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TAFHAETE A AE AHFPsedd A F3F
A, 298", 244"
gATekL ekl AeiA 2t
“gAeh 444 Ret)

SEES

B4 B Q7E UEAAES YHOR FARRAR A8 F9 N8E FAFISHRNTSDYG $5A
71&H7HAMPS), AMeHI S HZCOPM)E Bdte] AAFTARS] BHE Q30 et B¢ 2
Qrandist A45971% Aole] JRLHL B3] %71 % Azol U@ N1xAE AT BHow
At

AR B AL B DA% o AL AU FIRANLE Sl A 134 Kol

AA (paired-t test)S &

2 % 208~248) FAFYARE AFSHA IS EE Y
FeEAe sloje Jas

t
ato] A5 7/%9 @—ru@rg dotR Tt AAFP L9} AdTA T Aol
(Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient)E ©]-&3}th.

A3} FAEIANE #/F 9 M4 Wshs TSI, AMPS, COPM2) EE 7t AGelA TAHORE FJgt Aol
HY oW (p<05), FAAAE ZAE 23 COPMY 3w THEE Afojd] £& ¢ 4 FHA (=840)8 B
A A& xﬂﬂd UH 2] F7t=TE(TSL AMPS)9] 7 J9H % 1&741 & %741 2 froletA ek
& 2 ATE ot AA, A A s deAdeks Y sy & 7]% 2 A= &
Bl EEs FE Ao ‘%E}‘fy\lo‘ﬂ ob&-9 Pr‘jﬂ 7 obsd Y% 9 SR E AR aHE B
Aok =4, FLFY 2 (TSDY 2448 71<(AMPS, COPM) Alo]9] 734
A5 59E 7&?% Holl= 7 712 F7He A AAlsor & BaAdS AAl

Z2

FAo] : A4S, AYSY L4, AMPS, COPM

| 5, 2009, k59 we 9 AQe 203 93

)

>
T
D =

§ w1 F 2245 3Hsensory integration) S o5&
200090 BHAEA T FefiQl %‘EHX*M] w2 -2 Aoz BEAoz AHAAL e AT W F

g 7Wko] F7t 011, A7) stsAefol & zlH, HAAA o} 5o W
A obsolAl AZEHF B2 Aoz dEA ATk
2.9 2004; Cohn, 2001).

AL
=

@ NS o 0%
2 Ue 4972

2 < s g F AAEH2 Al dgE pEss 243
e, olFAF AXA, 2007, A7Aw], 2003; A7 (organization)dte] 7§19 #, gu Fo] Foiz 73}

122} : 7] 8 (daehyuk@hanseo.ac.kr) | A=< 2008. 1. 30 | AlA=1Y: 2008. 3. 10
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aRAor FeAgd £ YRS = Ee AETH
74 © 2 (Bundy, Lane, & Murray, 2002), o}5< 44
Zolu} zolo} 22 Ael9] e}t A (roles) T
7127 2 4 ith(Kielhofner, 2002; White, Milligan,
Merril, & Wright, 2007). wety 22453 71580 E
7471 obsel A9 HA F A BEd =893 [T
402 s Hi, P59 AGHE HojA]7] wjol 7}
A, g, AGAIE A Y] Fo] B V)5 E ofHe
S M & QA AY], 2003; Ayres, 1972, Humphry,
2002; White et al., 2007).

