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ol st Tt o= Foluh A4 Al W W
oft} sl TAE 7HeH 33 A3, ARslA] w1
B4, GdrtaE B A7 )E Folk ofelws &
F7rek TAE Fol DDl e A A5
A7) Zlo] H stttk (Ann, Miller, Milberger, &
MeclIntosh, 2004; Ayres, 1972; Dawson, & Watling,
2000; DeGangi, 1991).

w2 el g Brkehs 7P S% B4 wAE
FHaslslr] ffsl x| 5ol st JRE 73
o] AFeh= PAE xdE= Aotk (Dunn, & Oetter,
1991). =ellA] ARGE = F7EeT =S o ekl
Al 7 B7F =97 o] R AF| et Bl Tt
E& BEshE GRS SnkEA HYdste] el
Abgafjoksttt (Law, Baum, & Dunn, 2001; Lim, Park,
& Yoo, 2007).

U2 Ad=ollr SR sG] BT A
£ s 45 A3 722 2 91 (Sensory Profile;
SP)o] 61.2%% AFERIE7)F 7FE =& 2102 R yEQI o
m # P 2 0k2(Sensory Profile2; SP2) 7} 717
FAHDunn,2014; Yoo, Jung, Park, & Choi, 2006).

Dunnell <J8)l 7179 SSP2i= DSM-52] U$-2 wkdst
T 9low nja HA olstsle|A] A AHMEH Hof
(Autism Spectrum Disorder; ASD) 2] 7Fzka] 2ol thst
U 9 obgo] ARs|Rtol o] F7ket Akslel] A-3a7] flsh
2 2% 2% 2 7 (activity demand) ¥ 2+ (context) ©ll
%78 9=9lth(American Psychiatric Association
[APA], 2013). %8t 34850 7 A9 sz 2 vt
2 (Short Sensory Profile2; SSP2)+= 144 11717}t
A G7rek 4= Qlo] WEE LJE-L}"] (Short Sensory
Profile; SSP) X}t tf gl ATolA R} w27
H717} 7535l 2w Cronbach’s a/%k 79~930=%
70~.90]1 SSPE} FHof| tfel] T A =E Hltk
(Dunn, 2014).
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Ay Glon & AgelM AR SSP22] Bkl
et A= AFHA ASEHHKim, 2001; Kim, 2004;
Lim, Park, & Yoo, 2007). @&pA] # A= SSP2E
oA AREEE = QlEThel| HiEl] A dokE ) kgl
obz& e R AF Lo} s ool H7He19]
71% A5E AAstaA} gk
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TE Sl 7 7 g TR A9 ‘lE*}
ofdol WA ol Hor el diste] A
AL AT A WS 2 A7 AEE el
3] A oS dob Fele e F 113 HSITHIRB File
No. 2016—025) (Table 1).
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U} 774749 ols& thdo® SSP2E ol Ayt
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HAAFY] & 93~.970|H, Efd e .68~.879] =2 Gt
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3. &+ 2Ky
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o oz oz AR W,
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fius
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& B}l Gofjobs HeAE tiido S
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HAAE AFE T SSPE Kim(2001) 9] #els 3
VETE ARSIt

Table 1. General Characteristics of Children in Study (N=200)
Character Variables Normal (7=100) Disorder (17=100)
n (%) n (%)
Gender Male 54 (54.0) 56 (56.0)
Female 46 (46.0) 44 (44.0)
Age 3—5 yr 38 (38.0) 31 (31.0)
5=7 yr 25 (25.0) 31 (31.0)
7=9 yr 18 (18.0) 17 (17.0)
9-11 yr 13 (13.0) 9 9.0
11-13 yr 2 (2.0) 7 (7.0
13-14 yr 11 mo 4 (4.0) 5 (5.0
Gestational age Preterm 9 (9.0 37 (37.0)
Normal 90 (90.0) 59 (59.0)
Mature 1 (1.0 4 (4.0)
Disorder Normal 100 (100) - -
Cerebral palsy - - 51 (51.0)
Developmental disorder - - 28 (28.0)
Syndrome - - 7 (7.0
Others - - 14 (14.0)

