44+12.87
Clinical experience ‘ 376 012 a<d
(yr) 6~10° 35.33+15.89
> 114 42.59+15.24
o e AAAFEL B o Aol B vehgrl 945l me on
TR\l 2 o] B4 Az} sleke] AFe] 2 P 119 ol Pae] 3d w)w Mukuc we 2
she AQARAY e 2Re 49N o Uehbd,
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Abstract

A Study on Human Rights Sensitivity in Korean Occupational Therapist

Hong, Ki-Hoon*, M. Sc., O.T.

“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Kaya University

Objective : The purpose of this study was to investigate the level of human rights sensitivity of
occupational therapist and to compare the difference of the human rights sensitivity according to their
characteristics and to provide basic data for the development of human rights education programs for
occupational therapists in the future and to emphasize their role as human rights advocates.

Methods : The subjects for this study were occupational therapists who chosen by snowball sampling
method. The questionnaire consisted of 5 episodes and 30 questions to measure the level of occupational
therapist’s human rights sensitivity and 7 questions for identifying general characteristics of subjects. We
distributed the questionnaire by on-line. 165 copies were collected and used to final data analysis.

Results : The average of occupational therapists’ human rights sensitivity was 33.52+14.96. According to
the subcategories, the average of perception of situation was 20.44+2.32, perception of result was 19.85+2.32,
and the perception of responsibility was 19.14+2.21. Among 5 episodes, The highest score was the right
to pursue one’'s happiness of the elderly(12.72+1.56), and the lowest score was the right to personal freedom
in disabled (11.04+2.23). There were significantly differences of the subjects’ age, educational level,
organization type, and the level of clinical experiences.

Conclusion : Occupational therapists’ human rights sensitivity increased with age and the level of clinical
experiences. And the human rights sensitivity increased as they were exposed to various human rights
related circumstances. The reason of the highest score for situational awareness was that empathy for the
client—centered intervention is important. This study confirmed that it is necessary to have human rights

education and various educational programs.
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