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A¥: 92FE B35 9 A4 (Wilcoxon signed ranks test) S T3l Fefo|AEFA Y] APARTZZ T M} &
o] Awste vlud 47 +5A4e71EH7HAMPS)9] &5 714 (AMPS-M) 49 (p>005)= A& ZE %
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FAo] : AP 7, STOIANE T4 HIH, AMPS, COPM

Ei 7(40-61- 011:% L:_g]r

TE
T SRR thZ U S, 2000; Fisher, 1998). 2]

AAA g2 gr] a1 54 e AP A54 § A A7 AY glo ]*Lm: A%E A 35S ¢
& 5l MY 715E I5IAY FAESE oY A= A2 E3(occupational being)E <12413517] wj
WAAA} - 73t (daehyuk@hanseo.ac kr) || H4: 2005.3.30 || AA=L: 20055.12

KSOT Vol. 13, No. 1, 2005 25



o FEldEY YT ries Hrshed oA
BQle] SA4% 75®e oiet 1 EA7A udit
(Pollock, 1993). o]7lo] HPABALE TE g8 dE7tE
I FEske 553 Bl st AU EANE o
23t #AH S nigo g Feto|d 3

N

Ty olgARE 7189 V5% EFEL AT
o A2 wsgte}l Tof g Zetol|EY A WEE S
Astedl A7 e 2
1992a, 1992b; Fisher & Short-DeGraff, 1993). A, 7]
E9] WIeTEL Feo|AEV} Yt YA %dE
ARz HrHe 98 oW =S Fastoof 3H, &
A, GRHH o2 A5 5E7} A8A 5] AP OoZH
ZEtolYEY T5AQ A& FoAE A, AR, F
7R debg dAstn A gR](severity or leniency)
7F WA ko iR, dubHo g &9 do]xo
ARl FLs A WS FAsH, OAlA, o] =F
& FHolAEAA on7t de AR ¥gRT= &
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o]tHChen, Heinemann, Bode, Granger & Mallinson,
2004; Fisher, 2003). ©]& =&3}7]9l¢h =&le] dgo=z
1991 109 W= Al7katell A “SA3 7t g
AMEA G APAEATY Il AEOZ AWyt
AHEAG. A7 F 74 FA7F B3 130
ZeoldE F4l9 H7Hclient-centered assessment)<}
318k H7Htop-down assessment) ACHFisher &
Short-DeGraff, 1993). EeF|UE F419] H7h= Hdr
O el =-S5l om(Carpenter, Baker &
Tyldesley, 2001, Fisher, 1998, 2003; Law, Baptiste,
Carswell, McColl, Polatajko & Pollock, 1998; Pollock,
1993; Ripat, Etcheverry, Cooper & Tate, 2001) &}
Hrle 2474849 &4 component impairments)E.

= 243 (task performance)S %383 THFisher,
1998; Fisher & Short-DeGraff, 1993).

FeoldE 249 APast 34 AawEe A
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1998, 2003; Fisher & Short-DeGraff, 1993; Law et al,
1998; Pollock, 1993, Ripat et al., 2001), ©]&]gF HHH
S TOE Se WIIEFEL 7€ WETEY Al
HE o= Ax BYsia Stk AR o] FrieT
ZetoldES A5APL ¥erE ddke WES 5
the Ao|il(Fisher, 1992a), 4 FefolAERE dtoiF
B A 9fr] gle AHS AdE 5 U=E 7|FE A
Fothe Zlo|w (Fisher, 2003), AA Feto]dES} A=
AVE @A AREEE AR doEX STodE
o AF2AQl FAE FEF & 3(Case-Smith, 2003;
Law et al, 1998; Pollock, 1993; Simmons, Crepeau &
White, 2000), UA] o] B7=7EL A4 A%
A2 Wzl = Qzksltis Ao (Fisher, 1992b), T4l
A Many—faceted Rasch(MFR) Modeloll &J3] =E9]
Wolerh 2AH I HriaE9 AdHdrhdt A48t
tgkA]) o] BFE =™ (Fisher, 1992b, 2003), dAA =
T MEHTN SRR Fo Fo2X 247
& 7hsdHAl stod ®iske] A FojAnt ozt
A FI8E Yelle AREE AHE & Slde
o]thPortney & Watkins, 1993). o]#3+ A4y
Zho]AE S FHAQ1 A7} 143 X5 A4
Z BFE 7 Qe SR wolseln HE T
I 9= 2AF4 AYA S (evidence-based occupational
therapy)2] #4d3= A stk (Holm, 2000; Lieberman
& Scheer, 2002, Savin-Baden & Taylor, 2001; Tickle-
Degnen, 1999, 2002).

