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TAggEn ZYA Ry Husg

TEZRE

24 B AFE T obs AAARYGYANA 713E AREsta Qe HUERT AR A3 9 AEe gt
o] ZAFstaLzl kel

AFury 2 AFE U ol AAAREAF 678 Ul oE Asry HEAFAYL Lee, Hong?}
Park (2018) ¢} Kim(2015) 9] 1ol A AMEE Aiwds oFsH 7T Ugof waeo] 4 - Belslo] AR
shith. dolH A2 HREFZWH S AMEste] 35 F9F Google AEAIE HIEZEIGIT AT 4
Atd B4, R R, HUteT ARES AAeE 9 9 Fo S35 A4S Sd Vs
NERA S AHaHom, B7FET A2 t—tests AHESHITE 7198 B7HET AR Excels €3] 4
st

A3} 7)1 AFESHE JUMET S BA o] 11 AE 7P 9gka 713 Hob e Abe #38ko) AL

gy o] Jebsen—Taylor hand function test& A& > Functional Independence Measure for
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Profile?} /g2 ARGRIEZF Wokth sg7heToll thet Adedat wszto]l St gt 2ol
ouzte] 307 (44.8%)0] WSS o|%EkA] okgrom 42 (62.7%)0] AR e AA52S L)
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2021 7] WA BANE SO S5E A=
A= 15,4530]0], @ 7| o] FARIAL Qe 2HA]
BEAR= 1| 10%% soJual ITHKAOT, 2021; Health
Insurance Review & Assessment Service, 2020). &
3t 2020\ 7| AFAA &3 SR = oF 1,700 2
2 A&F o7 26l Q= Aot (Korea Health
Personnel Licensing Examination Institute, 2021),
A ZGABAL T oFS A AR BAE AASH= H S
20.9%0] R, o} Aol Hokol ESH 2eixzAl
2 7hekeiE o] A A1, EAUAR Hop} A
AH= e o WL #oltkLee, 2011; Yoo, Lee,
Kim, & Cha, 2012).

ohEY A RYele] WAET BAANE Avww
Sensory Profile(SP) 11.6%, Denver Developmental
Screening Test(DDST) 4,7%, Canadian Occupational
Performance Measure(COPM) 3.5% &0 2 =2 H|&
2 AAsrgom 197) B2 F 127) FH=o] AA| Txe
15845 FU7l6ls =3 9tHKim & Min, 2016), ®
3 TR 7| ARARSO] A7F 487F AL Ht
et 4 el BAEFE £ Aol ok
QAANZAF B Al oleleg AL BB Foln Bt
AlZF B2(43.1%), B7157F & (26 3%), 7% U &
o WkET $E05.5%, 49T £ A4Y U 4
o] H2(16,1%) 522 YUElYtHJo, Jeong, Choi, &
Yoo, 2015; Kim, 2015).

OFEAYA RAH AT ATEE 7T
wje} ZRofi= Aol} glov, ofsky A, A2t A
9, S AlgoR vhro] e, 7} Aldo] et 27
L ookt o8-S 4=393HH(Choi & Hong; 2017; Hong
& Kim, 2012; Lee, Park, Kim, Noh, Yoon, & Lee,
2015), o ZF WHHo] FH Xad gtz Bt
3024 99 o] AwskaL, AlE= WEgolols A&

9 WSS 93 7|HO R o FAYA mAREC] LSt
g 2 7P =28 888 AASH(Kim, 2015), EA]H
2 A AALE] el A7Hgel ol Al F Q1 AZA H A
% Asstz] St 7|Hew AEeF BAHE Ht 13]

08 AdE|n, 5o A 7H u|ute] olE-S thAtS
2 X &3HHong & Choi, 2018).
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Parka Yoo(2002)2] 3= AFAX|EAL] H7lEL ARE-
of Tl AT AWE AW EY ofsFHolA DDST 51%,
Motor—free Visual Perception Test(MVPT) 56.3%, SP
14.6%= 714 Wo| A3l 919191, Yoo, Jung, Park¥}
Choi(2006)+= DDST 95%, Bruininks—Oseretsky Test
of motor proficiency(BOT) 35,8%, SP 61,2%, Functional
Independence Measure for children(Wee—FIM) 74,6%
= o] AREIH, Kim(2015)9] A2 = AH
ZA} ALl A= DDST 79.3%, SP 50%, WeeFIM 45, 3%,
COPM 40.5%, &0 =2 o] el ow Lee, Hongd
Park(2018) 8] =Y} obs AR F7He AR oA =
WeeFIM 57,1%, SP 93,3%, DDST 92.4%, UAEE 89.5%