AT A4EH #HI AFEdMe ATl
IAA 504 BHA0Z AREE I e Ao §he 7

X

(<3

217484 344 (neurological process)¥ 7

A 28)3 35 (behavior)Ale]e] BAS 3] ¢
5'3 A(clinical evidence)E©°] FZ38lthal HIi1stHA
A 2AE 7] 93 =S At ekDunn,
2001, Miller, Anzalone, Lane, Cermak, & Osten, 2007,
Parham, 2002). ool w2} v]=r2}d %] 583] %] (American
Journal of Occupational Therapy) 2007d 2#¥lA=
-?Joﬂ A 7171&@-;]3_2_ —Z,—xﬂi %Oﬂ:rLA _JJo/HJJr
TS Axstdar] ZAFTA AR S (evidence-based
occupational therapy)2] &5 Fgst7 )= O}oi‘jr 52
Ut X 5 gol&o] A7fE olF2 HES AT
Eo| o]FofA 3 ATt 1993 FE 20079 10€704] Tl
YA 53| TRE 22089 AT F HE ol
HaE d7=82 19, 2458 A5 a3 g o
T 4U0E o= Hlg| 1 7} FEsita & < 9l
T3 B AR EALE] AAFHAE
2ol Blg) &9 AAAEAL] SsjAnt 1 FITt B
151 Yge Aotk 7111]%44,]. H]'ZH% 2006; &1}
o4, 2005; GrIFH A 1999 ANAR T,
2002). 183 AYATEL ARIFAY A77F giFEol
oM Agaas dutstelrld A=Al Fito] 3t o
d FAEE Q8 A8 w53t o5t Rope
AE ol eol A HHoR “““0}71 o FAAsite
Hlgo] 911, A2 EA|87E BlE oA Feo] Hr 1
d o] AE7%e] g AUt JenE FE4
ARA, Ao AN E v 245 A5 2dE
A5 w3k 2AS0] Bago] AxEal Uth(Vargas

& Camilli, 1999).
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25T BANE dotehn, AR BoE 2Yake
H7l=T125 DeGangi-Berk Test of Sensory Integration,
Bruininks—Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency, Sensory
Integration and Praxis Tests 5°] J=8(H7m], 2003;
A2} a9, 2002 Berk & DeGangi, 1983), ol T2
2414738 2 2~ (occupational performance components)?] &
ol 23] golAsil. AEdolRAME AT
of FAF @] AR £A|, S s ailnt 3y
= o] olyg} A48 7]&(occupational performance
skills) o= FaFs vA 91" s Bx8}7 UH—“FOU
o] FYPQL e 7 A7bEe A5 avE A
b= AL uigheba] s & ok =9k oy J&r’éﬂ
THAY SR 22 AP LL9 WO] Z2817]
(manipulates)t ©HF7](handles)9} 78 FH487149]
3t A Ak Ao opd F Q7] WlEel FHeL
g F7Ieel tigh Wyt TR ol FofAol & A
o|tHCase-Smith et al., 1993). 18U @A7HA] 5] 7+
el tigh AFEdlMe difEol Ayl
TgE o] Gt o] FAAL glom, A QAo A4
71 Abole] A tiE A= Bard wpt {lvk
fﬂrﬂw 2 AFdXe AR, ARIAT7F obd e i
< A7 dEeE AAFHAE Fo AYrFasd
Jr TY71=9 WSS Foll AEHH H43 Fsol o
Els 044"33 grel izt stdar, =4, Aderd st =
F7)E Atole] AAFE st FYAE EH
%7}”%01] e 712ARE AAsk=H F20] 3
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1 oyidRtel gey Sy (N=30)
duta EA4 T 3 (%) -8 (%)
. s 25 833

o 5 16.7

34 4 133

44 5 167

54 1 33

641 8 26.7

A= (7h A 5 167
84 2 6.7

94 2 6.7

104 1 33

134 2 6.7

W 2 6.7

/g vtH] 1 33

Au Ela=ed kil 1 36.7
gl 1 33

e 7 233

AAA A 8 26.7

AR, ddHE g HAH g BRG] HES

1 A AARel Short Sensory Profile®] &7 o] 14221;]
opdor ‘TAATHARY FAZE A= =(probable
difference)’ °}s2.2 9t

=4, ot AAEdTY Bt Al B AAE
et AAE FASAY FARE T wo HriAe
ANE ot WE F UEE HA F @A AA o
2717k 7k okBo Sirkel. ‘000, 2E ¥olx
U Zhez]el] g EAL 000, FE 7HA kA Al
SRR

