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Mgl A RE ddakal Aelshs 7, QA H o=
Aok “’}‘ch 2} Zdstol S Aeletar wh-geke A
ARESZdEl 2 EAd st A1 7F ATk (Cho, 2008). BEa ¢k
O] AT AE-E B AA AEEH= 7)eeH, ARIA
71%0] w2 ofbs Egf gkl ARSA RkS Qeke
30 B} B2 AEE 5 Yt (Bailey & Wolery.
1992). &A= E% gk AFs] 4] Ve molE Eet
of wi-pAl Em, -85 R Helst dishA A
FoQlo] obs7]9 mo] WS ALE| A 7|2 7|Eo]
FHHBundy et al., 2007; Parham & Mailloux, 2000).

P2t —-8 71 Aotz Hehths Qi dgelx e 34
2 Eo] 49| AGY o] nfo g Avtsl &
%‘v}(schaaf & Miller 2005) 21 SAKE obgellAl o]

o

% ]oH 0]'74] QU]—(Bundy et al,, 2007)

HEo| obs-S 3] IAIE Po] HF2 0% FdH
A el e] TxIo® W wA o

A dRtstE ¢33l 1tk (Cicerone et al., 2011).

Ao x| Z.0] 3t ool 7IZMESIE. wz @ A (|2

7} obd ofs A9 x| g o7 oA EY %
71%olut B Alsly] sk ARl AGS st
] k=t (Ayres, 1979; Parham & Mailloux, 2000).
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k= A4 7}EHH‘:'°1 A4, %3101] e JEE I

oF7] 3} (Kim & Kim I5&
of e 759 2 %% e 9k 0 F 2P 7}
AHF, AL Fel7HA Ees ot (Hong & Lee,
2007).
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of gk gl AEl g <) o] §) o]0l T of

By 4 9E 7187 9 4 9o Camden,
Tétreault, & Swaine, 2012; Fiss & Effgen, 2007).

Nader, & Moosav1an, 2016, Wllkes—Gﬂlan, Bundy,
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Table 1. General Characteristics of the Subjects

(N=12)

Subjects (n) Percentage (%)

Gender Male 7 58.3
Female 5 41.7
Age (yr) 7.0~ 7.9 1 8.3
8.0 ~ 8.9 3 25.0
9.0 ~ 9.9 3 25.0
10.0 ~ 10.9 3 25.0
11.0 ~ 11.9 2 16.7

M * SD 9.58 + 1.12
Disability grade grade 1 3 25.0
grade 2 7 58.3
grade 3 2 16.7

Wee FIM M * SD 94.25 £ 8.11
School integration level Fully 5 41.7
Part 7 58.3
N/A 0 0.0

Wee FIM: Functional Independence Measure for children

AlEFATE.

AT Ok A% 7S o Ak D)tk
= AN E ks W S 5E “‘5‘}05 om, 2) 5%
well Agkstar, 3) Eaiks o]8ab, 4) SE&N7T ¢l
a1, 5) st A A =T 7} 7FsE o % 24k
S ARGo] UpEhtA] ¢kon, 6) W2 2 9k (Short
Sensory Profile; SSP) 7719 88 & 33 oA+

oA el e]E jlFel] &35 obF o & 7) Al tst
o] BaAe] FoE W2 olF o Sith
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2. A HR}

tdobsas AR Grkas 5, SRl
ARE Faste] vlssst 9] 20508 Wre] FYE
ISR SAE AleeiSivh S 4, R B
o] 28l w72k 2 1} (Short Sensory Profile; SSP)
I} ZJEFRI5857d (Canadian Occupational Performance
Measure; COPM) S Z &35} 0w HEajjEo] 43528
HH A% (Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale; PIPPS) &
3]'04 T I3 oFs=ellAl woldsio] AT, Hold
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Figure 1. Research Procedure
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ChEZ-2t= 20t (Short Sensory Profile; SSP)
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(3) FHLct &AW ZF(Canadian Occupational
Performance Measure; COPM)