2 wol A3l 9= A% oL T 4 U3, ol B4
staell et el A5 Aol glont oy
o] wigeat Wele) WAETE AN A% o 4+ Ik

A3§A L] Lee, Hong¥} Park(2018)¢] = o}= #+
AAZANY] HI7Led AR 5381 ParkiYoo(2002),
Yoo, Jung, Park¥} Choi(2006)5<% 7452 AHEYH
Holst ok AR GelolA] g BT &
¥, 99 HriEt ARgES, idE 287t 9l B
o o glen, W7t sl gt BaAS
XIS Qgich, SHARE 71 W WA BRIl @
A Bloigle] obg el BARE soteln £41% A2ehs
o] ofeigg AT lovl, WgR 21 A4
Mgl wet 27 do] 7|32 ARS-She B7HeT
£ AHE Fa7} QthKim, 2015; Park & Bae, 2019),

TebA] B 1Tl olEAIA| 2 HofolA] ERak: 4
AARAE Ao 719 Agel BrhET AeE
sforala A9 A RAFES] AL Sesto] 713 ] choy
% WHET 27 289l Bl tal Yohwnn
SHct.
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AF&3191 31 AF-ELA] (one—tail, correlation p Hi: 0.5,

. 0,05, Power: 0,80) 6782 A A7 o

stttal A& E QItH(Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang,

2009), AES HolgRzZa Xzl &
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Lol ] ARRE ARR|E Lee, Hong} Park(2018)
o =Y ok HAYATALY] BHrtEA FEF At vl
ZAX 5 g0 H7FeT A2 A (Asher, 2014)E Fal
ato] AAF =45 AR ARARES BHrhet
gt 24 9 Frietus Fe gt oigt B3

Woo, Chang, Cha®} Oh(2009)7} =] X|BAE-S tjALS
2 A5t Asltol e 7 AP RA} A5 Kim(2015)
o S GAFFANR AeelA] WHstel LS
Z 499 255.'—?5}9.& Uulx EA] 453}
7oA Ha Yl
2, Wl o 1%
Sttt 71dEES WA

fiotel 71 e B 24ut J9d BAERAN 27
| oko T

S50 ol 3g thge] HREae mefstel A

sHct.
2) A=2X| HiZ H £

2 A= 2022 7 18Y HE| 84 5U7IA] oF 3%
LA = AR RAF HEE SA8kIL ofs A YA '
7)ol A TEBEL Qe AR BANE qwgi 24
TAE ARt RS FAsHITh AEAls AFAL
71l g dAE AT F SEAEY d53d

Survey composition

Occupational therapist who working
in child occupational therapy

Research procedure

Survey composition

Duplication of questionnaire

Survey (n=75)
I

responding institutions

Survey selection (n =67)

n=8

U

Data analysis

= Descriptive statistics

= Frequency analysis

= Correlation analysis

= The data collected in this study were used by the of SP5525

Figure 1, Flowchart of study
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FRL Folo] AFstgon A7) FAT AANTA Y 359(52.29), A/ 19010.4%), DY HHL
59 o AR, o)F SHYITe] FBEE s 1~2uo] 173(25.4%), 3~640] 27(40,3%), 7~104
$E AR F 6752 hPOR AT BANA A o] 14%(20,9%), 10 o)4fo] 9813 4ol ek, 2 7]
A A7 WL ka3t LekFigure 1), T ok AE 2%(34,3%), 19 13%(19.4%), BA\T 9
(13, 4%), AT 8W(11.9%), tiEEY 7H(10.4%),
3, Eafu of2lo]ly 77(10,4%) $O2 hebdrh(Table 1),
# @] Av AL BALEIY SPSS Version 2, OFEAIAR|BA 227|BolAL] TIIEA
255 AT A hAARe] QubHel B4, 28]
WIS, WIS 48 Y B G oS RYARAS W AYe FuSAE AES
A 8 wg o] &7 Woh] Slote] Z|SBA ME  Ouf, e X¢(98.5%), AT AHEFYONO1.0%), A
AL AR ER A B BT A ARol68.1%), AAAYIY 2 W (64.2%), WA
S doliy] 99} HY B -AHS AGAAL, /1B (62.7%), olol66.7%), FARZBAYYE Fol
W e A WL ExcelE F3 LA (53.7%), S HEAE5.8%), R W BAA ol
(34.3%), A2dol(32.8%), AZH7N(25.4%), 71EK3.0%)
SO Uehgrh 271%7k Al 285 A7 30~602
Il &7 Zn} o] FH SR % 48 (7L.6%) 02 714 ko zjHs}
271 6~97)%o] 20%(20.9%) 02 7P o] MAlahe
1, I CHAIKIO| kx| £ A0 Upehteh(Table 2),
2 o] thi A 254 olst 14B20.9%), 3, JREMY BF HWIIET AR 4