Table 2. Item and Subscale of SSP2

Sensory processing

Behavioral responses associated
with sensory processing

Quadrant Number of item Quadrant Number of item
Seeking/seeker 5 Seeking/seeker 2
Sensitivity/sensor 5 Sensitivity/sensor 5
Registration/bystander 4 Registration/bystander 4
Avoiding/avoider 0 Avoiding/avoider 9
Total 14 Total 20

SSP2: Short Sensory Profile2
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TE #2423 SPSS Version 21.0 X2 7315 A3}
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2006). ¥ Bl e 59 ¢ 4SSl g
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t

om. g Zit

1. HEZZE 202 (Short Sensory Profil
e2; SSP2)9| ME & AT 21}

1) LHEYLX| = (Internal Consistency)

A QA AA F52 e gk 89% FRIHS
3L 7] oF A ERke gl WAl i o ik
925 YERHSIEH(Table 3).

2) AA-HZAL NEIE AZ
7Rt 12 o e AENREeele) 2
o] BIolA folgt AEPAE ERRITH Table 3).

2. HIEEZAZFE 2IiI2(Short Sensory Profil
e2; SSP2)Q| Etfd: A5 Zit

1) LI EFZZ(content validity)

(1) LI EtZE X4 (Content Validity Index; CVI)

ool Hg ¥ 465053004 5.0+
WA E) o} e FEHbedge] g 2
410.53°14 4.9£0.389]%1th g EFE A
= A 43 0.8394 1.00191H(Table 4).

2) EH E}E T (discriminant validity)

SSP29] 43} HS nlwst Ay} Aoz 747t
2|99 F A Bt 128.21+34.170] 3 Hofjo}
5o F A P 209.43+39.38% EAHoR 9
njgk 2ko] & Kotk gdetEel FH7hA ] oF i 8

SRR F A WS 121.20125.730]H, Aol

oE<] % A4 ATS 206.6547.38 ©F FAol5ol
A28 g PEue Gl AA Y59 7

ol e Hes wolon AR Fou]dt 2}
o5 XSt (Table 5).

Table 3. Internal Consistency and Test—Retest Reliability of SSP2 (N=38)
Sensory processing
Quadrant (subjects) Cronbach’s « Pearson correlation coefficient (1)
Seeking/seeker (5) 78 .903™
Sensitivity/sensor (5) 72 .890™
Registration/bystander (4) .83 .906™
Total .89
Behavioral responses associated with sensory processing
Quadrant (subjects) Cronbach’s « Pearson correlation coefficient (1)
Seeking/seeker (2) .76 875"
Avoiding/avoider (9) .83 .903™
Sensitivity/sensor (5) .84 972"
Registration/bystander (4) .68 .804™
Total .92

*p<.01
SSP2: Short Sensory Profile2
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Table 4. Content Validity Index of SSP2

(N=10)

Sensory processing

Behavioral responses associated

with sensory processing

Quadrant Quadrant
(the number of subjects) M D (the number of subjects) M D
Seeking/seeker (5) 4.6 53 Seeking/seeker (2) 4.7 .49
5.0 .00 4.9 .38
4.7 .49 - -
4.9 .38 - -
4.9 .38 - -
Sensitivity/sensor (5) 4.9 .38 Sensitivity/sensor (5) 4.4 .53
4.9 .38 4.9 .38
4.6 .53 4.7 .76
4.9 .38 4.7 49
4.7 .49 4.7 .49
Registration/bystander (4) 4.6 .53 Registration/bystander (4) 4.7 .49
4.6 .53 4.9 .38
4.6 .53 4.6 .53
4.7 .49 4.9 .38
Avoiding/avoider (0) - - Avoiding/avoider (9) 4.7 .49
- - 4.9 .38
- - 4.7 49
- - 4.7 .49
- - 4.7 .49
- - 4.7 49
- - 4.7 49
- - 4.7 .49
- - 4.9 .38
SSP2: Short Sensory Profile2
Table 5. Discriminant Validity of SSP2 (N=200)
Sensory processing
Quadrant Normal (n=100) Disorder (7=100) ;
M =* SD M =* SD
Seeking/seeker 133.60 £ 17.27 209.40 * 35.49 4.29™
Sensitivity/sensor 147.00 £ 44.30 208.20 = 38.49 2.33"
Registration/bystander 98.00 £ 13.83 211.00 = 55.30 3.96™
Total 128.21 £ 34.17 209.43 = 39.38 5.82™
Behavioral responses associated with sensory processing
Quadrant Normal (z=100) Disorder (2=100) ;
M £ SD M+ SD
Seeking/seeker 132.00 £ 8.48 196.00 £ 18.38 4.46"
Avoiding/avoider 131.11 + 31.26 206.77 £ 35.12 4.82™
Sensitivity/sensor 106.40 £ 12.89 226.00 = 82.29 3.21"
Registration/bystander 112.00 = 22.19 187.50 + 24.47 457
Total 121.20 £ 25.73 206.65 * 47.38 7.08

