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AE B ALAFRE 7|Hto g st WS Ad7|s AN Executive Function Performance Test

Korean translation) = A37]s& Bt} Wds] Hrlsty Qs &2 435 deled 88 &+
ds & & Q. T3 AR 7} @L% B UREEE HAS5S B3 43dZNMY 871 til
AAshE v7F 29 3 3§ 9 AG7F 5 HFH 07 o]Fojd I a7} gt

FA 1 HET, WEERE, AWs, AB7e T I 784, AdAE

.M &2 Fs Besle 59 7|27 dch(Alvarez &
Emory, 2006; Cramm, Krupa, Missiuna, Lysaght, &
A87)% (executive function) < A+ AA7|50= Parker, 2015; Poulin, Korner—Bitensky, Dawson, &

319 AA7)5E 24 9 3

slo] =2 o7 JAAE Bherer, 2012). 53t A37]5S 53271 9lal 5244 %
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7AF A7) EFOE 75 35 Asfig A
go] oA sks et} (Liu—Ambrose & Eng,
2015; Poulin et al., 2012; Wolf, Baum, & Connor,
2009). A7)s L0 Qg Folo] Ak XA}
3RO BEHE =5 A AV A1 V|3E
A &gk} (Morrison, Edwards, & Giles, 2015). 287]
s &4 FEs Sl AAA AT B 1] &
14=87]<= (occupational performance skills)2 A4}
4 fABHES sto] ALSlA, B84 o] sEA o
A58 & IEF 5= (Cramm et al.,, 2015; Hahn
et al., 2014).

APA gAREO] AHEshE T3l AT A7)
7l 25 9 A 7% 7HAssessment of Motor
and Process Skills; AMPS) Y& FHypAl 37}
(Kitchen Task Assessment; KTA), A8)7]543 &
537} (Behavioral Assessment of the Dysexecutive
Syndrome; BADS)%°] tH(Cramm et al., 2015;
Morrison et al., 2015). A% AMPS®] 7% 7=t
Ag FHS5skH S ol 9 JAFHYS AAoF
SR Ul AAFSAP) Lol Bl HES o4t
o] A7)} QIX4] Aol wizetA] &2 AstH o]
lth(Lee & Lee, 2010; Morrison et al., 2015). KTA
A & & 7HA] FARE ko] A37]Ee] ks =
W& g7kshztl @707F 9laL BADSE H3tst 6744
AT O QoA D-go] golabA] ekl A7)
23341 F7tel Algto] 3lth(Katz, Tadmor, Felzen,
& Hartman—Maeir, 2007; Semkovska, Bedard,
Godbout, Limoge, & Stip, 2004).

7% Bt AT B 98 Baum,
Morrison, Hahn¥} Edwards (2003)= 237 5<
o} WdatA Brlstal idela E-8o] goldt A%
T AAFExecutive Function Performance Test;
EFPT) & /sl EFPTE A87)59 &4 59t
SHAR] 7= flsh JiQ1e] A%, Al $Hdel A Qs
30 FHE /A I A (LEY Rk, A

ARG, oF 18, 1AM g ol Zrske] Hrtkehs
o]tk (Baum et al., 2003; Katz et al., 2007). EA]o]
ofe] A7t QE s ddelA A7 A%
wop wzketA Hrketr] el AdA sAtel oa) s
7 eTolw Z3tel] Qe e e AR IA9
THOE Qe ofe] F7felA BFd=gl AF 2Tt Sy
A} Baum et al., 2008; Cederfeldt, Widell, Andersson,
Dahlin—Ivanoff, & Gosman—Hedstrom, 2011; Katz
et al., 2007). #Zol= dYste IA2 4% EFPT
o] WHEL3l o7 9l d5a ¥ (learning effect) 2] 7}
/3= WA S8 F7F HA7F AlAE additional
tasks for the Executive Function Performance Test
(aEFPT) 7} 7=]71 % s}3ivk(Hahn et al, 2014).
EFPTE ¥E% 4 obdel 37|l ofefwol 3
ARG} Qi AL, 2@, BAARS ol gkt
choFst Rlekrel A 38k 7Fs/do] 2 =olth
(Katz et al., 2007; Raphael-Greenfield, 2012). w}&}
A opFet Aere] Adrlsol tidh #ile SR <
& ol & Bk Aol 1 epgEt BrkET- EFPT] o
st I AA] =oAL gltk(Cederfeldt, Carlsson,
Dahlin - Ivanoff, & Gosman - Hedstrom, 2015; Cramm
et al,, 2015; Hahn et al,, 2014). FAI5F A7A1 2 A
=l A EFPT= 4vle a7k d5-ete] 2 -] A
Azl Qe L X139 sy A7) At
(Executive Function Performance Test for Koreans;
EFPT-K) ¢] 7 gell gh= welst EFPTS] W6
ERegl A 8ol digh A Fesich
(Kim, Lee, Jo, & Lee, 2017). &, T JAEI} Aks
o= sk Wolsk EFPTVE Ul wglell 29kl 2
A7E = A=A o tigh WE B S A -8
A FeAde] g A7TE ST