26~35M|7} 437 (64.2%), 364 ©]Ako] 108 (14.9%)°] 2]
ow W& ALl 3WA| Yol 257 (37,3%) 49A] =

Table 1, General characteristics of subjects (N=67)
Characteristic Categories n %
<25 14 20.9
Age 26~35 43 64.2
36< 10 14.9
Bachelor (3 years) 25 37.3
Education Bachelor (4 years) 35 52.2
Master/doctor 7 10.4
1~2 17 25.4
Clinical experience 3~6 27 40.3
(vear) 7~10 14 20.9
10< 134
University hospital 10.4
Rehabilitation hospital 11.9
Clinic 13 194
Place of employment
Center 23 34.3
Welfare center 13.4
Nurseries 10.4
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Table 2, Evaluation characteristics of child occupational therapists' working institutions (N=67)
Characteristic Categories n %
Developmental delay 66/67 98.5
Autism spectrum disorder 61/67 91.0
Intellectual disability 59/67 88.1
Chromosomal abnormality 43/67 64.2
Type of Cerebral palsy 42/67 62.7
disability Language disorder 38/67 56.7
(multiple Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder 36/67 53.7
responses) Traumatic brain injury 24/67 35.8
Congenital malformation, deformation 23/67 34.3
Visual impairment 22/67 32.8
Hearing impairment 17/67 25.4
Etc. 2/67 3.0
<30 13 19.4
Initi_al evalnuation 30~60 48 716
time (min.)
60< 9.0
1~3 134
. ) 3~6 18 26.9
Re—evezﬁigag period 6-9 20 99.9
9~12 8 11.9
1< 12 17.9
Table 3, Number of average evaluation tools used by institutional characteristics (N=67)
Characteristic Categories Number (c;\f/[;og; average F
Welfare center 11.1+4.93
University hospital 10.4£3.04
o Rehabilitation hospital 9.63%5.12
Institution - 1.36
Clinic 8.1£3.57
Center 7.3£3.43
Nurseries 7.8%7.1

"p<0.05, M*=SD: Mean*Standard Deviation

Hat LNZ 7P B B7He 3 S ARSI 4, 7|8E T™IIE A2 SE

o, tish A 10,470, A 1071, o 8,170, o™

o]% 7.87H, A 7.3/ <oz Uehdth EAFHoz 713 AME s B E AT EE AEE A9

ZF 713 ARREE Brle 7F 998t o7t qlgle L= 7|04 DDST-ITE 7 @o] AME-stal Q1S

U Hnd HYo] thE 7|RRTt We HUle s AL & -2 Jebsen—Taylor hand function test& ZA|

o= Ao YEHTHp(0.05)(Table 3). SHA T 10027t AHESh Ao = UEgen, A2y
o] o

YL Wee—FIM7} 75%8 7H4 Wo] ARgal= Ao & et
vt} SPL o9 85%, ANE| 88%, |2 78%, o]0l
71%9] Y= go] A= 2= eI THTable 4),
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Table 4, Trend of use of inspection tools by institutions (N=67)
o Categories
Characteristic . n %
Evaluation tool
Denver developmental screening test—1I (DDST-II) 7 100
Jebsen—taylor hand function test (JHFT) 7 100
U}?(i)\;irif;y Functional independence measure for children (Wee—FIM) 6 86
(="7) Bayley scales of infants development (BSID) 6 86
Box and block Test (BBT) 5 71
Motor—free visual perception Test (MVPT) 5 71
Denver developmental screening test—1I (DDST-II) 8 100
Functional independence measure for children (Wee—FIM) 6 75
Rehabili.tation Oral motor observation 6 75
hospital

(=8 Box and block Test (BBT) 4 50
Range of motion test (ROM) 4 50
Muscle tone test (MMT) 4 50
Denver developmental screening test—1I (DDST—II) 13 100
Sensory profile (SP) 11 85