At Addl 574t WAe ool A8
o7l BAFE] A5 FA| ol F-5 st A
o7 FAEE A7]1-212] (self—perception) = 7|5
2 Fo%, Y5, IS met 108 HEE o
o, TQ57F 7P 8 HAlE A T SAE
Agsta 1 AvE F7Fsct(Carpenter, Baker, &
Tyldesley, 2001; Law et al., 1994). AFS=—AFd H7}
o] g Wsprt AQdA s FAe] avtE Be, ojd ek
SR EA 288 Apol7t Q= AT P oE [Folst W
3lg}ba & 4= i (Carpenter et al, 2001). F3l%
WSO AAF=AAL A = 840]H, 2 Aol
© BaApele] Weks Foto] i dAke] Al sl
CE dolHSith BEAES obs e SHAQ X
71 (AH, 5 AREE]) $F AAREH] 9 ] 1
St S99} 3 F31 Qe MH3)Y], ey of
5 Btk =3, & ¢ s, ekl
2hgol tigh A8 S5 B3t (Table 2).
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Table 2. Canadian Occupational Performance Measure Tasks Activity

Activity

case

Dressing, clean up after activities, writing

case

Clean up after activities, interaction with peers, writing

case

Know the order of activities, interaction with peers, clean up after activities

Dressing, clean up after activities, coloring

case

Dressing, clean up after activities, imitate

1
2
3
case 4
5
6

case

Dressing, interaction with peers, clean up after activities

case 7 Dressing, attention with activity, imitate

case 8 Clean up after activities, bagging, preparing a meal

case 9 Clean up after activities, waiting before activity, dressing
caselO Attention with activity, imitate, interaction with peers
casell Organize after meals, interaction with peers, imitate
casel?2 Dressing, interaction with peers, clean up after activities
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Table 3. Sensory Integration Group Program

8§97, Az e deAgo] veRd ¢
AEE 3 tH(Table 3). 5425 T2 7388 o
TRk} Q1Y 5 o] 3e] YA BAL 2vgo] HEA|
SARR Fofste] HgHGlon, Fhlds 1038, ¥ &%
40%, R B 10807 F 60% B¢k 1 H I},

4. Xg =M

B AG9] 2kE+= SPSS Version 20.0 o]&3lo] &

Session Subject Activity
Proprioception — Pass through(mat, parachute, tunnel
Who are :
1 vou? Gross motor — Find a name, puzzle, photo
' Interactions — Keep the order, follow instructions, tune opinion, imitation activity
Knock! Proprioception — Scooter ride, make text with rope
2 Knock! Gross motor — Moving objects with a spoon
Knock! Interactions — Keep the order, follow instructions, tune opinion, imitation activity
Proprioception — Foot drawing, paper cutting
3 Creating the Gross motor — Follow the foot path, stepping
way of foot . — Keep the order, follow instructions, tune opinion, imitation activity,
Interactions

understand the rules

Proprioception — Ball pool in find items

A Find Gross motor — Throw the ball
treasure . — Keep the order, follow instructions, tune opinion, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Blow, figure drawing with balloons
5 Balloon Gross motor — Ballooning with a racket(alone, together)
stroke . — Keep the order, follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Cup choose, cup stacking
6 Protect Gross motor — Rolling a ball, cup pull down
your castle . — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Slow movement, imitation activity
7 Turtle Gross motor — Return point, hooking
racing . — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Newspaper clusters, newspaper ball coloring
3 News Gross motor — Newspaper ball fight
papers — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,

Interactions

understand the rules
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Table 3. Sensory Integration Group Program(Cont.)

Session Subject Activity
Proprioception — Body drawing, mosaic
9 Draw a Gross motor — Dancing together
body map ) — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Newspaper clusters
10 Kicking Gross motor — Newspaper ball kinking
bong . — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Bouncing big balls
1 Rolling Gross motor — Return point, big ball owling
together . — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Hide the body in a scarf
12 Fly Gross motor — Scooter sliding
Superman . — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Flip cards
. . Gross motor — Flip cards
13 Flip quickly P
. — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Basket determine location
14 Throw the Gross motor — Throwing sand bags
ball . — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Pass the block tunnel
15 Create Gross motor — Classifying blocks, making tunnel
Tunnels ) — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Balancing, centering
. Gross motor — Cross an obstacle
16 Big foot
. — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Tactile input, crawl under the parachute
Gross motor — Shaking the parachute
17 Parachute & P
— Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,

Interactions

understand the rules
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Table 3. Sensory Integration Group Program(Cont.)