b 2 AT AR TE e sk Wt
EFPTE] W&Ehd s elstal HEF8Ate] Aa7]s
B7E Al Foll tigt 34 #-84dE dlstaat ik

ot r|r
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% AAA sAFECA W B olWdS FI &

1) A&7l £HAAHThe Executive Function
Performance Test; EFPT)
Baum %5 (2003)°] 7et EFPTE Ad7)%59 &4

g Hrlehs S 7122 ¢ Fto|t)h 7t A
+ 2EY W], AR, oF 58, 1AM |- 5 =5
HAQ AES 98l Fast 47 ] gAE
°7 FAEo] itk (Baum et al., 2003). ¥A|2] A7

s 845 A T UEAE Frlshedl 3 A9
A&}, A ]94 A EHeP], oA o], ok,
T2t Baum et al., 2008). A2 A
% Qe Fe Al EFo] AlwE = dA st
2 5‘%74 E} q A7 (cueing system) S AR-SHCE o
= 531 (g A g, 18 = 71
= 5A0% A&, 31 = 434
3l 21oiA] E%, 478 = AA4 =, 57 = oAl slF7)
2 FAEo] Ath(Schmidt, Fleming, Ownsworth,
Lannin, & Khan, 2012). 43}#2] 242 1004 (z+ =
Al G 255D eH At s AV A
A7F dss ©v)stal EFPT F742] AR Al 2=
91o]th(Baum et al., 2008). ¥ AFelxE = MY
¥ EFPTZ A7E At (Kim et al., 2017).

2) AMH fEH AEX
B oo roq ARgE AEA= 2 Wl EFPTY) ¢
A A4S ol At HyFET ARl HelA, 3

Aaazke] AAA, ARRAe AHA, ARl
o1y, BAhETe) §-84 5 2 ehd & °
2 PRISICE 2 B 54 57 el A=

7] $18ll EFPT-K 713y efa] Al =]l
EHKJ m et al., 2017). ?@% ﬂzﬂﬂ =] &3} 23

o thet 4787} A AF-FE FollA FAE T
Aedol| Uit 15280 ?*ééPJﬂr(Tak, 2007). 7

43
FA5L 57 AAE AE(= 48 AP 2, 5=
" gt on] Sl Hak FEe)

-5 A gsieh &

< vkl 2EA 715381 SRalnt. 8 e e
A= (Content Validity Index: CVI) & AF&3}114} 14
< 0.00, 231> 0.25, 3% 0.50, 4312 0.75, 55
1.000.& $Hikst & FpAl} AlF- £ Bt CVIRST
& At (Fehring, 1987).
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2.2 SPSS Version 22.02 ARg-&FiT)
m. o7z
1. MREO{xIo| YubNol £

29+ 9] H“ﬂoﬁz} 94 129 (41.4%), o143 177
(58.6%) 011 it A % 31.07 +4.1641%tH(Table
D. ﬁ%#%ﬁ ﬁfi Ab 798 (24.1%), SAF 139
(44.8%), XAk 78 (24.1%), BFAF 17 (3.4%) o]m] -

Table 1. General Characteristics of Participants (N=29)
Classification M= SD Frequency Percentage
(n) (%)
Gender Male 12 41.4
Female 17 58.6
Age(yr) <25 3 10.3
26~30 9 31.0
31~35 15 51.7
36~40 1 3.45
41 < 1 3.45
31.07 £ 4.16