Clinic o :
(n=13) Clinical observation 10 77
Developmental test of visual perception (DTVP) 8 62
Functional independence measure for children (Wee—FIM) 6 46
Sensory profile (SP) 22 88
Canadian occupation performance measure (COPM) 14 56
((rllezn;e51; denver developmental screening test—II (DDST-II) 13 52
Developmental test of visual perception (DTVP) 12 48
Clinical observation 10 40
Denver developmental screening test—II (DDST-II) 8 89
Sensory profile (SP) 7 78
Welfz(lrrle:g)e nter Clinical observation 7 78
Developmental test of visual perception (DTVP) 7 78
Functional independence measure for children (Wee—FIM) 6 67
Denver developmental screening test—II (DDST—II) 6 86
. Sensory profile (SP) 5 71
Nlésj;l)es Clinical observation 5 71
Canadian occupation performance measure (COPM) 4 57
Functional independence measure for children (Wee—FIM) 4 57

5. 7I=7EYE AME o

det

s
2)
S AT AN WH(94.0%), AZ-A12H91.0%),

S5/ A (64.2%) 08 =S vl
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6. OLSEIM=T0M THEt ZIRIXIZAR] KIASE
2 18 ol 87

SApe] 379(55.2%)0] BIHETHA LS 0|43}
o™ 30%(44,8%)0] WEL 0|54 Rheki S
stk WA= Abge] glo] Eole] qAFEE Bl
Sefoll 429(62.7%) THAZ AHAS) A ASEE WA B



Table 5, Usage status by evaluation tool area

(N=67)

Categories n %

Development 63/67 94.0

Sensory—perceptual 61/67 91.0

Physical examination 58/67 86.6

Motor / Praxis 43/67 64.2

Activities of daily living 41/67 61.2

Occupational performance 36/67 53.7

Play 20/67 29.9

Cognition 20/67 29.9

Social participation 8/67 11.9

Education 6/67 9.0
st etk il Tl AR A8e) a4 & ASYS DDST- N9} WeeFIME F2 AMgSH:
Azl 6678(98.6%)°] 5 HAQl EHlel SHBH e, Aoz Uehgrh ols A J9d B7k= A
22} 66(98.6%) 0] 7t AED-So| Hasicia 2353} A COPM, Wee—FIM, DTVP, DDST-119] A&
SHeFh o] @Wrh= Hiet UA|stltHLee, Houng, & Park,
2018). WO 7t AME-S A EATIeL ABAd
o] o, ARHAL folg Fefl] fla) Hrhuch
V. o & = AR oRANLY BRE SEITE AL L 4
Qlth(Park & Bae, 2019; Yoo, Jung, Park, & Choi,
B o) S22 oEAYAR Mol TFE A 200, oleft 2ok BUF olFAYNRAE) oFF
PARAE oz 7|13 ANl B+ A 2 O] SAoll whet BriwetE AEstar ARgstt F=
AR E wetsh= Aot o]& fIsf 2022d 7THHH 84 nZ Zow Helry, webi AmAE] 254 A5 =
THA] oF 33 AA AelA ofs& thAeE sl o7] A= AHEFS7EY] AiAdo] Bad Ao A

A AAA BAREA =2 AEAIE vkl o, & 21,

% 05 6758 AT ALgelrh ol¢l, AlE|, BAF ofelo| oAl AFgelE HAET
7\ B o AT e WAHRT BYS A 7 e Aol Aol7} slork olRE DDST-II, WeeFIM,
S B 1), 9ePEe 10 4, ATEA 100 COPM, SP, QAT DIVPE Wo| Agste Ro=
A, ol 8N, AE 7800, eleleld 7eAl Ueht  Uehton, o)t dajepel Aveh dxsArkKim,

o}, ol Aol sk o] W 10872 ThE 7]
ool va) BrhER Bk At XS it
(Park & Yoo, 2002). %< &Y= AB|Le Hasd
Aol A A Hats] A=) WMol FAS Holn, A
AFBINA TR Hu|2E AgE gelele] 71 T
sl diet wsA 48 s Min, Kim, &
Woo, 2020; Myers et al., 2016). ©|2[3t ZHAZHH
o] Hak= 7|l ANHE B7He ol S
FE RO Helh

7| 7RO ARG W A ET sk o]
DDST-1I, Jebsen—Taylor hand function test, WeeFIM

=13
=

2015; Lee, Houng, & Park, 2018). Kim(2015)2] o7
o wE AM7|EE HAhERsE ulge] 9K got
Bk AN 2o F97h gk skl o|@
A ug AT A4 wme] 44 7 5 U
U} olsta AAE FE A

pACI-]
o o H

ct.