NIha 43 =4 (Canadian Occupational Perform-
ance Measure: COPM)#} -4 2] 7]% % 7H Assessment
of Motor and Process Skills: AMPS)E 23| A
ol e APrd BrIETE AASHAA L
o7 on e AYgFdrles HgE AT & e
BEEot AR 7 & HIETE o yetelA 2
2o]al QItkLaw, Polatajko, Pollock, McColl, Carswell
& Baptiste, 1994; Kielhofner, 2002). COPM& #}7]%2],
A, A7 g QlolA FalEe) WSl g 2
ZHo]AES] A7} 1Al S783HH Seto|dEY Q149
HslE Zgsted AAS =R EuEi glon
(Case-Smith, 2003; Law et al, 1994, 1998; Pollock,
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1993; Trombly, Radomski, Trexel & Burnet-Smith,
2002; VanLeit & Crowe, 2002) AMPSE 74219 A4
F7)=o] 23 wslol RIZsHA wHEshe ARA B
NNETE Be B3 /‘7HQ ATHA A A3} o] AW,
2004, Darragh, Sample & Fisher, 1998, Fingerhut,
Madill, Darrah, Hodge & Warren, 2002; Fisher, 2003;
Kielhofner, 2002; Tham, Ginsburg, Fisher & Tegnér,
2001). olHg Be AFeE EFstn delAe
COPM®| 79 A3 Ao, th& thdae] vlal E71,
9] FAge otz YA AFHoE 285
I 1AL, AMPSO| 7% obd tiFstE A X3 #AE
&+ 3le Xﬁ“ﬁ A8APE SAge] Bk,
g 713 & A
—5’-8}0103_1291 A7t Q149) st 3
IR ARRES o5
As8s zHolof gtk Hgo] A
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7153 i,

wEbd B FH A pilot study)s AA|, A ZYA|
29 dude SetoldE T AW 6t
Hos wdshe oA kel COPMY
AMPS7} Addse o] ¢4, 24 st dvp 7

At wgsheA oRg 2kl #4, o F /A
WETE T3 FYodES] S} 1Exe Bt
F2AA e AJA g SeolAEY Y5y
71l tigk AR Brike] AAAAS FANFOR
W 4E7re] B34S A5 FlAE F4 A
Aw Zead 298 45 712ARE Agds
FHOE AP
II. o &
1. =

AT ddyde AA A-HAF $ AAl(one group
pretest-posttest design)E& %3t COPM3 AMPS9
NATE gobrota A#aA A Al (correlational design)

St T HrteTo] HEmsi SlojA duAs
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3. ZYET
1) COPM

COPM2 Ul 97 <] ®h-28}8 (semi-structured) ¥
HE T8 HETEN STolAE(}EY 4F gubA
02 oAzt A7|#eE, AR &F, 4718 Fol
A Ha oW HAE 8381718 Yata(wants to do),
a7 3lal(needs to do), 7IHE=A|Gs expected to
do)E 7FeWo] 1 FollA o HAIEY] Faof A7}
#Basty I Fe%d w104 FA=S(1=A

A=AE
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8 F8stA &) 10=1)%- Fasithio ghth o] Fof
A Q&7 MY w2 Ol 7 Al A E T
APAEE St 1 AHE WUt s Eoh o
o SetoldEE 108 AEE AHEste] F3o A7}
1= FAEY] Fidre} BEE g A 14 7]
02 104 A=(1=33 FystA Zadh g st
A et 10=v¢ & Fadgt), ¢ BEgthE 7
K Carpenter et al, 2001; Law et al, 1994, 1998;
Pollock, 1993).

He2s 242 FY= Hed UEE e T8E
o G %

N ¥ do 9

= =
719 %7t 94, =) 3d, STt 27 9 7
S 7SR5 ALK ST BEEE 7247 274, 183

o k. o@A AFAS Fo| WAE A HW Y

1993).