Education level College graduate 7 24.1
University graduate 13 44.8
Graduate of master 7 o4 1

degree
Graduate of doctor 1 34

degree
Period of clinical 3~5(yr) 13 44.8
experience 6~10(yr) 13 44.8
11=(yr) 3 10.3

78.72 £ 37.88
(mo)

Job Occupation therapist 21 72.4
Professor of OT or 3 10.3
related department

Etc. (researcher) 5 17.2
Treatment experience Yes 29 100.0
of stroke No 0 0

Stroke rehabilitation career 75.90 £ 36.80

(mo)

OT: Occupational Therapy
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29 A WelM THEe AP BAPT 219
(72.4%) 0.7 tjFio
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1) 8% 47tK BItaA o HEy

SUREstell BHA| et 4744 kAl A3 el of
oF 277 9] A o) Zoh(Table 2). ‘Hgo|th
(3)o)de] Sel FE A WA A} AAHE
71 ONA 81.4%, T HA THTAIR] AR (e
S FEBP7)) e 92.6%% UERTE Al WA 427
FAQ1 BIER 28 92.6%, W] WA FHFAQ ‘1A
A oM = 81.4%2) AL BA2] Aol of
3| ‘HFo|th(3) o) o SRt ¥ T A
IS ATHA F BlER] B804 A} 3t 4.00£0.83,
CVI 0.75%0.212 7F =7 Yebson] QIAHE 5
=) oA A} 7k 3.33+0.92, CVI 0.580.230. %
7Hg G Yebstt 2 gk EFPTS] A ZhAof
gt CVIE 0.67% F71=3lom Zh dpAE gelgd
A Z2aA AdolsHAl ekttt

2) IHE +FE NRESO Mty

24749 AL F 3 WA QAHE = thE7] ZA o
A AR, ERs T, eAl AT, S A el gk
83.4~95.8%2] -$EA} ‘HFo|th(3) ol dor 5%
ygo] Agtetrtal -SHEat3ith(Table 3). 18] F34]
ol Sl AAHE Fo tist APR-FHoRE ebd &
o]7]7} o} Asly, ‘A 1F 9719 F7EE TAde]
7t smolsltb = gxdo] iiek. i+ WA FpAQl Hsiat
L5 7)) ] Elsh |, A e
oA 95.8%2 St ‘HEo|th(3) ol o 7 Stat
Rom FHARQI el T84 Apol7} A kot 4
Jol Ao drk A mFldety] Bk #A|C] do|x
7F ol 7t AT Al AR oF g TpA|o A AL,

FREE), e A, i) ok, F A
95.8~100.0%9] @A} ‘Hgoltk(3) ol oz &
ato] AAatA vl-go] 4= skt T2
AR M= Fhlsh] &S Ak 7hssity T
A 8] o] =7} Fobsley, ThFet Fejel ok(ulEr) &
Azl sy Fol ATk vl WA A1 144
W FA A= FHlE T, oA BT, s 9k
‘FAEGEANA 91.7~95.9%2] SHA}F ‘HFo|th(3)’
ooz Seaielon FEAI oo 2 WA
o] =7} ot Aol A7t ¥ Ay, Abgshs =
34, dsto] vjdaA Aol g 8 079 7hsAdo] ¥
7} ek BE BA U 8 ARREE FollA] vlE
B5.2.0] ‘A2F A3} gho] 4.25%0.61, CVI 0.81+0.15,
ZA'0] A3} Fho] 4.25+0.68, CVI 0.81+0.17% 7}
=3tk JIARE 5 whE7]9) A Fep] A gk
3.50%0.93, CVI 0.63+0.230.% 7} Wit} Az &
A A SRR 247 5 19o] QINHE =tk o] Al
SR O _QEL—].X] %slo]- o] 6(}%\1]— 231339/] o zlgE B

o= oRn° u o H Ala=s T

Hajo] A,

w

312 HOIE EFPTY Q4H 984

A A o) AE 1-9Wof 9% 29 F ‘HE
o]t}(3)’ol Aol S5tst A7} 44.8~100.0% % LERTH
(Table 4). “Aa7e B7kee] LA EdelA
403205002 7} ¥ A3} gog $Haision
7P R A gro R S w3 2.691+0.850%
H7RraAIRES] A0l 0]9] FHAR] SHelE
A2 ] ol Aol dhsl 7 A9l AofA A w=s) A