b E BT Sl Wbl 04 onE
A vieeh, ol ] ok AT F4] B0l
220} 7)ol et R4} 512mE e A =
H Axel FABIAtHKim & Min, 2016). Bundy,
Lane¥} Murray(2002)+ 37}A= WA 2yt H&9]

f

7}
213

RN
4

o
'y

Fuf FERYA R ZJE BIRET ARG B Y Hejo] Bet o7 53



BoAelor &
Chal shgiey, whakA X—.OéilE*FO] Jﬂ7}5% AHEH 9]
2 93 O B4 RS & 4 URS St Ao 2
8% A0 YT B Aol M 4 AEE S
HIIET gYog= WLH7F =7 9.0%, AFslte] 3
AR} 1L9%2 ek ol AReTe] s

v} o Bohelel AL Holr} 55, 3%2 A

B4o] Frh Aol AE4o] sithLee, Hong, &
Park, 2018), & ¢tollA] ofF o] H7t e A4
S5 HARY] ARgol A UEten, QlERel b
ol F7k= AAEL Utk dF #EIHE =9 =
7F AREE AL QIR S-EluEte] S0 HEGEA] gfol W
B 3, Aol digh s o go] ke AR
0] Q)t}(Custers, van der Net, Hoijtink, Wassenberg—
Severijnen, Vermeer, & Helders, 2002; Lee, Yoo,
Jung, Park, Lee, & Lee, 2010). ©]#3F Au}E & uj

G okl HET 4 Ut BE U AN H-EHG
hYA

HIPE R AL T ek 9 EES A7} o] Fof
Aok & Ao Az,
SRR 55,297k QoIA] HAET B B 5
£ ol3lgig ol £el] Bl B A4 5EL
gol 62,797} BFoleka Hatgon], AR
|92 A Bheka ARSo] Basieha 4
oltt. ol ARAT] ARAG] AHAlo] Xz el
Aol diel WA BrAele, e AELge] Waw g
Ao} 9l7]alArk(Kim, 2015), oFE FoAL A}
7)3ko] #of SAISo] Wal7} Qlofi 2 F vhE 4|
7] ofRlgste o 3 shtolu] U4 Ul i
SOl 71 4 A Wk At s A
2ol glon] A1 SFERYNRAY A9 AT BAES
e, A, s, B S S B
Aol oHLE Zt=rtx 3FthKim, Chang, Lee,
Chang, Kim, & Hong, 2017; Nam, Kim, Kim, & Lee,
2019), B, o] olF AU AL HEA Y 5
AY 3 T IS BhIEE Fas A
1 glov] 2QARAY BEAT PHLIE BARAS
0 BI|E I A S B AT ) et

2

T

Kok
[
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Al

N rlr
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Jqo N

tHJung & Lee, 2022; Lee & Jung, 2022). ©|A¥H

AjAZE F7k=Ate] tigh B wes AYshA
Korea Academy of Sensory Integration(2021)2] 17F
WS AFE A EY SP, 4z, SPM H7HEA 1
o] Az 13] 50~707g ol A S8} AotE Qo=
o] ZYH L Qlrk, wEhA 2 4k AE F6 %Liﬂoﬂ
A peRRt BrkeT ws AlE 2 1S Sl S0 e
o Ao Helr,

22 =y ofs AAA = Foko] Frkmto] gt A
TFE AR, 3= Peabody Developmental Motor
Scales—Second edition(PDMS—2) %] el =o} A
A} A=, Evaluation in Ayres Sensory Integration®
(BASD®] ol @ FAEEE 70} go] charet o)
o AR F obE AAel B3] S8 A7So]
0]F20]2] 1L QItHKim, Kim, Jang, & Hong, 2021; Kim,
Lee, Jung, Choi, & Hong, 2021), E3F thebiz-E3t%]
EQ_}—QQ]— tHb‘]-o]—E-oLﬂz'l-oljx]ﬂ&gloﬂHl: Sensory
Profile 2, YAFYE Bayley, Bruininks—Oseretsky Test
of motor proficiency 52| H7}w-3-2 A3Ys}al Q) O m

