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Az} %7} Mini-Mental Status Examination(80.3%)<, €888 FIM(795%)<, 29437}l Canadian
Occupational Performance Measure(17.1%)& ARESITE oFge] A9+ Auby W AAXE Denver
Developmental Screening Test(97%)E, % §4ol Bruininks-Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency
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(assessment) A|4)9] QAL F 7}A oF&2 B 9
=, e A5 Fe4S Y & A= A A
B, 3, &3 ol o A4 de SAE AFH F
T 3o, A #49 /AES A M AAe

FAEYY A s 7hsa de Aol

n) 24X 23 (AOTA, 19W)ANAE Brtd 2238
H S AREste BA) BEA2E FHEAY o)
o Y83 JHE A1, o|F H4sh= AHolga H9
3tal ok dubd ez Hrte 93 AHE %= £
Astd Wde Ad2yd FE(naturalistic  ob-
servation)¥, W4 (interview), A538 HT 2 A <
ARERH 2E71 R 31 (self-report) 5] ATHChristian-
sen & Baum, 1997). o] & 43 & ZAHo7 473}
T e 4% 4 PisTe FRY g A4
& SEsl=H &3 hioln, 2 Fopde FHu
g5 A8 3K Montgomery & Connolly, 1987).

AHANE  FoklA  Hrle  Z43(occupational
performance)® #YS o] FE FA L2 (compo- nent)
d902 s § JHCase-Smith, 2006). ALd5A%
o] Wrle Aek-51E4 HZ(top-down approach) o2
WA g4 FA9Ed FEE FHHeE Hrgth
Fo 2P AP FHoEZ  AWAF
elf-care), Q&5 (work), E°](paly), Ju#d &%
= THLE gAY &7, AH 4, BHE &7
371K Coster, 1998; Law, 2002). THEZH S A4
Y5712 School Function Assessment, Canadian
Occupational Performance Measure (COPM), Interest
Checklist 55 & & ot AHYFH829) Hrhe &Y
£ olF T WA #A-LFIF, AAFE, A
4 58 5& H718HCase-Smith, 2005). =W FAX]
FAFEO| 71 Bo] AMEShe tlRA AT 849
=72 AA-AZ 7159 Lowenstein Occupational
Therapy Cognitive Assessment (LOTCA), +%7159
Purdue Pegboard Test, #8715 ¥ Y ZAI 5& & &+
ATHEEAT 29, 2002).

HZ FYA s Rk E B9 wEt e, o
< AARZAZ]HWHO, 2001)9] A7Z7Nd e Wt e}
ZAPo] e F= 242 FYF3 7% (performance
skil), 2448 HE (performance pattern), L4
(activity demand), ®73(context), thAA}Fe] #5374 7]
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=3 F-Z(client function and structure)E 37 1#js)o}
e A Hst ATHATOA, 2002). = H7l=T2 Y
& we o 7] QRIES 1o} e, IiEel
AR = A T, WY, $v), & #4& 1
Bafof star, 2 vre) ALY 53, 33 A 183}
of Aelsol Srh(Pedretti & Early, 2001).

FW AAABALES] HteT AME AFgE ZAWE
Hads §-29(2002)9 A7l st o 7] 499
4709 FAET7F AR EHT e AR ZAME A=,
of T AdFAY Hide AT FHriETY
Functional Independence MeasureE A t)/4A19]
56.3%7} AHgste Aog Yebty I 9] Canadian
Occupational Performance MeasureE 16.7%E A-&-3}1
o] W5 ARHoz e Uee nelFT Aok
ol Wael A FHLL FA HAETEL &
3 9 AA-AZ G4 BI B9 ABUET &
& Aoz 299,

olsh o] AYAR FollAlE ThFT Foist e
=T} ol 45E ARG 0T =T B A4
o FouT FRHE ojolth, EE FUNAZRA4T}
5] Akl T v} BZo) ujge] G A
2999 B 384¢ 9% 2AET YeHASY,
2006). TEEE YA WrbsE RS daiMe
Stuwsol @43 9 9 AYA8AE S FriET
o Aol FHo|tk o]2q AYA 8 FrIET
o g AL FASE AT T A EAEY
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agEg B dpdie FUAGABAIEY F7is
T AR tig GG AHEAE g 2REA4 g2 A}
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2. o4t o™