A8E HA5Y) SRS} BETA o A

2§09 ¥ HASE Ul HEae Fa

AES} AYHBAE AT B W
_11__]:1_

A AYA T BES AYA Ut B
[

259 &S 7Y
AtaLe] dipolgtd Fme J4 Wil 71U 4 ¢l
th(Pollock, 1993). dlAAY ZPx 8 ZE2aYo] £5Y

W 27] B7hA AEE AAEY) FAEe BEEe b
3 2ejoldEe) Q4 WaE Asd oln Ao W
7} AR ze L7k 9 olw WomE 249 3
o7 9 A% QAR foF wen & 4 Ao

(Carpenter et al, 2001). COPM A|Z Ao w=™ A 7}
219 AgtelA FZH A G (intraclass  correlation
ICOE AR&ste]  HA-AAL AlRe
(test-retest reliability)7} R A= s} wEx
o] M FoAFE 424 63 84 199k 75 803
92 JehgtHlaw et al, 1998). Law S(1998)7
McColl, Paterson, Davies, Doubt & Law(2000)=
COPMel g Bg= d7E F3 W-8ES = (content
validity), 7153 He}F3 X (criterion-related validity),
JEFG = (construct validity)7} 55 SH3FAh

coefficient:
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2) AMPS

AMPS= 2218 sf 19t H7teT2A A
A 109 7ol A 3HEE 90M7EA S Aol e} v o]
Ql 50571 tie g #FE Hlow, 54zt Y=
(workshop) S E3l ¢15H 2R 8ALo 2Ja) At A}
4ol 71sd Adrle H7FETo|tH(Fisher, 2003).
AMPSE 83719 #Estd oA T thAANA vzt
3 AAZ sk A 2~3)E Agste ARt
s712168=)3 AZ7=e0dE)E 48 HEU-
competent, 3=questionable, 2=ineffective, 1=markedly
deficient) 2 H7}sle] AMPS 2002 ZZ 130l Jgshd
logite.2 w®gEo] ZHHAT
(Fisher, 2003). ©] WH&#AL Many-Faceted Rasch
(MFR) 2doll 2A% A8 AgAFE AA -30A 4
A A A F AR AYSY $YA
(logit)7} FEAIHTE ©] MFR 29-& #A9] do|=, H7}
A5 ARHErht dAsta #gA), FEE dolx
AE nHee daAe) HE 2Ag) BgIY
(Stauffer, Fisher & Duran, 2000). Kirkley®} Fisher
(1999)¢] Aol w2 Add HA7F 05 logit
2o Wt Sle A @A R FAHCE {9
ok stz e Mg

HARAZAAL AR B F 7 HAE
B +E7Ed9% AYredde deAETr 4
r=91, r=8% Yehtal, & 7HA FARES gt 7
Zvzy =81, r=712 Yelgth 7R A2 = (intrarater
reliability) ¢} B71AF7t A2 % (interrater reliability)d] 73
T 432279 5E WS tde R AYd: HA
(goodness-offit)S 3+ 27} 5% H7IA7} o] &9}
Xt AoZ YehgtKFisher, 2003). BAEIY®
(concurrent validity)®] 7% SIB(Scales of Independent
Behavior) 5% 9% AMPS #5949 Atelol] r=85¢]
AABAZE HY3 SIB Personal Living @93 AMPS
A FY Atolel r=719] ddAS HA=Hl(Fisher,
2003), o] A= A, w3}, g mE B AT
MMz d#AHA BHuF3 tkDarragh et al, 1998,
Dickerson & Fisher, 1993; Fisher, 2003; Fisher, Liu,
Velozo & Pan, 1992, Merritt & Fisher, 2003)
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4. 3 X

2 AFdAM Y FAle SEoldEFAY AYXE =
Z 3% (client-centered  occupational  therapy) 2.2
COPMe 53l SetolES} A 5A} §HA ool A3t
1, o= ok VidiEe eSS (Zpr1a, A
Rl &5, A71eE) Tl oHwol e FAES ¥
S A4z ok @AY FAE} HEEE At Q
Ao ZA A FA1AHAA 1087 Z el $
SEEEE AAsld AYAE 22aHS APtk &
Zo|AEZAY AP T “Muls FAE EF5L
SHALE QlXete A lutel] 2Ag HIW (Law
et al, 1995, p. 253)0.2 A ol=w Tickle-Degnen(2002)
< FHOAEFAHY AYAEE 93 842 Zo]
AES} X gAY X524 #7 (therapeutic relationship)
7} 2@ A(the development of rapport), 552|242
& A(the development of the working alliance), S}