FEURB N BEHAS FAN ARIF BHo] A

Olr

3] 31 Qlth(Korean Society of Occupational Therapy
for Child and School, 2022; Korea Academy of Sensory
Integration, 2021), ©]of X BEAFES 7T el HolE
L orbe o] B ZH3 QAR e 4
ES HETSTHE olstolobsin] 71T ARA}
S0 ARH A PHL stol BT =o] FAol
o Aojoh, =3 HolofA= TEE7L o] efol = vt
o] F7h=Tt M el =¢lo] Had Aow H

of
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718l g7 AR % Lol
Aefol] Bt 71 2ARE AlFste] AL 2w
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AHEShE H7HETE gl Sk, 71 W A
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@5 9 Aol Tl Bels) B, Gelde w1 4
7 Aoz Aol )¢ ARlo] Ausksr] o gol
olt}, 5t sk So] W& 7|l A 0] A 2E WA
w3t Agel ot uetd oo ATAE B
WO 7w girom Admet ofUe) A ek 7
AA o2 Aoksto] oHEAUA R Hofo] HIET Ag
A7} otAE71E 7 gat

op5 Ak A R oo A EHe 2hel x| =Ate] AAA
ol LRI WEY] Jslo] thakd WAhwT =elat
HIHET 182) Sej7h $A1A] Elojof B Aolrh, & <
T Aute Fato] T ok AN R Ao A8
19 HWylEE s g ufolsl 2 gjolon 23
H7he T =lol gat A=A viel 9 BheT wgo
g 1249l 2AXRT} 2 S 1S Hhe,

V.ZE

2 A= AU obs FAXEARE R 7|l A
ARSI Q= H7E=To] AME AR B AEE Stk
OFFAAANBARE o2 du2Abs AAISH &
Aol A} 71¢hd AMEShs B7HeT e BRIl 111
Mz 71 weron et YL Jebsen—Taylor hand
function test(100%), WeeFIM(86%), Bayley scales of
infants development(86%) €20 2 AR5, A=Y
L WeeFIM(75%), 773858 (75%), Box and block
Test(50%) =22 ARE-SISITE oY, AlE, HX|¢, ofglo]
2 =10l ZHol7F glout Sensory profile. YA,
COPM, WeeFIME: Bo] AMg3t A0 Uyt B7he
ol dhat Ao diet BaolA SekAke] 30
(44,8%)0] THE 0|54 kOB, 66(98.6%)0]
Tt AR Sl Bashhn Saskic tebd B 97
2kE Foto] T okE AU RGN ARG Gl
BIETE 71 TAHOR sk 4 YRen] 25
A7RET welol o AR vl W BARET gl
ot 71239 2ANRA 2 4 QS vk,

ol

-

?p

S FEHYAE 7B BT G B e

=

i
ral

Asher, 1. E. (2014). Asher’s occupational therapy
assessment tools. An annotated index, American
Occupational Therapy Association, Incorporated,

Bundy, A. C,, Lane, S, J., & Murray, E, A, (2002), Sensory
integration. Theory and practice, Philadelphia:
Davis Company,

Choi, J, S,, & Hong, E, (2017). Job analysis of pediatric
occupational therapists in Korea. Focused on
sensory integration intervention, Journal of
Korean Academy of Sensory Integration, 15(2),
1-21, doi:10,18064/JKASI,2017.15.2,001

Custers, J, W., Van der Net, J,, Hoijtink, H,,
Wassenberg—Severijnen, J, E,, Vermeer, A, &
Helders, P. J. (2002). Discriminative validity of
the dutch pediatric evaluation of disability
inventory, Archives of Physical Medicine and
Rehabilitation, 85(10), 1437-1441, doi:10,1053/
apmr,2002,34831

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E,, Buchner, A, & Lang, A, G,
(2009). Statistical power analyses using G#Power
3.1 Tests for correlation and regression analyses,
Behavior Research Methods, 41, 1149-1160,

Health Insurance Review & Assessment Service,
(2021), Medical review-evaluation guide, Wonju:
Health Insurance Review & Assessment Service,

Hong, E. K, & Kim, K. M, (2012). A phenomenological
study on the experience of novice pediatric
occupational therapists, Journal of Korean Society
of Occupational Therapy, 20(4), 29—42.

