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3lth(Case—Smith, 2005). 3FA| 2k Aol ofz-& A14|4,
QAYEH, AR Ve §5 5] TAIE stuwedel I
o=t AT ofee-S BltH(Case—Smith, 2005;
Davies, Soon, Young, & Clausen—Yamaki, 2004). tf
TAOo 7 XA Aol Wl Aulz] dikglolE & 4= 9lon

.1

o]5& oA S X FE AR A 7P Ho) vk
= Aol th(Kim & Kim, 2010). ©]5-S 8t 4=
o osl= A &80l vlgl 4 Ajlel| ofsh= A
< o]y 93} (Case—Smith & O'Brien, 2010; Coster,
1998; Coster, Mancinin, & Ludlow, 1999; Kim, 2004,
Mancini, Coster, Trombly, & Heeren, 2000).

WHS 7o 7 Sk st Ak x| ZAH(school—based
occupational therapist) = el oFg-& 81 2 1]ghe]
A Ao TAY AT WA LA 0T HojA]
71 A& H3EE grh(Case—Smith & O'Brien, 2010).

a2)7] S ol ok ol el 9L F %
Q= QoS AA Ao TFA o7 Frlsh= 7)_1% 32
Aot (Coster, 1998). sivkahd A A A o]1 E22Q1
Byl AAe X248 53 gio] DAl 24 A

H| 29 7]RES ws)|E Wtk ofue} 24 07 o2
50l At 2 Bl 7198 5= 917] wlwo]
t}(Clark & Coster, 1998).
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25 TS| @l okl H3E 7)sellvt Ak 2
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do] At (Doble, Bonnell, & Magill—Evans, 1991;
Tan, 2002). tlEo] Wsleh= A5 deivels
k=t SA7E Qo MER B7FeTe] Be/do] A
2} 73z2%7] AFEFATHAOTA, 2002; Jeong, 2006).
olef wt 7]&e] /e TR AlshS Hekste] gt
Aol obss TAAo® H/FE 4 9l School
Function Assessment (SFA)7} 7= St (Coster,
1998; Coster, Deeney, Haltiwanger, & Heley, 1998;
Haley, Coster, & Faas, 1992). SFAE= 58S tid
© 7 3k= 3 " (top—down approach) o] =4 2+
Z AR HoFe stardslell A ofEel 71e Al Vs A
I§ e 7Y s AAA, g ow Priet
Foluk, wak Wrhdske Brhz o) 7157

ek FQe HES 49T 5 9L A91e] 2

P

l-fE

30
i rr
)
= % :

—{> l

Al
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91r£’4 AR e A vlolA= 483 7“}
(Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales) 9} SFAS] F+
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AR M7= A A+ (International ]

Classification of Disease; ICD) 102} 7§42 2] A xt7]

Fol 27510 bAoA A Aol L AN W AN, G BEFAGIe] A Yoo A

-

ol = Ak ofF-& AxpA o7 AT, S =5
ols A EAtel o5l AAE st A5 XA AHETE ARSHE Flo] 7hssh olgelA] wAI7E &
—3%(Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—III; = ¢

s Y9 GsT399S Fal Bk AEsH
K-WISC-ID7 dAA5#57F 35014 70°] sid = BrrkowA g9 7lsARl FdlsHe & 7 itk
I RSAE tito 2 AAIsE K-SMS A} AF AL R4 SFA2] W& YA %+ Cronbach @ Al .92~.98% H]
(SQ7F 25%ell] 74802 A% Yl T35 Aol H WA YA AR e} 28 moln] AX-AAA ] tigt
ol e = ols2 AH7|F XA AT AE7F= Pearson A AFE .80~.990]tH(Coster, 1998).
of A%t obFe] Bt W @l - SFuAkel A4 W
o EE sk Al 5243 AA 9F T2 A¥eka 2) HSAZLA
FOlE I ozl skelo] ARSIt T At 7k Yo, (Korean—Adaptive Behavior Scale; K—ABS)
23R, K-=WISC—II A A5HAAG, AFAY, St AE=(1990) 0] =ujel|x] EF3st 48 BF AA
Fol| m zlo)7} QlEA] Lok SleiA T4 s = U glelA ol obse A8BE S-S S8l Bol
ANE Adp A H 0 7 Fo5 AJo|7} ATHP>.05).  A}gE T 9tk ALHEAA= 5719 sk Lol Aol
STEE, A S5 719 2 ARSI A9, AFS) 4]
2. 94 &+ A8, N9 Agow FEET K-ABSE /i
FAAF s, BN, ATt =& o
1) School Function Assessment (SFA) = RuHgom(Fe, 1990), o] e 2 WA
Coster 5(1998)¢] 93} ute SFAL 253Hy< YA Cronbach zi=, 2585 YA 2=.853,
o s stuaraleA ofEe] 715A0l 7% Al ¢ T HE FFoINT @=.877°Ith