1) AEA 74

ATE 93 AERANL g2 dd F29(2002)9 3
TAYX ALY Hrle T AMgel #F 47 2 A5 F
AR5 Y3o] H7A=F A A (Asher, 199%6)% Law &
(2001)9) H7 =T HIME F3dted Hrlgddn A
ETE A3

AAXNE FIeT AT
e SEAte gurd 54 8
99, o} 8 HNETE 6
o) duty EAo| w3 £
& AEU, 27] H7tl
I3 A0 obss Wy
FE ey 2HE 1). o] 3 gukzel
g H7leT AHEAEE B F3L 671€ o9
AR =TEY B9 SESHS 2789

Oft
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1. Hol=7 7o

TE AR 99 et ¢
AAEE7NS 10
AR & AP 16
ARG 6
4 247t 6
A5 3
0|8ty A 6
A 47
Huka wrgal 14
599 5
2453 8
ol A 2 A7 5
Qg 3
|8ty A 7
A 42

2) A BT § 57

2EA 9 WEE 20064 119 37 AR BSEY
o AHF BYARA o QOAFoA HEAS WTa)
o 10088 I3k of 3 SHAEL BA3)
884 e 298 An 3 18 97 A%
AN 52 AP

3. 24 2y

B 3o AFENS HEA 158%E SAZZ Y
< SPSS/PC 110 WAL o] 83l H7le=T AMRHIE,
n

Has 58 YolHe e FAE AAEET A4S
Els ]

e F7IET ARBHE BEEe ASddArE 49,

ok % A9, AUAE okt SHE T3S 2

2 1, obsd BrhmTe] AR tiE HEE

o ERE ok, oFF R AdE W Asse 8%
e R

2}
to] 23 Frhgd 2 25713
Y Q Q1AM (one-way ANOVA)Z
TLEEAY Agdte HUlRT 8 99

bt
4y
fr ok

i1

&,

~

o
tlo —H

SHAY A% 244 o3} A9 513%E M
B3, B~34A7F 4.3%01908 B Yol 2564
Ack. 2717k 1d mgte] 424%, 1~24d0] 146%,
2~5d0] 316%2 AASAL, FF YAEES 2548
2 ZAE A

ZEBL s R(285%), BH(196%), EAH
(139%), T8 H(139%), 2.2 ZF3E Rog Y
wpon 19 X8 #AFE 10~1580], 84 19% M=
AZHE 30~40%°] 7HE BITHE 2).

2. OILCHAKIO| T} 2 NME

AFAE] FL Bt AAGET%), oFF
(259%), A 2 o}F(165%) €02 e XFde
SR Hgo] Eokth 27] Hrld Afdhe A7k
20~40%0] AAY 665%Z M B AoZ Y1,

0] 41~60% ¢olAHE 2). F7HF7IE 7153
7l Qe doit ke SEAE AAlY 207%2
7V ke H, o2 Y, 61, DY £o8 =
AFE ATHE 3).
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I TE AR () WE-S(%)
1% 244 o]3} 81 513
) 25~344) 70 43
354 o4 7 44
13 mjgt 67 04
q3749 1~2\d wjt 23 146
Q) 2~53 mjut 50 316
5 o4 18 114
e 45 285
F3da 22 139
e 31 196
94 6 38
A1 22 139
=571 %
ad SN 10 63
HATE 7 44
AAAL7|# 4 25
ool A 7 44
71e} 4 25
1021 ©]3} 43 27.2
10~159 70 443
A5
(21] JL = 16~20¢1 30 190
2191 o)A 11 70
784 4 25
308 o] 29 184
X8 A7 30~40% 113 715
(191%) 408 o)A 13 89
] 3 19
3 XEChY Y 29712 BII=T A8
&gt

AW B7h=T A dE8S A9E A% B
13974 H7H=T B IS ARSI, AA A
13570, oF&( e, LA DY 745 108749 =7
E AH8ste] S Ageks AUABAE ASShE H
YT 7 BRI, FARHOEE 7 thdAPER &
3k Aol7h AATHP<0.06). TG ZF7IER A83}
€ 97teTe 8 EAsded, dEhddel g2 7]
ol vlgty FA=TY ARl B2 AR vERn
(p<0.0B)(E 4).
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¥ 3. gCiaAle] Eoky g2