Jo, E. M., Jeong, Y, J., Choi, Y, M,, & Yoo, E. YV,
(2015). Current trends of occupational therapy
assessment tool by Korean pediatric occupational
therapist, Journal of Korean Society of Occupational
Therapy for Child and School, 16, 22-33,

& Lee, J. H. (2022).

professional competency and the needs of

Jung, H, Investigating

9

training for occupational therapists using sensory

integration interventions, Journal of Korean

o A 50



Academy of Sensory Integration, 20(1), 26—38.
doi:10,18064/JKASI 2022.20.1,26

Kim, B, R,, Kim, K, M,, Jang, K, Y., & Hong, E,

K. (2021). Study of construct validity and
test—retest reliability of the Korean version
peabody developmental motor scales—second
edition (PDMS—2). Journal of Korean Academy of
Sensory Integration, 193), 32—43, doi:10,18064/
JKASI, 2021,19.3,32

Kim, I, S. (2015), A survey on a status of sensory

integration therapy in Korea, Journal of Korean
Academy of Sensory Integration, 132), 1-19,
doi:10,18064/JKASI, 2015,13,2,001

Kim, K, M,, Chang, K, Y., Lee, H, S,, Chang, M,

Y., Kim, H,, & Hong, E, K, (2017). The education
of occupational therapy clinical practice in
Korea, Korean Journal of Occupational Therapy,
25(4), 87-100. doi:10,14519/jksot,2017.25.4,07

Kim, K, M., Lee, J. H., Jung, H., Choi, J. S., & Hong,

E. (2021). A translation and construct validity
study of the evaluation in Ayres Sensory
Integration®(EASI). Journal of Korean Academy
of Sensory Integration, 141), 24—38. doi:10,18064/
JKASI, 2021,19,1,24

Kim, S. Y. (2019). The validity of activity participation

assessment for school—age children, Journal of
Korean Academy of Sensory Integration, 171),
19-29. doi:10,18064/JKASI 2019,17.1,019

Kim, S, Y., & Min, Y. S, (2016). Literature review

of Korean occupational therapy research for
children and youth regarding the international
classification of functioning: Focusing on the
Korean society of occupational therapy, Journal
of Korean Society of Occupational Therapy,
24(4), 161-174, doi:10,14519/jksot, 201624, 4,12

Korea Academy of Sensory Integration. (2021, 4. 7).

Training schedule for 2021, 7 February, 2023,

Retrieved from http://www, kasiorg,org

Korea Health Personnel Licensing Examination,

(2021, 12. 21). Announcement of successful

56 ez HEgRZEIX] Vol, 21, No, 1, 2023

candidates for the 49th occupational therapist,
38th health and medical information manager
and 10th level 1 and 2 speech rehabilitation
examination in 2021, 15 May, 2022, Retrieved

from https://www_ kuksiwon,or kr

Korean Association of Occupational Therapists, (2022).

Occupational therapist work status, 5 May, 2022,
Retrieved from https://www kaot,org/pds/stat.jsp

Korean Society of Occupational Therapy for Child

Lee,

Lee

Lee

Lee

Lee,

and School, (2022, 3, 14), Training schedule for
2022, 10 February, 2023, Retrieved from http://
child, tium, co, kr

H. S. (2011), A survey of the core job of
occupational therapists and their different job
tasks depending on the therapist's experience
in years and different treatment areas, Journal
of Korean Society of Occupational Therapy,
19Q0), 1-14,

H. S., Park, S, H,, Kim, Y, J,, Noh, C, S., Yoon,
Y. Y., & Lee, K. M, (2015), Practice analysis among
Korean school based occupational therapists,
Journal of Korean Society of Occupational Therapy,
23(4), 17-33. doi:10.14519/jksot,2015,23.4.02
J. H,, & Jung, H, (2022), Educational needs
and self—assessment for competency of newly
employed therapists using sensory integration
intervention, Journal of Korean Academy of
Sensory Integration, 20(2), 1-10, doi:10,18064/
JKASI, 2022,20,2,01

S. H., Hong, C. R., & Park, H, Y, (2018), Current
trend in use of occupational therapy assessment
tool by pediatric occupational therapist, Journal
of Korean Academy of Sensory Integration, 16(3),
23-33, doi:10,18064/JKASI,2018,16,3.023

S. H., Yoo, E. Y., Jung, M, Y., Park, S, H,,
Lee, J. S., & Lee, T. Y. (2010), Development of
the Korean activity card sort, Korean Society
of Occupational Therapy, 18(3), 103—117. doi:
10,1023/A:1005160717081