AA, =58 7€ 7HAssessment of Motor and
Process Skills; AMPS)-°4 A4 A oAl 7}11 L &2
A A 7] ﬂﬂl = T AU P B F
= 091 ‘71 3
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)
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ox
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o FEFE Aol wel WolF7); 5. 7}@% %Zﬂ%
A7H AgAa72 Fas)) § HaF F 7HA

o Aol tha olalrl b
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3l o}z o2 3t

WA, BB AL Q7 Ade] Bol@ obseg st

M
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>
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>
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B AFedA = %LZ}%@O]%% FTHOE 3 AAE
oA A48y 1A} DeGangi-Berk
Test of Sensory Integration TSI ) AR SHTH

=

(1) 253 H7HTSD

TSIE= 34| ~5A4] dulolze] A2ES =
2O 7 DeGangi (1978) <&l 7HeE S
AR A olsElAE A4 Vs SA6}
7] 91l AREE AL Sl o] FrtEFE A1/ (laterality),
252 UEd 7%, A8 AZN(visual perception), &
5 A8 58 (motor planning)] T 29l HAA7
ol 2HE g F 07 I, I GG 24,
8 %, M TR FAHAT ko

=2

AN
oo l-N'

[¢]
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|

o] GAEIM] FEEL I 7)xsa 9o
5}‘44 HAE FAHS o, Hee]

Z0] o]§7] UHTOH 7zt g 3
AataAtst= components)7} 2 2 9ltkd,
neck extension in postural control). &7 0] 527 ~834
ol A (normal) g H o7 7HFESH, 34| ~44] obF
9] TSI A o] 474 ~5140|H 7455 £A4)o] 9

-IlN' rlr

H(at risk)S JABE = glon 54 o4ty o}Eo] 51
2 olslQl -9t 3M~4A] oFse] FHol 464 olakl
A5 Aedsd «l E(deficient)o] e= YERATH
TSI @A}x}{} Al T1~799.01, 3727}
AFEE 0. ]%E}(Berk & DeGangi, 1983). &3+ v]%

jol5 101”34 Jofols 0WS HFLE BT AL
2 3 Ay & U705 (sensitivity) &} E©0] % (specificity) 7}
7Yzt 1%, 6% YRRt

(1) &5 71E%7HAMPS)

= A Aol Mo AAFPFEl
3l AZ¢ HrlE 2202 Fisher(2003)d] Y&l 7fde
FATAE EHL BIETA FAA, ARAY Sl
=7} 5715 stk 3A10A 0AI7EA1 Y 505718 S T
O 7 7MiM WG Y FA 8IS FEER
Uiro] ¥Z5a9rt. 1 F Sdgo|dEE X EA} A
AlgE57HA 22 671 IHA| Sl A 27FA Y 37HA] A
Aelste] g 4= Qlok Al el gk 7119
7] 5 BN FaAsE AL TR dd, &
19] 3t} Apalo] Bl £ sok sk ol ol e}
x] 2AL} am] 7} er;q]_a Aelsla _/Fag " 3;17}7} o]

N

r> offt m{m

SR
4y o
ofr
ol
A
so
‘1"
l" (o3
rﬂ
o
=2

'7““5]01 °l£
o, 3 53 3 (unsafe performance) $o] a3 A
S(need for assistance), Z}A| A<4=(task breakdown)S
XHZU% 7]_7@_0_ o}o:] 4;(4 _41—44 7<4 47<4 _4/\ 7<4 1x4)

o2 7} 9. o] Axo] He} 243 %S AMPS =
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ZIHQ000) st A AZEd = TS
S A2 ¥W3kA 7= Many-Faceted Rasch(MFR)
Aol oato] AR =9 7]z g do|x, H7iAte]
HAE(severity), 538 A o]k, Q1Y 5 4
7HA 84 At HEA Y *0“23%}9] s89s 74
T Aol EA(ogit) 3 A& SE7IE 2 HE
o F 7kA 2z 2 yebrdth(Fisher, 2003).
AMPSOIA Y] 38843 FA= P-ADL(Personal
Activities of Daily Living)® I-ADL(Instrumental