Table 1. General Characteristics of Subjects (N=49), N (%)
.. Intellectual Disability Pervasive Developmental Delay
Characteristics (n=34) (n=15)
Gender Male 20(40.82) 9(18.37)
Female 14(28.57) 6(12.24)
Age 8 years 9(18.37) 3 (6.12)
9 years 6(12.25) 3 (6.12)
10 years 4 (8.17) 3 (6.12)
11 years 2 (4.08) 0 (0.00)
12 years 6(12.25) 3 (6.12)
13 years 7(14.28) 3 (6.12)
Grade 1~3 21(42.85) 9(18.36)
4~6 13(26.54) 6(12.25)
Occupied area Seoul 17(34.70) 10(20.40)
Gyeonggi—do 17(34.70) 5(10.20)
Classroom Regular classroom 34(69.38) 15(30.62)
type Special educational classroom 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00)
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3 ARld=TdAL
(Korean Social Maturity Scale; K—SMS)
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B ol A= SPSS Version 12.0 T2 732 o]-&
sto] zkgzol tist BARRAS AAIECh AdFEAl
gt Aas FA6H7] 218 AREE T AIARD RS
S} 2ok AA, 29 SFAS FABYES 5]
9ate] K—ABS9F K—SMS9Fe] A#3#A1E Pearson
HEFIATE 3l AT =4, =% SFAY
7 EFE A ek 2k ol st kol 7) QA &
obr7] Slall HHEE ¢ S ARt EAEIth 1
231§ SFAZF 2|2l obEat ARbA i)
o5 drpt & hEste] FEA] dotry] fjste] &
BT AR, AAF-AZAL 2lE E Yl

KX =
= -

A AE T E otr 7] 9)sto] Pearson 2E/a
(e}

m A5 Zaf
1. 2F=2# SFAQ| EIZT 45

1) EHEIZE 45

=9 SFASF K—-ABS, K—SMS9}e] AaaA=
gt Az}, sk SFAS] 99 1~1M19] 7} 442 94
£ kst EARGS TG K-ABSS] vl w2k
Pearson AAIGE 8407 EA|Z 07§23 Akt
S YF) 3k s SFAS 1~119] 7 9919
g e FARTY T899 K-SMSE ARs]A]
F(SQ) 2] Pearson A¥AIG= 7707 BAK R
T3t A7 AREAE ®tH(Table 2) (p<.01).
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Hg BolrEe o kot AR O folat Ao
= 9eieh(p>.05).

QoI 119] WE olelit A7) opgo] At
Sl olath B S SES HelFG0
AAYEFH T AGAAN FARH O Fol

"
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ol
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o

2t

o5 HATH(p<.05).

QI AAA 4] BFFAFINN BEIAA 2
A, AR, 719} uka)7), o) atel, A o=
2)7], 27] Gl ks W) offol

1w

TR o] 0] 13k

8
A5 of
EASH 0 fol3t Aol

Table 2. The Relationships Among Korean Version SFA, K—ABS, and K—SMS

K—-ABS

K-SMS

Korean version SFA

.84

a7

p<.01

Table 3. The Difference Between Intellectual Disability and Pervasive Developmental Delay on the Korean Version SFA

(N=49)

. ID (n=34) PDD (#=15)
Korean version SFA W+ Sh W+ SD F D
Partl Participation 68.03 £ 10.81 66.53 = 8.35 .283 .597
PartII Physical assistance 69.24 £ 11.72 65.87 £ 8.82 .985 .326
Task Physical adaptation 74.27 £ 14.29 70.80 £ 10.94 .697 408
support Cognitive/behavior assistance  54.55 = 9.61 48.80 £ 10.56 3.469 .044
Cognitive/behavior adaptation 60.94 £ 12.82 5240 £ 11.06 4.963 .031
PartIll Travel 90.88 * 9.54 85.67 * 11.75 3.077 .086
Physical ~ Maintaining and changing position 90.00 = 11.81 85.33 £ 10.15 1.666 .203
tasks Recreational movement 69.91 = 14.09 65.67 = 10.29 1.062 .308
Manipulation with movement 71.44 £ 8.28 7320 £ 8.07 .488 488
Using materials 71.09 = 11.20 73.07 £ 12.86 216 .644
Setup and cleanup 7091 = 778 69.20 + 8.54 413 523
Eating and drinking 85.74 £ 12.69 8840 £ 14.68 .339 .563
Hygiene 75.88 £ 11.37 71.87 £ 13.31 1.155 .288
Clothing management 79.71 £ 15.49 81.80 £ 17.64 127 723
Up/down stairs 95.32 £ 11.12 97.60 £ 9.30 151 .699
Written work 59.06 * 18.23 60.53 * 21.59 .030 .863
Computer use 67.74 = 17.01 7227 £ 14.86 .630 431
PartIll Functional communication 63.97 £ 12.65 5853 £ 13.99 1.552 219
Cognitive/ Memory and understanding 72.15 £ 16.69 6860 £ 17.87 AT77 1493
behavior  Rollowing social conventions ~ 55.24 £ 10.90 51.80 + 14.76 715 402
tasks  Compliance with adult directives 63.76 * 13.89 5527 + 12.07  3.936 033
Task behavior/completion 55.76 £ 11.93 49.00 £ 10.59 3.554 .045
Positive interactions 59.09 £ 13.62 49.20 £ 19.08 4.135 .048
Behavior regulation 57.09 £ 10.48 47.33 £ 9.22 9.281 .004
Personal care awareness 66.85 £ 13.29 59.20 £ 20.61 .041 841
Safety 62.32 * 15.85 61.27 * 21.68 2.456 124