Session Subject Activity
Proprioception — Rope walking
. Gross motor — Pass obstacles
18 Spiderman : : s s o
. — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Jump to the rule
. Gross motor — Throw sandbags
19 Jump jump : . s T o
. — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Throw the ball, drawing target
. Gross motor — Throw the ball
20 Targeting : : o ; : e o
. — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Rolling
) Gross motor — Scooter Ridin
21 Front rolling - g‘ e e —
. — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Drawing, paste Sticker
s Gross motor — Climb a ladder
22 Star picking - - — - - o —
. — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Make a friend's clothes
93 Making Gross motor — Fashion show
clothes . — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
Proprioception — Write a letter, letter Decorating
o4 Write a Gross motor — Express intimacy
letter . — Follow instructions, tune opinion, interaction, imitation activity,
Interactions
understand the rules
AR Sy, gArsel dudel 54 71457 m. H7 Z23
AHgate] WiEe) MBaw AbEsslon, 1R

TA R o HElE dolry] $J5ke] SSP, PIPPS,
COPMO] AFA - AR - 7hAke] it A4 2ol Wi
574 FAHEA (RM—ANOVA) & ARE-aR3iT) tn)a

= flste] 224 %4 (Bonferroni correction)& RS U Sl AP AR A
AL, EAY RUFES o=05% dgry O Lore P Siskel SSPe) Fue vl d
=2 —1, 7O b . .

. I AR - AR AR - A ZARS] TN g B

o] ALA - A .zx%}_}\ ) x%/"t‘lj ’ ’
SSP, PIPPS, COPM®] AFA - AR - 2| Z2A ] A4 S 1SS (p<.05) (Table 4).
s dlash] fdtel 2 €9 BIWieoon T T L o o e
= Eol==a] Ay = FHZAE AA]SE
matched—pair signed rank test) = ARSI oM, & IRAAEHEA At T_XH TR
A el p=.05%2 skolrk AT vl L A, AR R
a T D= AT,

1. 4429 Ha}
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AR 7Eo} A A
3= BT (p<.01). AF537}e}

SEE

Fel 47k AR, frolmle
F Apolel 2

W3S ol egkor, folvle Wske HolA gkt

t}(Table 5).

2. Eei=0] o= XE9 Hal

TEIERAR B4 AR AL - 2z el
o] AEAEE waely] slate] walwo] A5 AE B

Ao B s vlast A, A4 A AR

BN

Table 4. Difference in Mean Value of SSP Standard Scores (N=12)
Pre Post Follow—up
M i.SD Ja »
median
(range)
Tactile 29.08+3.12 31.92%2.09 31.92x2.09 |
sensitivity 30.5 31.5 31.5 16.66 .007”
(23-33) (28-35) (28-35)
Taste/smell 15.00%£3.53 16.83%£2.96 16.83%£2.96 *
sensitivity 15.5 17.0 17 16.00 011
(9-20) (11-20) (11-20)
Moverment 10.58%3.12 12.41%£2.46 12.41%£2.46 )
sensitivity 11.5 13.0 13 20.00 .005"
(4-15) (8-15) (8-15)
Under 26.661+4.04 29.83£2.44 29.83£2.44
responsive/ 26.5 30.5 30.5 14.72 014"
seek sensation (21-33) (26—-34) (26—-34)
Auditory 22.00x3.74 26.16*2.51 26.16%2.51
filtering 21.5 27.0 27 24.00 .002
(14-29) (21-30) (21-30)
Low energy/ 19.16%£4.05 24.41%£2.72 24.41£2.72 B
weak 20.5 24.5 24.5 24.00 .002
(11-27) (18-28) (18-28)
Visual/ 17.75%£2.00 20.66+1.79 20.66+1.79
auditory 17.5 20.5 20.5 20.00 .005™
sensitivity (15-21) (18-25) (18-25)
140.25+9.12 162.25%+9.29 162.25%9.29
Total 145.0 163.5 163.5 24.00 .000™"
(118-148) (143-181) (143-181)
" pK.001, "p<.01, "p<.05
Note: values are group median(minimum—maximum value)
SSP: Short Sensory Profile
Table 5. Compare Differences in Standard Score at Each Point in Time of SSP (N=12)