Activities of Daily Living)S 25 Z3FetEt), 6*1] o] &}

9] olFEolY T2 AAH, AAH ofFgo] e Al
SdAe dutzleg P-ADLS AAsH Jms}uq
(Fisher, 2003), 20053 5¥ AMPS Internationalol A+

2ol 105 | o]de] obs wez EFEseAT
(White et al, 2007). B71-AH7} A= HAAA 90
57187 JIAY7e)2 =& AHTE Ul &
Aol 43S HA Al FA QoA FAEHEE
(concurrent  validity)7} 9 (r=50~.70)¢] HSH At}
(Fisher).

) AUz 4=3=7 (Canadian Occupational
Performance Measure; COPM)

COPME 713, A3zl &, o7tds Gl
A o] AETL ofE gl EAVF A=A Hoeial
2222 285 2 F%(performance) 11 TR
(satisfaction) & 108 HE=Z H7lSt=E 1H oA,
Fepo|AE(oFsY A% 1 FE7F 2 § Avhrt F2
Bzl ®(semi-structured) QTEHHES E3dle] X 8A}L
S} A Bkl Fofdit) FRPEe} BEEE 747 it

ato] MelE A 2 v Ghs ]%’3}74] Hed, A
F 2 AAY g1 33 23S T2 Aol ol A
T BgEE E F Ave A ourt ok & A7
qr e HSEE HS A gotry] st ok F
b AR Aed FIE 9 UEE 43 F8E
g gt &+ 5 dig 7EAE Fol Altetdnt
(Pollock, 1993). COPMell that 8 & = wEw o] ZA}
AR AR E= 247 63~ 892 =4 YERgor Y&
Bl = (content validity), 7|FHHE}FI = (criterion-re-
lated validity), TAEIS =7} o] YeEPttHLaw et
al, 1993). 28]3 FetolAES] AFAR] IS5



5 geloldle F49l BHo| BF FUE 2 DEES
194 10714 A5sael 1 W8e 243 4 e 3
7F=F-o]tHCase-Smith, 2003; Donovan, VanLeit,
& Keefe, 2005, Pollock, 1993; Simmons,
Crepeau, & White, 2000; Trombly, Radomski, Trexel,
& Burnett-Smith, 2002; VanLeit & Crowe, 2002).

Crowe,

=

B oAgs 2000 6€~2006 8¥7kA 91, 1]
2007@ TE~11971A] 219, ¥ 0% dFe s ddF
@ AAl A- AAF & A (one group pretest-posttest
design)E ARSI A oFF FEAA A9 =3
g x| it AHs ¢ H §YE Fetr & AFE
st 38 Y AdAsAL oJste] H7t B A 57}
AF HAuoh

I

1) =7| Bt

FRolel ziahst Ud%oﬂ olojM Z7|H7ME oFF
o AAEHEHET )& GopE7] s TSIZF
AN, o2 T?sE 71es B7kst7] 913 COPM
% AMPSE st $4717-e A74717F 27] 2%
Feto|lar, ZAA7HS TSI} 208 ~30%, COPME 20
B~308, AMPSE 158 ~20% A% 225tk TSIS
COPMe &3 o5 AQXEA AL 247 Brhatglom,
AMPS® 7% AMPS KoreaZHE Q=S W& 27}
T obs AYPAEAL] Tf-S ol i X T 7| HA

3718k

(1) e (A 22)

