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2000; Alphen, Halfens, Hasman, & Imbos, 1994).
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Velozo & Peterson =Q1(## 764))  University of Illincis at Chicago

H1gEe AR, BoleE Fiko] B ¥

2001 (N=106) Fear of Falling Measure o @& AFH FAIl=AF
Hart & Wright, Aggrt Self-report health status, Agzel Blgr  AZ"  Functional Health
2002 (N=92,343) PF-10, Oswestry, Neck Status(FHS-36)7} 7Rt 52 o|n ZHFE
Disability Index, Lysholm Knee 2 ZE%4 2 Za7cle] 44 alAaA
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WOMAC: Western Ontario McMaster Osteoarthritis Index
NDB: National Data -Bank for Rheumatic Diseases
HAQ: Health Assessment Questionnaire
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Abstract
A Review of the Application Rasch Analysis for Rehabilitation Outcome Measure

Lee, Jae-Shin*, Ph.D., O.T., Park, So-Yeon**, Ph.D., P.T.
*Dept. of Occupational Therapy. Konyang University
**Seiyon Child Development Center

This paper reviews recent advances that have been made in the field of theory, application of Rasch analysis.
Most outcomes measures in the health care are based on an ordinal scale rather than an interval or ratio
scales on the score. It's limitation is that sample-dependent, in that all statistics are confounded with the
particular sample of patients who completed the assessment.

Rasch analysis has been increasingly advocated and used in health care especially rehabilitation, In this analy-
sis, the ordinal data are converted to interval scales expressed as logit. It was used to examine the overall
quality of the existing instruments, and develop the new instruments. To determine if the items formed a
unidimensional measure. Also, it's model implies a consistent relationship between a person’s ability and
item difficulty and the probability of giving a certain answer to a test item. The scale is reliable and sensi-
tive to change during hospital rehabilitation; the scale is also a valid measure of the patient status both be-
fore and after rehabilitation programs. The Rasch analysis based on IRT provides powerful new tools to oc-
cupational therapy in rehabilitation.
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