SSP

Difference in average value

Pre—post

Post—follow—up Pre—follow—up

SSP

0 22"

“*p<.001, "p<.01, *p<.05
SSP: Short Sensory Profile
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Table 6. Difference in Mean Value of PIPPS Standard Scores

(N=12)

Pre Post Follow—up
M i'SD r b
median
(range)
15.25+3.34 21.33%1.43 20.58+1.84
Play interaction 14.5 21.0 20.0 21.28 .009™
(12—-24) (18-25) (18-25)
22.00£3.74 16.33+2.13 17.25£2.12
Play disruption 21.0 16.5 17.5 21.14 .005™
(15-29) (12—-20) (14-21)
17.83£3.82 12.17%1.46 12.83%1.40
Play disconnection 18.5 12.5 13.0 14.60 013"
(11-23) 9-14) (10-15)
“p.001, " p.01, “p.05
Note: values are group median(minimum—maximum value)
PIPPS: Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale
Table 7. Compare Differences in Standard Score at Each Point in Time of PIPPS (N=12)

Difference in average value

Pre—post Post—follow—up Pre—follow—up
Play interaction -6.08™ .75 -5.33"
Play disruption 5.67" -.92 4.75"
Play disconnection 5.66™ —.66 5.00"

“*p<.001, "p<.01, "p.05
PIPPS: Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale

Table 8. Difference in Mean Value of Canadian Occupational Performance Measure Standard Scores (N=12)
Pre Post Follow—up
M i.SD r b
median
(range)
3.38%.59 6.80%£.60 7.53%.79
Performance 3.30 6.70 7.65 20.46 .000™*
(2.3—-4.7) (6.0-8.0) (6.0-8.7)
3.30%.69 7.25%.94 8.39+1.18
Satisfaction 3.15 7.50 8.00 21.56 .000™*
(2.0-4.3) (5.7-8.7) (6.0-10.0)

“*p<.001, "p<.01, “pL.05
Note: values are group median(minimum—maximum value)
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Table 9. Compare Differences in Standard Score at Each Point in Time of COPM

(N=12)

Difference in average value

Performance
Pre—post Post—follow—up Pre—follow—up
Performance —3.42™ -73 -4.15™
Satisfaction -3.95" -1.14 -5.09™

0,001, "p<.01, “p<.05
COPM: Canadian Occupational Performance Measure

AR T ONA fol st ‘ﬂﬁ} glaaint. S 713t
wpet AAISE AR - ARS- - F7ERARS] S el A}
o5 BA%H A}, Hol e A, wo|wE), moldhd B
T EAFCE Fog A7t Sl AeE yEt
(p<.05) (Table 6).

IFHAERAE A4 A3 T4 5 A= A
AlSE AR e mold A g A E vla A s A

O

A7} SR AL A ZAL JGolA o

3t AN WGl o wmolHke 9l moldde] A

folulat a2 RATHEOD). AR N} 212
frefmE MakE BA] Atk (Table 7).

TIFAVETAR TA AR - AR - 24T A A
Feo] ol L s dolr ] 9Jske] COPM
o] IA L9} NSRS g vwst Ay, 5
=} W] AR - AR - A AL S NA fFeet
S 2183 TH(p<.01) (Table 8).

IFAEEANE TA A oAl &, FHAANE A
Ak Al 7R A et RSt Ao vl
A A}, AP AR AR TS S AL
A7t fejulatAl BREATHEL01) . ARF-E7Ee) 45
B0 FAHZA} APolo M= E HEHE Holx] gton]
frofu|gt Bisks Holx] okttt (Table 9).