-

A 2] FA(the maintenance of a working relationship)
g Al SAE A 249t Axsit & Fetol
AE T4 AhA s T2 Seo|dET} dete o
2 geprte Aol o} A8A} FetoldEY A
A A AAs AEEREE A3 6] el SetoldE
A Hdo] He ZEIHE Alwde Zlojth

H‘l

£ A7 2003 2€5H 74714 671€
AH2] obstE AlEoA F 234

2l FAg obs 789 o}F
o AAzE A7 AFE 7] A

@ 3R

“:1 _IR

e
>
ok
2

AE E4ALY 23S We o550 By
9} 1] WS B3] B Ao iy Slo|dEZAY
AeA s FAAE dsta A7 Fold tig 77 59

£ 4tk COPMY %7] H7iek AH7te AlLAARS
A4Az ol sl Z2aW AF A o} vpAer ol A
AH AL AMPSS] 7] H7tek Bz AS5E B7HA
(calibrated rater)?] A 2, 3# Ao oJ& =z a3 Azt
A FG A A Foll AAEHUAY 271 Frele
107 9] o}Fo] Fdstgort T ols(tatolE 33 10)
& Z2a9 Y Fol|l JY=E FE L e & of

TEdetE 2)& AMPS AB7A] HYPToE 23|
I o] off Y A7 tdAA AdH A

M
Al

6. A=

HI

Zelo|dEFAY AYxg T2 Fo] Ay} F9
COPM3+ AMPS <= Wishs Hlusty] ¢fef d=<
3 9 AA(Wilcoxon signed ranks test)S E3te] &
A o8& AF8IAAL F FIIETY A Wk
FREAE 2ol £ ABAIG(Spearman  rank
correlation coefficient)& o3t FATH F4&
ASsAT A 22332 SPSS 10.0 Version(2001)
= Ao BASE FoA AFS AT AT

L =052 3}tk

Hucadrd=4el 3= (COPM-P)¢} W=
(COPM-S), +sA271€%71e A7|<(AMPS-P)d
M tdols T8 BT S B3 AMPSY %71
< (AMPS- M)OﬂfﬂE ™ % 5ol I3 Aoz et

WHGE 2, & 3). o] T tAetE 5, 6, 7= COPM-P9}
COPM- S°ﬂ*1 AFH o frofeh wighel 200 o)) &
A4S BYT ol 99 H$-COPM-PIIA 5409 &

o
4E R0y COPM-SAA e Fdidoz B2 1409
o] Izt dAols 9 TH T sk
AMPS-Mz} AMPS-P EFo|A 42021} 54 34
o7 Fojual W3kl 2zt 1.07 logitd .87 logite] A
S Yeiidth tiidels 59 8& AMPS-M G 9olA
Fom gt s %17 tdoks 63 72 AMPS-P %
oM frow gt s UEtlsith

5L B3 IH 744 (Wilcoxon signed ranks test)
£ 53 SEoldEFAY APAEZZ Y A} $9
COPM-P, COPM-S, AMPS-M, AMPS-P2] #H3lE &
of ¥ Ay AMPS-M ¥d9e  ALskai(p=.141),
COPM-P, COPM-S, AMPS-P ZE& dYdx EAHL
2 FYut zo|E RAHGZ p=018)(F 4).

2gjojul =9 AWAG(Spearman rank correlation
coefficient)& ©]-&3ste] SepolAE FAY AYXa =
2339 A% Fo COPM-P, COPM-S, AMPS-M,