HY3 Td|(flat-form swing), |¥F I4|(disc swing),
15 24)(hammock) & AF%@}O# A A, e A, o
=3 A 5o vt A=
o2 % 7&%‘% Welshe Eo< ’o‘}%lﬁ} ob59] Jefel

met gzt AR, AR R 8 SeE 2Egi

14 oz ;o: Z[:E.ﬂ

2) dTE7(RF-LFr847)

obgo] Folaht A9, 5E 59 9oy B 4

= FL Ul Ao} ES A dFer o
Eatel 2AHe] e Tl BolAt e Al u
of ¥ 0|2 st

@) &4 271 -1/

AR} oS 22E B T
a2 71971, vyl & 971, HEE AR
2718 Aslest, chEol dep) 62 A58 uS, ¥
g Fo g zHsa AE =
3t

(5) /]K:] 1— ]- 7-7_}_
E EE olRE o}5e BE YolRt YYD
o8 S ARk T ABNS Bo

]
I v, B5e

o r
fu
_|O_‘
oft
1o
e

H.\TL17|-
AR FTE F 27 B 27197 wYS HeE

AHG7L7E ol FolH

M
Al

4. X}

Tl

HI

B dApdbes X8 A/FY TSI, AMPS, COPM]
HeHsts SR E t-H A (paired-t test)S ©]-§3tod]
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SAA FOAS AHERI, AHFPA(TSDS 24
8 71&(AMPS, COPM)S 4#AS 2AKH] $18hdd
y]o]& A (Pearson  product-moment  correlation
coefficient) & AHE-SFH T SPSS 100 Version(2001) X
S Tt A5E BAsGoH TAA 948 A
At FolFFEL =062 33T

i

ofN
u

o
% o

m. o7 Zx}

o] F7FekAA, AE]71&(AMPS-Process  Skills)ol| A=
-0.83%" A -0.324 2.2 -051°] A=At COPMY
& = (COPM-Performance) % 75 (COPM-Satisfaction)
AN AR R H/F9 Hshgo] 23144, 2522508
& WEEe BAtk COPMS 85T HA 144 F
tl 104082 7} e FATE Fotd 7hes Tl A
FALEE o Ao FHA 1AM U 10087449 A4
7F Uehg § e B dFMe FEIF A 5
o8 FawolN 108 69% 93 ~T8E 259%, 63 ola)
= 6% X5 UehAIth =3 53 27 (effect size)
ol glojM RE ke 34 A7t A Yeiste s
2 Aol 2AT AAsZ2 IR a2
Ao g Yehgth(Portney & Watkins, 2000).

= = o HA
Ag A A8 Bt
Prls °T t 23 37)(d)
’ BREZBA) waky
TSI 39.37 (16.00) 5227 (14.39) 12.90 8903° 225
AMPS-M" 091 (0.39) 1.32 (0.39) 0.41 8207 2.14
AMPS-P? -0.83 (0.54) - 032 (0.41) 051 739" 1.74
COPM-P” 30.86 (1561) 54.00 (13.20) 23.14 10.618° 255
COPM-S" 2838 (16.83) 53.60 (1367) 25.22 11.655° 281
“p<.05
D1 AMPS-Motor Skills; %: AMPS-Process Skills; »: COPM-Performance;
Y COPM-Satisfaction
. 15 -
G0 L * |
50 ’—‘ ’—’ r 1 F
40
24 50 oxaw - &3 T AMPS-P Oxlas
=0 mHSE S AT 5 : CEESS
10 e L AMPS-M
° | JJ
TSI COPM-P COPM-S -1 =
Wil AMPS *
p<05 p<05

T2, ZZIEsR|E M59| TSIt COPMe] EHZt Hlm
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I 3 ZUSSIRIZ M/F TSI2F AVPS, COPM ¥odd B3} Zto| Alabai|
TSI AMPS-M AMPS-P COPM-P
AMPS-M -0.023
AMPS-P -0.059 0117
COPM-P -0.143 0.024 0.284
COPM-S -0.089 0.054 0.219 0.840°
“p<.01