My TR WAR(E) WE-E(%)
A3l 8 5.7
371 oFs 41 259
o A Z oks 26 165
A& 3 19
20% °]st 12 76
%7 20~40% 105 665
Hrb  4~60% 26 165
A7 61E o)A 11 70
28 4 25
< 20 127
Mg 40 2.3
7t 67 37 234
F71 7153 W3l ls o 47 297
7|e 2 13
25 12 76
T 4. XBOA ¥ 227|2 Hylr T AR SR
=T &
2 ARTE _ F
T I (BF+EZAR)) %
Aol(A7 13550
+=0)(X] 113455
. olg (> Advl]) 10.8+4.3
SR 12.2*
AR g 7641
A2l & ol 217484
it 139469
e 189+6.7
T8 139:6.3
o571 #HY 125454 6.24*
B2 11.0+38
L.9kAA 124478
*p<0.05
4. 2RENT} ABSE BIIZT $940)
AEEEEA|
THEAT JeF ARRgote] ABENE AR
A YA EEFE AL HAeTY 7 &
gom, AF3/zY 7} BESFE HIA T o] AL A



E 5. ZREHL Wiz AlgSetel AnaA

TE BINEF F W37 H7AIZE g B
BT § 1 0.25* 0.01 0.05
q37AY 0.07 0.14
H7}A) 7 1 -0.37*
2 g 8Al¢ 1
*p<0.06

02 YEPFTHp<0.06)(F 5).
5 MO8 RF7|5 A=Y AEdE
HAg A3 $5715 BHET2 AIETH S84
50% ©]AHl HAAFE~+E Manual Function Test (62.4%),
Jebsen Hand Function Test (61.5%), Purdue Pegboard

test(57.3%), Dynamometer(51.3%)°]ATHE 6).

6. 8% B37Is AATT AT

AR WEE
=T @ @
Manual Function Test 73 62.4
Jebsen Hand Function Test 72 615
Purdue Pegboard 67 573
Dynamometer 60 51.3
Box and Block Test 56 479
Grooved Pegboard Test 54 46.2
O'coner Finger Dexterity Test 38 325
Fugl-Meyer Assessment Scale 30 5.6
9-hole Pegboard Test 28 239
Minnesota Rate of Manipulation Test 14 12.0
7)€} 1 09

6. 4018 21X U X2} W ABZE

299 AR & ARPAE A AR FAETE
Mini-Mental Status Examination(80.3%), Motor-Free
Visual Perception Test(65.8%), Lowenstein Occupational
Therapy Cognitive Assessment(509%), Line Bisection
Test(47.9%), Albert's Test(36.8%), Computer-based
cognitive assessment(189%) 2.2 & AHEHITE B

AR BEe

=TS @) @)
Mini-Mental Status Examination(MMSE) 94 803
Motor-Free Visual Perception Test i 65.8
Lowenstein Occupational Therapy 58 50.0
Cognitive Assessment
Line Bisection Test 56 479
Albert’s Test 43 368
Computer-based cognitive assessment 22 189
Clinical Dementia Scale 11 94
Minnesota Spatial Relation Test 11 94
Allen Cognitive Level Test 9 7.7
K-Dementia Rating Scale 6 5.1
Neurobehavioral Cognitive Status 5 43
Examination
Global Deterioration Scale 4 34
Neuropyschiatric Inventory 3 2.6
Rivermead Behavioral Memory Test 3 26
Behavioral Inattention Test 2 1.7
7VE} 5 43

7 YMMEST HAST ABHIE

UIALT AANETE 7P BE AMRHIEE B
HAAFETE Functional Independence Measure(FIM)Z
A SEHAY 795%7F AHEsta glom, tgoz
Modified Barthel Index(MBI) 641%, Spinal Cord
Independence Measure(17.9%), Assessment of Motor
and Process Skills 6% 0] JtHE 8).
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10, 2Ty T AlBYE

TEEET ASA WEg

AT AN
Wk (3) (%) Wb @ %)
Functional Independence Measure (FIM) 93 795 Canadian Occupational Performance 20 171
Modified Barthel Index (MBI 75 64.1 Measure
Spinal Cord Independence Measure(SCIM) 21 179 Occupational Questionnaire 2 17
Assessment of Motor and Process 7 6.0 Interest checklist 2 1.7