Iv. o &

FI'E

Are 1A ERAE
T ARG, IR viAl=

27 2 o) seksol
g2 slohur] 91t}

[
bl
oy
&
off
d
)
ofy
2
=2
")
2
=
(o3
do ol
iy
rlo
o
&
llo

1o
=
rot
Ol
s
e

TEWHERAER Q8] olE 5 A SEe
ZA) Anct 4 F9 FAzANA FHA o8
E 5 l = folma

ATz} AN A9E E?,iE‘r(Cummms, Piek, & Dyck,
2005; Vanvuchelen et al., 2011; Tanta, Deitz, White,
& Billingsley, 2005). & 7oA A8 12199 of
SolA & 2431719 IuaeEE s, F
A€] 39 Hong¥ Kim(2009), Kim, Noh, Nam¥}
Kim (2012)2] a1+ ¥t} B9+, Hong® Kim(2009)
o TSk WSslel SHR PAEFRAL HE 9
8 AFHoE AT AAERAEI} Ao olehe
71EATE FEE o Bundy et al., 2007). Hong
2} Kim(2009), Kim 5-(2012), Hong?} Kim (2009) 2]
AT = A AT Hy 42 £ %l Hil+=
dglor} B 0w f2la Aol e ST,
B Ao FeIM 9] 33H Aske) FATA L
= fole Aol ARsgon, o) FrE T
3} 5591 AR oAl e FAE TRAER
29 AR ekt Aoz Aed

IFAAFIA R EEA G NI 9%
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3ol 34 ao] njHrh= AATe] el o
A= B52 BAH(Cotugno, 2009). B3 1572t
T RIS APk B W ol dsAES B
ol olsEd ¥ BT AE 7 ots = D
& Aty mo] Dol dish ool mitdsoe] St
shob= A9R9k Ak A2kE gR1skeIcH(Tanta et al.,

2005). T Eo)dstel| A molale} woldd 1%

Teto] éﬂr(Camden et al., 2012; Park & Lee,
2002). 4 £ 45 F A FHZAN ool
A5 2H9-0] 19| BHEol| MBS HoloL EAEA o=
QoluEA = oo} 1ENAETAE aIUF A H L
Uee & ‘ﬂé‘}oﬂ‘:}
TEAAEEA R} A
w7 9l COPMJ TR} J*Z?E Aol A
A S8F FA AL Tl Fold =
B AN 25HAsgsAE 218 AT
S5 ARSI o, ATl A 9} o] dHieke
ool 2 7] sl tiet 71 water, & AgtellA
= LEEjobe] e A-gol oist ?“: 135 Jo & Yoo,
Agejad oAl wkdAlofo}
EH/\]—OE PATAR A Eil%*ﬁ @%3 AL | ol

=

ﬂl1~
OJ.u
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Abstract

Effect of Sensory Integration Group Therapy on Sensory Processing, Peer
Interaction and Task Performance of Children With Intellectual
Disabilities

Choi, Ji—-Hyon®, M.S., O.T., Kim, Hee™, Ph.D., O.T., Lee, Jae—Shin™, Ph.D., O.T.
Yoo, Doo—Han", Ph.D., O.T.
“Daejeon Seogu Community Rehabilitation Center for the Disabled, Occupational Therapist

“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Konyang University, Professor

Objective : This study was designed to determine the effects of sensory integration group therapy with regard to
the sensory processing, peer interactions, and task performance, and whether they continue.

Methods : Twelve children aged 7 to 13 years enrolled in this study for 60 minutes per session, three times a week
for 8 weeks. Sensory integration group therapy consisted of a total of 24 activities that included sensory
processing, play skills, and interaction with peers. Short Sensory Profile was used to select subjects. In order to
measure the outcome, we used the Short Sensory Profile, Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale and Canadian
Occupational Performance Measure at pre, post, and follow—up evaluations. The results were analyzed by means
of repeated measures analysis, and the pre—test, post—test, and follow—up tests were compared using the
Wilcoxon matched—pair signed rank test.

Results : After sensory integration group therapy, sensory processing, peer interaction, and task performance
significantly improved(p<.05). In addition, we confirmed that the effects of treatment were maintained in the 4
weeks follow—up test.

Conclusion : Sensory integration group therapy is an effective way of mediating effects not only by improving
sensory processing skills, but also by providing imitation and training in groups for children in need of peer
interaction and linking them to daily life.

Key words : Sensory processing, Task performance, Sensory integration group therapy, Peer interaction, Intellectual
disability
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