a
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Al Mot 2o COPM &7t &t

dors COPM-P COPM-S
Z2a9 A Z2aY & s} Z2a9 A zzad 5 w3}
1 2,00 275 5 1.80 3.00 1.20
4 375 475 1.00 325 450 125
5 3.20 5.20 2,00+ 3.00 5.00 2,00+
6 2,60 480 2.20% 1.80 420 2.40%
7 1.80 5.20 340+ 140 6.00 4,60
8 275 350 75 3.25 425 100
9 2.80 8.20 540 3.60 5.00 1.40
273 oo} W3l
I 3 AYA|E =20 AA| Mt 29| AMPS EIt Aot (N=7, &4 logit)
el AMPS-M AMPS-P
a9 A ZgIY 5 s} = 2 | ZTZOYW B 13}
1 25 % 00 -1.32 -1.07 25
4 98 1 - 87 -25 -06 19
5 -85 69 154% -39 09 48
6 81 1.01 20 - -12 82
7 123 159 36 -123 28 151%
8 -3.00 -2.13 87 -1.05 -87 18
9 65 172 1.07x -32 55 7
x* >0.5 logit
E 4, ZeiX2 =202 Mi} $of 7t Hlerol F90%t tlm (N=7)
BrET 203 A T2 ¥ Wilcoxon Signed P 2
Axg Adg 2% Axg HAdY 98 Ranks TestZ ¢
COPM-P 180 375 275 275 8.20 480 -2.371 018
COPM-S 140 360 3.00 3.00 6.00 450 ~2.366 018+
AMPS-M -3.00 98 65 213 172 69 1472 141
AMPS-P -1.32 -25 - -1.07 5% -06 -2.366 018
p<0.05
AMPS-P 99 A5 W3] JHIAE got & 27 AFHOT gL ¢ FUIAE BYon A58 4
AMPS-P ogﬁﬂr COPM-P &9 AtoldlA (rs=901), Ag FEC] A g ARY 7hedo] FAgH LR
AMPS-P 993 COPM-S 99 AtoldlA (rs=857) & o $- & A(Portney & Watkins, 1993)0.2 YeRgTh
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I 5 ZIX|Z =202 M1t £ COPMI AMPS Qoded B40| Zto| ARREEA|

COPM-P COPM-S AMPS-M AMPS-P
COPM-P 1.00
COPM-S 5%
AMPS-M 378 179
AMPS-P 90 897 286 1.00
#p<0.05, *+<0.01
(27 p<01, p<OB)(E 5). < =153 O HeAss e s COPM3 AMPSE
olgst] W AYANE ZEIYY] FHE AT =
V. 0 & T, A7} o] ZR12004)0] g 5A|e] el O}E 6
He o E AA Hd 22 AMPSY #
£ THdTe 2PIRE F4 AR B A4S ASY A9 ZAeks O wES Po] itk ]
A5et7] flstel F ZFA(COPM3F AMPS)®] 7= 23 dae A, SeoldE F419 AdAE T2
g AREsteH T 7t B SEto|AEY Ay o] A27159 g 22 £44F (impairment lev-
sy Was s SAHsen F Brt=ETe eDoll 23S F71Rt= S48 2od Adsd7]
FRAAE =& AoZ Yehth oe o] =7E°] & % (occupational performance skill)& FFA71E 7154
HAEY TFAQ F3ES Z95H (occupational per— ofF(disability leveDel 2H& & AARZE ;4T F
formance)& B7Fl=tl 23< T dt= A A AL, =4, COPM= 53 SetoldES} A8 4%
39| WIS A= lojA STl AES} FiA) st ARERE AAFORA AYAE Z2IY

BAPE gAY dXE Holx Sltka jAE 4 Atk
Simmons (20002 EHAQ FAHAF /ﬂu]_}:
st lojA d7bA| o HrbE ARk A
u e WstE Hrlsted Fad
AFAQ BEE ded BFE
A H&o] SeolAE Bt B35
T FHO|AE T4 AUARE AL As
Ased Z2dEe] 9va 85tk 15

o YA FAE HAA TeTEs 27HE
o2 oZge] o] FIM(Functional Independence
Measure) R+ AHg-3}od C’ﬂzﬂ 74129 FIM¥% COPM<
A AHgste] &g Ae dEe Agert IR =
W (ZH 20%8} 65%)S HashHA B¢ Hr7leT AL
&9 Fo4dE A=

ro

2 o of

N

o H
| e A

(occupational performance) s&ol| G4 AJ&FS =
F ASS Y=3ka U} o= Graff, Vernooij—Dassen,