Skills(AMPS)
Arrnadottir OT-ADL Neurobehavioral 2 17 _

Bvaluation 10. Mol oA Al AlBHIT

Klein-Bell Activities of Daily Living Scale 0 0

8. RiE} &7

AAY7t =4+ MaCarron-Dial System 1.7%,
Valpar Component Work Sample 2.6%, Baltimore
Therapeutic Work Simulator(BTE) 2.6%, Mobile
Vocation Evaluation 26%2 ©] EoflA FALEE A4
AZAE B¢ H5S & 5 UTHE 9).

9. g Wzt Al

AeA HEe

AAE T
=T ) (%)
MaCarron-Dial System 2 1.7

Valpar Component Work Sample 3
Baltimore Therapeutic Work Simulator 3 26
(BTE)

Mobile Vocation Evaluation 3 26
Pennsylvania Bi-Manual Worksample 0 0
71€ 1 09

A4y HWle+E  Canadian  Occupational
Performance Measure(COPM) 17.1%, Occupational
Questionnaire 1.7%, Interest checklist 1.7%Z Z U3 &
GAo A AQAFP5E Y HAETFY AHRo] Y& &
T SITHE 10).
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S A% o5t AxpgezE HAMEHAAA
80.3%, AT AAL 69.29%, =528 A} 675%, 24
HAA 581%, TR 504%Z HARARFS] 50% o]4bo] 2
AAF Hrto] 9o} o]FH HALE F2 AMEde AL
Z ZAEQTHE 1D).

E 11, 0l8d ZAY AlgelE

AAE T AHEAHE)  HEE(%)
FA7EA B ez 803
2= A4 3 69.2
T8 A 79 67.5
A2 68 %81
FRAA 5 204
WAL EA 14 120

1. ofSLE HAl =+

olgs A% Y HA =79 AREEE Denver
Developmental Screening Test7} AA| o}5-S Hrlsl=
6739 H7HE 97%7F AHESte ETE UER, HE
]9} Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale 284%, Portage
Developmental Checklist 22.4%, Bayley Scales of Infants
Development 20.9% <22 ZAIHATHE 12).



12, MeEbH UEAHA WL T ARBEIT DeGangi-Berk  Sensory  Integration  Test(29.9%),

e wEg Bruininks-Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency
AT o %) o
= ) (%) (19.4%) ol JTHE 14).
Denver Developmental Screening 65 97.0 _ _
Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale 19 284 . AV} WS
Portage Developmental Checklist 15 22.4 HALETT (%) (%)
Bayley Scales of Infants Development 14 209 Sensory Profile m 612
Gesell Developmental Test 11 164 . .
Childhood Autism Rating Scal 1 164 DeGangi-Berk Sensory Integration Test 20 299
S hoolO(l;un E smA elng i ¢ N 36 Bruininks-Oseretsky Test of Motor 13 194
C ction Assessmen )
Profici
Miller Preschooler Test 2 30 oraency i .
. Sensory Integration Praxis Test 11 164
Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test 2 30 . .
. . . Clinical Observation of Motor and 7 104
Pediatric Evaluation of Disability 1 15 .
Tnventory Postural Skills
Hawail Earlv Learning Profil 0 0 Miller Preschooler Test 1 15
7]Ev}vau arly Ledrming ot 3 20 Test of Sensory Function in Infants 1 15
i 71&} 3 45

SEMBIN

2. Or& =R B 14, OIS OIX|-X|Z} ZHA}
ol 8 FFHTA HAEFY A Bruininks-

Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency(35.8%)¢} Erhardt

Developmental Prehension Assessment(23.9%)7} +=2

AHEE AoZ ZAMEJTHE 13).

oF5el U7 ¥ A7 AAE S8l AHNES} £ A
22 ZAME 7T FE Developmental Test of Visual
Perception(47.8%)3  Motor-Free Visual Perception
Test(43.3%) ] ATHE 15).