ID: Intellectual Disability, PDD: Pervasive Developmental Delay
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= ST (p>.05). I A &-57] A SE3Y
o1 9] thi-E2] shel@oll A A Aol ofso] kol
obFRTH U w75 A FAFEY] AdE B
om 53], o] 29 AA| YW sty 41F] w7, A8 Eet
4, 5784 A, BEdl sldEelA AT
Aow Folet Aol7k YATHp<.05) (Table 3).

53k S SFAS YPEAS B3l 7 ehe Pl

A3t BB SARE O oS AL (p<.05) =]
A= 1.1040]1M Wilks' Lamdat= 48013 33
“~(canonical correlation coefficient)+= .73°]31c}. 3
TAe Eslo] A= P ol 8slo] ks sl B
S o, AA A EFES 87.8%¢]UcH(Table 4).
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1) AA-MZAN AR
syt SFAS] AA-AEAE AlEE 345 98t
Pearson ¥4 A3, 2t G Pearson A3+

18

U 2 2 = oo o2
o
o2
S 12
o =2
B
o
)
3t
_Q,

7 , B AAA A =

gAollx] .90, AAZ A bﬁ_ FGelMelA 91, 99

Tedado)A 90, QA3 LA 1A

oIl SErAgA 2] AAZ 7

TGN 94 ORJ 3 BHA| S ellA] 8328
FAA LR Folstdh(p<.0D) (Table 5).

2) SERRE MBI

Sh=3k SFAS] F7EAE A1F| % 2498 1519 Pearson

PhiA Ay} 7 99 Pearson A#HAIGE 991 7
7 Dol .95, G AAA Al EgF el
q .75, /ﬂiﬂx—?ﬂrxﬂ A G oMol 81, AT A
o GYellA 77, AABF A A WY
c—’ﬂ"ﬂ’ﬂ 8230k Y9 SEr3PG e A4 A 5

B9 elA 96, JAABE FA| TGN 9207
A 07 {23t (p<.01) (Table 5).

oz
o)
;@

Table 4. Discriminant Validity Between Intellectual Disability and Pervasive Developmental Delay on the Korean Version SFA

(N=49), N (%)

) Group
Subjects
ID PDD
ID 34(100.0) 30(88.2) 4(11.8)
PDD 15(100.0) 2(13.3) 13(86.7)
ID: Intellectual Disability, PDD: Pervasive Developmental Delay
Table 5. Test—retest Reliability and Interrater Reliability of Korean Version SFA
Test—retest reliability Interrater reliability
Korean version SFA Pearson correlation Pearson correlation
coefficient coefficient
Partl Participation .89 95"
PartII Physical assistance .90™ 75"

Task support Physical adaptation 91 .81
Cognitive/behavior assistance .90 N
Cognitive/behavior adaptation .95 .82

PartI Physical tasks .94 .96
Activity
performance Cognitive/behavior tasks 837 927
.01
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Abstract

Validity and Reliability of the Korean Version
of the School Function Assessment

Shin, Ye-Na*, M.S., O.T., Park, Soo-Hyun"*, Ph.D., Psy.,
Lee, Ji-Yeon™, Ph.D., O.T., Park, Ji-Hyuk™**, Ph.D., O.T.
"Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Brain Sensory Integration Developmental Institute
“Dept. of Psychology, College of Liberal Arts, Yonsei University
“*Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Dongnam College

sk

Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Yonsei University

Objective : This study aimed to examine the validity and reliability of the Korean version of the School Function
Assessment (SFA).

Methods : A total of 49 elementary school children participated in the study. Among them, 35 were diagnosed with
an intellectual disability, and 14 were diagnosed with a pervasive developmental disorder. To verify the criterion
validity, their scores on the Korean version of the SFA were compared to the Korean version of the Adaptive
Behavior Scale (School Edition; ABS-SE) and the Korean version of the Social Maturity Scale (K-SMS). A
discriminant analysis was conducted to examine if the SFA can discriminate between the two clinical diagnosis
groups. In addition, the test—retest reliability and interrater reliability were assessed.

Results : The validity of the criterion was supported through a significant correlation with the ABS-SE (=.84) and
K=SMS (r=.77). In addition, a discriminant analysis was able to significantly predict the group membership of the
students based on their SFA scores. The results show that the test—retest reliability and interrater reliability
ranged between (r=.83 to .95) and (r=.75 to .96), respectively, for the three subscales of the SFA.

Conclusion : These results have contributed to an accumulation of validity and reliability evidence for the Korean
version of the SFA, and suggest that this functional assessment may be effectively utilized as a valid instrument

in clinics and schools.

Key words : Korean version of the School Function Assessment, Reliability, Validity
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