Hoefnagels, Dekker & de Witte(2003)7} X]uf Aekg vk

o] g3y} o] Foll At M & vk F 2 A
FoXe COPM HH thddl SefolAdET} BF ofss
o] oMU Wy FAAA ojr Y] X—}%X]»*}S’Jr
A ASERE AL FYAEY] 2HE F olalFe
2H A28 BRI (parents training)] 7]3)7}
wo] o}FAlHAA Y APYAE ZEIHo] TGN E
ol Ax AEAS AT ALE olaErkGagne &
Hoppes, 2003; Trombly et al., 2002).

dotss 5 YA AMPSY &57]1&(AMPS-
M)o] #aeh vldols 4= A A F7PRHAIZA AL <}
A & H7EHARAAD7E B2 Aol o] oW ¥
ZFET9 7R AR E7E obre] 0 S HE(F
Ae)71EB71e] B g Es 43279 IS H
T o2 AdE ABE IS W %5%Y H7kA
7b o]X¢F At AR YERS) & oAkl o
e LT F7RE FA A, & HALE ste Ao
AT WA BHIES HUs & 5 e WHds AY
A AAFE At st wHY o] ofFo] FYg Ut
Aol o) AMPS %717} o] o] Aok 4= 7

o

KSOT Vol. 13, No. I, 2005 31



9 A gt AMPS-M 9] Wale FAgHA o=
T (p<05) 3s ALE o ddh

HZ AAAR BAYs A2 84S AR SAL
A 7 A v & #1847 F7(the most credi-
ble scientific evidence)’& TAHZ Fo|HENA HA
of AYAE AMHIZE AFTHEEF 878 Ut
(Dubouloz, Egan, Vallerand & von Zweck, 1999, p.
445), ZAZFAZY R 8 (Evidence-Based  Occupational
Therapy: EBOT)Y =Y ZAF4 9 (Evidence-
Based Medicine: EBM) “747te] 3ixtol| A 4] 7
25 AFsted Slojx] d8 HA9 ZA(current best
evidence)Z A1%38}l(conscientious), ™83}l (explicit),
A 3HA (judicious) AHES= A"(Sackett, Rosenberg,
Gray, Haynes & Richardson, 1996, p. 71)0.2 A&,
Sackett 5-& 20004 =] &7t EBM nA] 7§A whol| A
I 9uE “AAAA A (systemic research) Z25-EH 4
o7 Aol 9F A (the best available external
clinical evidence)9} 7§19 W4 A&7} gAke] 7}
X #(individual clinical expertise and patient values)<
S33le= A"(Tickle-Degnen & Bedell, 2003, p. 234°]
A& sMstar Urk. 7| ‘S THXFHL
2000 % AT A2 H7tE ygd o) st
T o71e AR @AY FAA AdE TG
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Abstract

A Correlation between the Canadian Occupational Performance Measure and the
Assessment of Motor and Process Skills: A Pilot Study

Kang, Dae-Hyuk*, M.S., O.T.R., Noh, Chong-Su+*, M.S., O.T.,
Ji, Seok-Yeon#+*x, B.H.S., O.T., Kim. Jin-Kyung*, M.S., O.T.,
Lee, Teak-Young*, M.P.E., O.T., Park, So-Yon*, M.P.H., O.T.
*Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Hanseo University
**Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Daejeon Health Science College
s AMPS-Korea

Objective : The aim of this pilot study was to investigate the association between the scores of COPM
which are rated by clients and those of AMPS that are rated by occupational therapists when measuring the
changes in the quality of occupational performances.

Methods : Seven children with developmental disabilities between 3 and 15 years of age from a local af-
ter-school program in Seosan City participated in a client-centered occupational therapy program for six
months(2 sessions per week).

Results : Statistically significant differences were found in score changes in all areas(p<0.05 respectively)
except for AMPS-M(p>0.05) through Wilcoxon signed ranks test after client-centered occupational therapy
program. Positive high correlations were found between AMPS-P and COPM-P(rs=.901), between AMPS-P
and COPM-S(rs=.857) through Spearman rank correlation coefficient.

Conclusion : The results of this pilot study suggest that both COPM and AMPS are valid and sensitive
measurement tools in detecting qualitative and quantitative changes of occupational performance after cli-
ent-centered occupational therapy program and these two essential occupation-based assessments work in

harmony regardless of cultural difference in measuring occupational therapy outcome.

Key Words : AMPS, Client-centered approach, COPM, Occupational therapy
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