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2001; Chung, 2005; Crocker & Algina, 1986; Michell,
1997; Stevens, 1946). ®ut olyz} £4-2 FYsiH e}
EAZGE NS 28 A A gurk £
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2l : 74] 2] (fit statistics) #9F of
g} EEdo] =9 “r"iﬁ} A= ol tf gt BFEE Al
F3l=Bond & Fox, 2007).
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square) 7} .75 w]Rto] At} 1.3 o] wff F-A 3 5 =
Hxhsl EH’\]‘X]-E XA ]_oﬂr,]. EE‘o‘]. a}_ﬂ%}j‘o 3l ol
B2 =5 8 (rating scale model) & ©]-&-38}o] 742 =]
23 BAE Ak B A 2] AR 7]
AZA 2 HtzprE 2.0 ofstolAY Bt SHA7F
TFA Al ML S Holx= A%, wA WA (step

2] A4 (item separation), thAHAF #2]#] 4= (person

separation) 7} 32 745 A glsto] X EE A=A st

AT 1).

calibration) 7] 1.0 23 o4 5.0 24 o3}l F¢-=
Agtel AR B oth(Linacre, 2002). #4188 25w 1. HUXRE2Y Hekd 24
A7 e AF, 2A e o] AR (k—1) Ee o]F A
k+D & 247 Fato] ARAE Y A HTFE T8 ANkA kol ol 20488 Tk o 7 wlatd v
Sk o W5 A3 (category fit) 7F 1.0l 7MY &5 & Al A A7 237) 5 (184%) 0] F4] st A1 e
B2 AZT200) BNE 821 S
PRk U2 4] 4 (infit) 9] 4 34| (outfit)
B AT A} yASS Bt A2} 7%k
6 .67 —4.8 74 -3.2
20 1.31 2.0 1.31 1.7
35 1.49 3.9 1.53 3.4
37 1.34 3.5 1.46 3.7
48 .57 -6.4 .65 —4.4
50 .62 -5.3 .60 —4.5
60 1.37 2.2 1.13 7
71 1.30 3.1 1.26 2.1
79 1.35 3.1 1.49 3.3
84 1.31 2.7 1.40 2.7
89 73 -3.6 T4 -2.8
95 72 -3.8 70 -3.3
96 .66 —-4.9 .69 =35
97 75 -3.0 83 -16
99 .66 =27 .60 -2.8
101 73 -3.8 71 -3.6
103 .68 -4.6 67 —-4.0
104 .55 -5.9 51 -5.2
107 .66 -5.1 .65 —4.4
108 73 -3.6 75 —2.6
115 1.32 3.8 1.27 2.8
118 1.79 7.4 1.85 6.9
125 1.34 2.3 1.31 1.8
*SEH T = 722 2wl o] Fghi ot}
AT FEFE WG TA G 23k 2.0 o1, Ho AR} 75 ek 1.3 o4
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Al ot A 7 8 58 A5A) B S alof g 3. ™A T (Rating scale model) &4
ok’ & R ATH I 2).

ARH o A zade] Ard Fe] dole A AR sel HAH R A S B Y8 Bt
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Abstract

Validation of the Sensory Profile for Korean Children With
Pervasive Developmental Disorder

Park, Kyoung-Young ", Ph.D., O.T., Yoo, Eun-Young" ", Ph.D., O.T.,
Jung, Min-Ye**, Ph.D., O.T., Park, Soo-Hyun"*, Ph.D.,
Lee, Jae-Shin***, Ph.D., O.T., Park, So-Yeon"***, Ph.D., P.T.
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Kyungdong University
**Dept. of Occupational Therapy, College of Health Sciences, Yonsei University
“*Dept. of Occupational Therapy, College of Medical Sciences, Konyang University

Kook

Dept. of Physical Therapy, College of Alternative Medicine, Jeonju University

Objective : The purpose of this study was to verify the construct validity of the Sensory Profile in a sample of
children diagnosed with Pervasive Developmental Disorder (PDD).

Methods : Parents of 162 normal children and 204 children with Pervasive Developmental Disorder (PDD)
between the ages of 3 and 5 participated in this study. The construct validity of the Sensory Profile was
investigated using Rasch analysis. Rasch analysis was used to identify unidimensionality, item difficulty, and
validation of the rating scale.

Results : The results of Rasch analysis showed that 23 misfit items and item difficulty of the Sensory Profile
was lower than the sensory processing level of Pervasive Developmental Disorder (PDD). As such, items of
high—level of difficulty are needed as new items of the Korean Sensory Profile. A 3—point rating scale of the
Sensory Profile was found to be more appropriate than the original 5—point scale.

Conclusions : Finally, 4 items on the sedentary factor and 23 misfit items were eliminated, then the 5—point
rating scale was converted into a 3—point rating scale. Further studies are needed in order to establish the
clinical utility of the Korean Sensory Profile for children with Pervasive Developmental Disorder (PDD). New

items of a high—level of difficulty and new cutoff values using a 3—point rating scale is needed.

Key words : Construct validity, Pervasive Developmental Disorder, Rasch analysis, Sensory Profile
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