HHQ1 glof ] .g9] ito] Bttt oj7io] 9l
10%

t}
2har ot 201 (69.0%) 2] §HAR= 71EET 9} 3
#Wolgk EFPTE Hlwahs 11-129 ZatelA] Ajae]
£o|%5= 65.0%, W75 S TAA S 85.0%0
A BEOIHH(3) o) el Sskith
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Table 4. Clinical Utility of EFPT

(N=29)

1 2 3 4 5

+
ftems MESP @ w® o ® a® @
Convenience of use 3.07£0.80  0(0.0) 7(24.1) 14(48.3) 7(24.1) 1 (3.4)
Clinical utility of assessment run time 2.69%0.85 0(0.0) 16(65.2) 6(20.7) 7(24.1) 0 (0.0
Clinical utility of assessment scoring  3.66+£0.67 0(0.0) 3(10.3) 4(13.8) 22(75.9 0 (0.0)
Simplicity of assessment scoring 3.28%£0.75 0(0.0) 5(17.2) 11(37.9) 13(44.8) 0 (0.0)
Clinical utility of executive functions 4 50, 576 0.0)  3(103) 8(27.6) 16652 2 (6.9)
verification
Simplicity of item understanding 3.17+0.80 1(3.4) 4(13.8) 13(44.8) 11(37.9 0 (0.0)
_ Helpiulness . 348078 00000  4(13.8) 8(27.6) 1652 1 (3.4)
on verifying executive functions
Helpfulness on goal setting and 4 o) (00 500y 7(241) 8(Q7.6) 14(83) 0 (0.0)
planning for treatment
Necessity of executive functions - 5050 0(00)  00.0) 3103 22(75.9) 4(13.8)
assessment
Experience of using executive functions
Yes No
assessment
20(69.0) 9(31.0)
EFPT i i h isti
Is easier Lo use than existing 014029 1500 6(30.0) 1060.0) 2(10.0) 1 (5.0)
executive functions assessments
EFPT is more concrete than existing
3.20£0.83 1(5.0) 2(10.0) 9(45.0) 8(40.0) 0 (0.0)

executive functions assessments

1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Normal, 4: Agree,

EFPT: Executive Function Performance Test

2 Aol HESTIAE ez A37s 37t
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WA 89S Fls Ay gk elst EFPT7F 2
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Katz et al., 2007). X3t 2
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=8 }%EHKlm 2017; Kim et al., 2017). %%k o}
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Abstract

Content Validity and Clinical Utility of
Executive Function Performance Test Korean Translation

Lee, Yu-Na®, M.S., 0.T., Kim, Hee", Ph.D., O.T.,

Jo, Eun-Mi* M.S., O.T., Lee, Eun-Young™**, M.S., O.T.
“Dept, of Occupational Therapy. Graduate School of Yonsei University
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Konyang University
“Dept, of Occupational Therapy. Hansol convalescent hospital

Objective : The aim of this study was to confirm the content validity and clinical utility of Executive Function
Performance Test Korean translation which evaluates the executive function of people with stroke based on their
performance in daily tasks.

Methods : To verify the content validity of the appropriateness of modified Executive Function Performance Test
(EFPT) tasks, twenty—seven experts had answered the survey and for the appropriateness of each items of
modified tasks, twenty—four experts answered the survey. Answers were analyzed using analysis of frequency
and descriptive statistics, and content validity was verified by calculating the Content Validity Index(CVI). We
surveyed a group of stroke rehabilitation experts consisting of twenty—nine people on clinical utility of the
Executive Function Performance Test Korean translation.

Results : The content validity of each tasks showed mean CVI of .67 indicating overall valid but the content
validities were quite different from each other ranging from .58 to .75. The clinical utilities of each item were from
2.69 to 4.03 and answers of ‘normal’, ‘agree’, or ‘strongly agree’ hold from 44.8 to 100 percents of the answers
showing favorable results.

Conclusion : The Executive Function Performance Test (Korean translated version) is a useful tool to
closely evaluate one’s executive functions, and verify the type of help needed. The content
validity can be determined through a group of experts based on the Executive Function
Performance Test (Korean translated version) conducted in the clinical field, and related
education and studies should continue.

Key words : Clinical utility, Content validity, Executive function, Executive function performance test,
Occupational therapy, Stroke
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