v FMeFZA AL T 2
E 13, $EZA IIET AT £ 15 01 olx|-xjzt AN AlSMlE

48R HEg

ANETY AHgA BEE
) (%) AT
= BT (@ %)
Bruininks- tsky Test of Mot 24 s
ruininks-Oseretsky Test of Motor 8 Developmental Test of Visual 2 478
Proficiency P ton(DTVP)
. erception
Erhardt Devel tal Preh 16 239
rhardt Levelopmen ehension Motor-Free Visual Perception Test 29 433
Assessment (MVPT)
Gross Motor Function Measure (GMFM) 8 119 Lowenstein Occupationzl Th 9 134
Peabody Developmental Motor Scale 5 75 we - CUpation erapy '
Cognitive Assessment
Gross Motor Performance Measure 2 3.0 . .
(GMPM) Good Enough-Harris Drawing Test 3 45
Leiter International Performance Scale-R 1 15

13, 2USH ZA e e o
15. ol YNMY W} &7

TAEHAAN TF2 ARRIES} M & =T
sensory  profile] 612%2  FAEHUL, TFL

rlr

obss dINEBHIIE A% =72 SHAY 746%
7} Wee Functional Independence MeasureE AHE-3l=

fu
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Aoz ZAMER o™ 7 9] Vineland Adaptive Behavior
Scale(11.9%), AAMR Adaptive Behavior Scale(3%)7}
AREE AL QITHE 16).

E 16. QLUEFE HAIDT ARBRlT

oA wEe

AAETH
=T ) (%)

=4

Wee Functional Independence Measure 50 746
Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale 8 119
AAMR Adaptive Behavior Scale 2 30

16. Ol O[Sty ZAIH

oFEolA AHEEE olshd Ak JABEGT%),
DA%, TARAH3%), BEFEEARA
(41.8%), ZNAE AAH40.3%), HIAFAAH269%) &02
e, o] A F dbAAE AYstne A
©Ae] d0%01go] olSH HAE AN Aoz FAb
HATHE 17).

HE 17, o3ty A AlBHIZ

=TT AHEAH(E) W E-2(%)
A 36 53.7
ZZ4AA 33 493
T7RAL 33 493
TH7FEES AAL 28 418
2% A 27 403
BIALAAL 18 269
T42EAA 13 194
V. 1 &

2 Qe T AYARASO) A B

F59 AGUEE AU ol5oz Rese ¢
5, 97 2 4499, 0299, 49 2 3959
qoue, $EHYY, 24%E, 191 FARAL 9
oz gopusi

Case-SmithQ0)E E2H2 H7ke] B3} ol 45
Alzsl HF4 Bu, A9 £8, AZAY 29, 4
B}, 99972 U 4YARAEL oleF LY
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1] (1999)2 EYXFAS Y Hrke o AR o
g ARE ZAIY e, ST AHY] T84S
AN YU E AHE-&o] H2E o] {8 AIFH Hrt
17, BEs AREH ] RA, 20AREY 57 A
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AR L% 499 Purdue pegboard (47.6%), Q1 A]-2) 2+
o o] MVPT(56.3%), MMSE(54.2%) & 2-& A|7ta} v
A E 83k 7Y ARgo] FEHATY Ty &
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TEEATS AT AT £43 A B3}
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el e FEET AMESE ZARE Ay 49
o 7% H 13570, obs(¥3uh)el A9 10871, 4
A% obs& A Agde Afe B 217 =
TE AHEShe ASE YERATHP<0.05). SH7|#ER
© tEg o] Hit 189709 =TS ARSI Qlof
0g 7189 Hste FrAET 7 Bed & U
(p<0.05). TS YR WETE Agste HrleT
o F7b Bgen, A5IAGTE BEFE HrHAT]
A Ao YERITHp<0.06). ©]#3 AdE X gk
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49 BN ABHE PHETE G989 Aoy
B $57)5 A A% ANE =) R & o)