AP oo A5 7
7 COPM-P2} COPM-S AloloA =&

= ¢ HTA
=802 RYy EARoE §o3t Aoz UEyo
U, o]E A9s UH R Hriee 7k Jdd Ao

e BTAACE o BEAS HolA v Zo®
UERATHGE 3).

b 98 AT, AAZ WS we By 2F
2 Ael71%e] ol vk s, 504 olge] Wt
2 AtlE B QYA Gt gdoa AN 5

=
&)
|22
=
@
po [
[
=)
&L
L
it
of
ol
=
=)
)
of
> ook
R

ofgt FHHAT} §le FQ
AAFg7)E Atole] FHdol fle 7403 UEbe:
A AfdrRaio ol i} AdTdIEy 3
AX|5l= AL o= Case-Smith 5(1998)¢] <

White 5(2007)0l ¢]g+ 7H2tA 25 (2453 &
A sy RS AR dFdAE 94
Sensory Profile®] Zt @-=o tfdk AMPSS}e] 3337
£ ANE Ay BEE JEAA FAFCE {3t 43
o] YepAlE ¢skon, 53] £57]¢ Fd9ET A
Y71Edgolre dFEY dHo] FAFOE {3

dBA3E BolA| g9l
= AMPSY &

T3y Kang(2005)2] Aol A
571¢(AMPS-M)# COPMe] F3%
(COPM-P) A}oloﬂ F3 3 AEA064)0] YRR, A
2]71€(AMPS-P)# 95 (COPM-S) Alolal X% %35
3 4 84(062)0] Uehd A= g2 Aol welbA
A YT o] AEHeE F49 A9AE
7F AR i Tt A7) Hi LFE o
atal AQAE AHlzd bigk ARE HAF37] HaAe
A aie Adedriee] Bt 9 o] FoiA
of 3h= F84S A8t AUtk
Cohn(2001)-& 1972388 194d7HA 9] 458 &
d FHES B4 AFolA 243)= of IE=]

a7l SR ARE A 5 e AAT FA 7
3
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o,
rE
ot
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ik
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srov] AAME(HIL 74% NZ: 39%)9 0] 1 Tk
07 2 HIES AAEY ARRES € & AN
(Walting, Deitz, Kanny, & McLaughlin, 1999). ¥ <1
Wb ARJAA APFoE Rl3) o] 37t ZolE
o}5(203))& A&t VA 2872 24319 A
Z2adS Agugton AxE Z2ad 20
Folgt ok F W A 4 FrieTY] Joqd
Bl AL 2039 FAE AFsAS W 347 3
A Ag A (Miller, Coll, & Shoen, 2007; Miller,
Schoen, James, & Schaaf, 2007, Smith, Press, Koenig,
& Kinnealey, 2005)8} 22 W&o 2AE At F
Ao

AN e BLE5T4oN (sensory  integration  dis—
order)Z ®o] €#A AAAT 20057 20061, H2t
2] %ol (sensory processing disorder; ©]&F SPD)gh=
Aoz Al 7je AHez] B/ A3A 550] 5
WA AGAE FGolA B oflE} e AR dFdd=
a FaAol <HAAl He AVIE H3AvHMiller,
Anzalone et al, 2007). A EFANe 2 HA ol
(sensory modulation disorder; ©|3} SMD), ZHZ+H%
ol (sensory discrimination disorder; ©]&} SDD), 7+2+$-
Al (sensory—based motor disorder; ©]3} SBMD)<
2 Adgo g T,‘}%Q]:} o]a}s} N2E Asa
ks

ox o N i
o mlm kru -ll'l

32
o

ofr
L

r—{n:

A9 A7 UE

42 ABAZE A% ool A B A
29 QA 478 9938 & WA ARdnks g 9
w7} Qitk(Miller, Anzalone et al.).

2 dAelMe A7 9z A AN dide
A8 1 71 Hof °4:rL7ﬂJJr—E‘ "é‘i}i‘r‘s}ﬂf’ﬂ olz]
ol o FA ZE2IaHY 7E
dais AZE 43T 24 472 Aot g3 2o

Tol Y& F9e Ao AR, v AXE
M EBRUTMBAAE AR} B 2o B
AR7) 5T} gol A el F o SRAQ 2L
SRA SPDE ORI Age HE dgien oA

AWE RS ZDSMEIE SPDe tlat 15t 7z ¥
Aol 97 Gob shF ob5ET 1
Slom B Ag0] Aol 9 AN 212
doll 23 2 JASEF7]E A 5HDSM-V)l SPD R

o
o rx
i)
ol
=
ﬁ
il
R
ot
m[o

R
of XL

40 KSOT Vol. 16, No. 1, 2008

¥ 552 5o desn
A% JlEd 2A% Art u} LL% gew 8
of o] ook g2 AALSHATK Walhs, 2007). whehr g
T drelde AAARAM F5HY FRE = A9
F37)es A T)7] Yol AFAQ] APo] Je FY

FHALE WD S s A7 A9 49
239 E94E B9 o el 7)o & & slolof @
Aotk

V.2 B

3949 B4 AL Aol oz AYARI B8
438 dele 7 7 1% A Aot & 82
ol 9l

& A%k Sich Heh A mRE A7 o

% log -5]. x]—o%;qg_ J.ilﬂu
H, AArd i A95g e
geiatel 1748 393 A5l of
Yo T ZATA AYAEY 7|9
= 1

A, 15(1), 13-22.

A7\, (2003). #2HE{71E Bkl g . oigh)
HA &38R, 11(1), 93-93.

A7w], olulal, oA, old Y, B, o] A4, .
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gt AAABAES QAT AL et E 3}
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Abstract

The Effects of Sensory Integration Treatment on Occupational
Performance Abilities in Children With Developmental Disabilities

Choi, Ji-Sun’, M.Sc., O.T., Kang, Dae-Hyuk™, Ph.D., O.T.R.,
Kim, Jin-Kyung”, Ph.D., O.T.
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Graduate School, Hanseo University
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Hanseo University

Objective : The aims of this study were to investigate the effects of a sensory integration centered occupa-
tional therapy program on occupational performance in children with developmental disabilities utilizing the
DeGangi-Berk Test of Sensory Integration(TSI), the Assessment of Motor and Process Skills(AMPS) and
the Canadian Occupational Performance Measure(COPM) and to provide clinical guideline of evaluation and
treatment by exploring relationships between occupational performance components and occupational per-
formance skills.

Methods : Thirty children with developmental disabilities between 3 and 13 years of age from community
programs in Seosan, Hongseong, Dangjin participated in this study. Each child participated in 20 to 24 ses-
sions of a sensory integration centered occupational therapy program. The TSI was used to measure the
changes in sensory integration abilities. The AMPS and the COPM were used to measure the changes in
occupational performance. One group pretest-posttest design was used to verify the effect of sensory in-
tegration centered occupational therapy and Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were used to
investigate the relationships between occupational performance components and occupational performance
skills.

Results : The results of TSI, AMPS, and COPM scores demonstrated statistically significant improvement in
all areas of occupational performance components and occupational performance skills (p<.05) after sensory
integration centered occupational therapy. There were no statistically significant relationships between occu-
pational performance components and occupational performance skills except for COPM-Performance and
COPM-Satisfaction(r=.840).

Conclusion : The results of this study suggest that, first, the sensory integration centered occupational ther-
apy worked positively on occupational performance in children with developmental disabilities, and second,
in order to fortify the evidence that a sensory integration approach is effective, it is essential to evaluate

changes in both occupational performance components and occupational performance skills.

Key Words : AMPS, COPM, Occupational performance components, Occupational performance skills
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