Min, K, C., Kim, E, H,, & Woo, H. S. (2020). Job



characteristics and status of community
occupational therapist: Focus on OTs in public
health centers, Journal of Korean Society of
Community Based Occupational Therapy, 10(3),
37-52, doi:10,18598/kcbot,2020,10, 3,04
Myers, N, A, Smith, K,, Pope, A, Alolayan, Y.,
Broussard, B., Haynes, N, ... Compton, M. T. (2016).
A mixed—methods study of the recovery concept,
“a meaningful day,” in community mental health
services for individuals with serious mental
illnesses, Community Mental Health Journal, 52,
7471756, doi:10,1007/s10597-015-9971-4
Nam, K, Y., Kim, K, M, Kim, M., & Lee, J. (2019).
A study on the development of a competency—
based intervention course curriculum of the
Korean academy of sensory integration, Journal
of Korean Academy of Sensory Integration, 173),
26—45, doi:10,18064/JKASI, 2019.17.3.026
Park, J. Y., & Bae, W. J. (2019). The use of occupational
therapy assessment tool by occupational therapists
in long—term care hospital, Society of Occupational
Therapy for The Aged and Dementia, 131), 23—31,

doi:10,34263/jsotad, 2019,13.1,23

Park, S, Y., & Yoo, E, Y. (2002), The use of occupational
therapy assessment tool by Korean occupational
therapist, Journal of Korean Society of Occupational
Therapy, 10(2), 99-108,

Woo, H, S., Chang, K, Y., Cha, T. H., & Oh, J. C.(2009).
A study of the status of dysphagia rehabilitation
conducted by occupational therapists in Korea,
Journal of Korean Society of Occupational Therapy,
173), 66-1T17.

Yoo, E, Y., Jung, M, Y., Park, S, Y., & Choi, E, H,
(2006). Current trends of occupational therapy
assessment tool by Korean occupational therapist,
Journal of Korean Society of Occupational Therapy,
14(3), 27-317,

Yoo, E, Y., Lee, J. Y., Kim, J. R,, Cha, Y, J., &
Park, H, Y. (2012), A study on a rehabilitation
service system for children with disabilities: A
preliminary survey based on occupational therapy,
Journal of Korean Society of Occupational Therapy,
2003), 1-14,

F ofFEIYRE T HY Gt ARE HY E HElo) #eF ot 57



Abstract

Current Status and Actual Conditions of the Use of Occupational Therapy
Evaluation Tools in Relation to the Type of Therapy Institution

Gil, Young—Suk*, BS, O.T,, Yoo, Doo—Han**, Ph D, O,

*Dept_ of Occupational Therapy, Graduate School, Konyang University,
**Dept, of Occupational Therapy, Konyang University

Objective : This study aimed to investigate the current status and actual use of assessment tools by
institutions in the field of occupational therapy with children in Korea,

Methods : The study was conducted with 67 occupational therapists working with children in Korea,
To investigate the use of evaluation tools by area, knowledge of the evaluation tools, and desire
to participate in further education, the questionnaires used in studies by Lee, Hong, and Park (2018)
and Kim (2015) were modified and supplemented according to the child evaluation tools currently
in usein institutions in Korea, For data collection, we distributed Google questionnaires to child
occupational therapists for 3 weeks using convenience sampling, Excel was used to analyze the use
of the evaluation tools according to institution, Technical statistics and frequency analyses were
used to verify the general characteristics, evaluation—related information, status of evaluation tool
use, knowledge levels relating to evaluation tools, and desire to participate in education, A t—test
was used for the evaluation tool status,

Results : Welfare centers used the most evaluation tools, with an average of 111, followed by
university hospitals, rehabilitation hospitals, clinics, and daycare centers, There were differences
in the choice of tools used, hospital with the Jebsen—Taylor hand function test and the Wee—FIM
(Functional Independence Measure) being the most frequently applied. Centers, daycare centers, and
welfare center the Sensory Profile test and clinical observation were also used often, Regarding the
level of knowledge of evaluation tools and the desire to participate further in education, 30 (44.8%)
of the respondents had not completed their education, and 42 (62,7%) rated their knowledge level
as generally low, When asked about the importance of using a manual to guide them in their use
of evaluation tools, 66 (98.6%) answered positively, and 66 (98.6%) answered that they needed
specialized training in the use of evaluation tools,

Conclusion : This study makes it possible to understand the use and status of evaluation tools as used
by different institutions in Korea in the field of child occupational therapy It is anticipated that
it will provide the basis for introducing existing evaluation tools and preparing new evaluation tools

to be used in this field in Korea,

Key words : Child occupational therapy, Evaluation tools, Occupational therapy
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