3 #Ed AAETE, Manual Function Test (62.4%),
Jebsen Hand Function Test (61.5%), Purdue Pegboard
test(57.3%) 2 AT i A=} 52 =AM
o] ¥tk A & AAFHY A% MMSE (80.3%),
MVPT (658%), LOTCA(S0%)Z 2Fa#3} AAZ7} JF
Fd 79 AMgo] itk FE Sold HL Hidy
F2B(2002)9 AAFelMs ZAEHA FL FE
AFEH Al2dE o] &3 HrF=T(189%)Y AHE-o] Eo}
AR &S ¢ 5 Aok o Wsle 42 Y &
REAN 7)&o] Wad) 7123 37t 2 A5y =Y
o] A4EHT Gee BAFE Aol YIABIY
o A A2 FAANUYE FaA AE AMPS(6%)
g HAFFNQY AT EE Hrksle SCIM
(179%) =77t APt dH 729, 2002000 Blst
o 7MY AMPSE #H< WHOQ00D)S #7370
9] W3l wo] ALE TFolY EFE AR Y
HMe ERNS olF 27d F31H o], HrigA =
A 59 oE g g AHgo] AEY HAog Algdt of
A AL SHALe 50% o]l AFgehE AR %
AtEo} oY 827t 228 ¥ & U

o olAl AMSEHT HIETE YHEE AuEA A
HhA wgh Ao A9 DDSTE AA A 97%7F AL
&3l ALE Yeised, o2 Ade UE AAE
TEL DDSTel ®lat] H7pAte] Aa, o] E3¢
3171 o2 A7, d2u AYPAF(EAAR &
29, 2002)0 e AHEAE7 Xkd Bayley Scales of
Infants Development =77} 42%14 209%2 A&
o] F7kete B E Tl DDSTS ¥aste 7414
A ARE AS F e Tt $A AEE U
£ ¢ F Ad AN F99AE Bruininks-
Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency”7} 35.8%% 7H3
=4 ol AUt Lo AYASAIE o AA

3 A7A7e AL CHFeder, Majnemer, & Synnes,
2000). o] AFlME olAPXBANEC] o5 AR
15€ Wkhe E7E $BA] 74%7t Bruininks-
Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency® AR&3Hca B
S

AA-AAGEe A% ) AYABAEE DIVP
(478%)9F MVPT33%)E 33 AR Uehgs
), Feder 5(2000) A+l E Developmental Test
of Visual-Motor Integration(VMI, 90%), Test of Visual
Perception  Skills-Motor(TVPS, 74%), MVPT(18%),
DTVP (14%) <22 Az E771 FYshs 2ol7}
ARk AAZ HrlETE E3H4 Aot A4 @& &
TE, oldE AolE Hole olfe w&AFA
VMIS} TVPSE AAE7} Br] oz Alzdo 7+
5E99Y 4¢ HZ TAAY 2 A5 E
E3lo] 270" Sensory Profiled] Algo] M#ATe]
146%04 61.2%% A F7tATHEAAH F29,
2002). YT ERL APATFe} 2 Fo)rl fiem,
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Abstract

Current Trends of Occupational Therapy Assessment Tool
by Korean Occupational Therapist

Yoo, Eun-Young*, Ph.D., O.T., Jung, Min-Ye*, Ph.D., O.T., Park, So-Yon**, Ph.D., O.T,,
Choi Eun-Hee***, M.Sc., O, T
*Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Health Science College, Yonsei University
**Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Hanseo University
***Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Daebul Universtiy

Objective : The objective of this survey was to describe assessment tools commonly used by Korean occu-
pational therapist.

Methods : Data was obtained from 2006 Congress of Korean Occupational Therapy by means of a survey
questionnaire about commonly used assessment tools. The participants were 158 occupational therapists
(general hospitals, university-related hospitals, rehabilitation center, etc.).

Results : The length of time for initial evaluation was 20-40 minutes (66.5%) per one patient and reevalua-
tion periods were every 3 months or as functional changes were detected. Among the assessment tools, the
most frequently used tools were: Mnaual Function Test (62.4%) for assessing motor area, Mini-Mental
Status Examination (80.3%) and Motor—-free Visual Perception Test (65.8%) for cognitive perceptual assess-
ments, Functional Independence Measure (795%) for daily activity assessment, Denver Developmental
Screening Test (97%) and Brunininks-Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency (35.8%) for development as-
sessment, Sensory Profile (61.2%) for sensory integration assessment, and Canadian Occupational
Performance Measure (16.7%) for occupational performance assessment.

Conclusion : Based on the results, provisions of more extended education opportunities would promote the
use of a greater variety of standardized assessment tools by korean occupational therapists.

Key Words : Assessment tools, Korean occupational therapists, Trend
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