"p<.05 T p<.01 T p.001
SSP2: Short Sensory Profile2
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A=A A S 27 7HA HHE ARl oH

1 AT} fel3 ARRAE et 3 SSP2gl AR

Table 6. Convergent Validity of SSP2 (N=50)
Sensory processing
Pearson correlation coefficient ()
SSP2
SSP Seeking Sensitivity Registration SSP2
/seeker /sensor /bystander Total score

Tactile sensitivity 6527 548" .538™ 6777
Taste/smell sensitivity 724 272" .489™ 573"
Movement sensitivity 496" .305" 302" 435"
Under responsive/seeks sensation 756" 643" 768" .829™
Auditory filtering 775" .799% 736™ 897"
Low energy/weak .640™ 587 .844™ 775"
Visual/Auditory sensitivity 758" 533" 679" 756
SSP Total score 814 647" 757" 853"

Behavioral responses associated with sensory processing

Pearson correlation coefficient ()

SSP2
SSP Seeking/ Avoiding Sensitivity/  Registration SSP
seeker /avoider sensor /bystander  Total score
Tactile sensitivity 6617 7457 587" 514" 697"
Taste/smell sensitivity 527" 683" 537 413" 614
Movement sensitivity 4487 546" 353" 227" 4517
Underresponsive/seeks sensation 7847 .859" 620" 636 802"
Auditory filtering .824™ .866™ 780" 729" 874%
Low energy/weak .685" .699™ 596" 6127 705"
Visual/auditory sensitivity 811" .810™ 640" 578" 776
SSP Total score 814" 8877 708" 654" .846™

.05 T p<.01

SSP: Short Sensory Profile, SSP2: Short Sensory Profile2
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Abstract

Study to Reliability and Validity of Short Sensory Profile2

Bak, Ah-Ream®, M.S, O.T., Kim, Hee"*, Ph.D., O.T.,
Yoo, Doo-Han"**, Ph.D., 0.T., Cha, Tae-Hyun"""", Ph.D., O.T.
Dept. of Occupational Therapist, Daejeon Rehabilitation Hospital

“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Konyang University

Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Konyang University
““Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Konyang University

Objective: To present the reliability and validity of the SSP2 testing with typically developing children and
developmental disorder children.

Methods: Two groups of children, a 100 typically developing and 100 developmental disorder, were selected from
six different locations to test the reliability and validity of the translated version of SSP2.

Results: The internal consistency of sensory processing score of SSP2 was confirmed to be .89, and behavioral
responses associated with sensory processing was .92. The Test—retest reliability of sensory processing ranged
from .89 to .90, and behavioral responses associated with sensory processing ranged from .80 to 97 showing a
significant correlation. In discriminant validity, it showed a statistically significant difference. The coefficient
between the total score of sensory process of convergent validity was .85, and the correlation coefficient between
the total score of behavioral responses associated with sensory processing was .84, which indicates a high
correlation.

Conclusion: This study translated the SSP2 for checked its reliability and validity. as a result of the study, there
was a high level. Therefore it is deemed that SSP2 will be easy to use in clinical practice.

Key words: Children, Reliability, Validity
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