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AN ety AZE ot EdAAA GRS R IGX B AT
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EZ : glo|zAEd PFof vt THRAAE £4517] Y3 Yonsei Lifestyle Profile-Values (YLP-V)9]
TR =S A =S HSoH
FER 22 BlMA] 710 S5 T 554 olde] A GARE] A FALHA 9 el 30078 o=
YLP-VE ARgste] 2t2E 43 }5&‘:}. THE AEE 71e8A, APV, 2UE84S AAISHIH
[RIEAME QRIFtE 42 I3 244 QQEAF 4717 AAEA(HL ], ASH 8%, Ak 82,

o582l thet &R1A QRIEAE Bl Hlwsta Bg/dE RISk

¥ ERIHS B9t BAF QRIEA Al YLP-VY E(activity, 5w3), F(interest, 42%), 24

(opinion, 9204 HEFHNA 0.4 o] FolgZ 2= AL SRIsrh SR14 QR4 At

o]%Q909l HE(x* = 164.58", degree of freedom = 117, root mean square error of approximation =

O

Oil

0.05, standard root mean residual = 0.04, comparative fit index = 0.95, Turker Lewis index =
0.93)°] 7F f<=stA YrebgTh
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%l Y= € = Aol BXYE EolollA 83t 82l
2 A1 It Haapasalo et al., 2018). o]&#gt
Zo|IAEIUL AR tE 7lQ1e] WA HjF T} 71| A
A7} E3tEo] P50 = HHEY| HEo] B ASHU
o] o]FofAof gitKLim et al., 2023). 230z
719} AHd F84e Yetdl= 7ERIAIAZE 73Rt 2
O|ZAEUY} AT 4= Qlth= oA F83 oujE
ZY=tHCepni et al., 2021).

A7& AR = Bo|ZARY-2 dAdolA SHAH

ojFoRl= AAIEE, AsH 29, 59, LB HE
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B B AZEEA| 27 419 o] LAERY o]
278 W sjHsta ok

glo] T Aeto]| tht LA P upAE, ALEjst
AR =

ofof| A ZJo|E]o] P om|E WHE|o] gO
o, o]F A= 7} ol 2] Fokal Utk Adler &
Ansbacher, 1969; Lazer, 1963; Weber, 1968). <
Aol A= Aol AgstaA ARt =& AHlshH 7t
A3, 444 50| HrdE o] 2 S48 R19] FkS ot
A== Aoz HolE . QrKPark et al., 2019). ©]
AE go|ZAEY 7 A= thojAQl W8S 2get
I lof 7i1S) AAA Bl digt SEd A= A9
St A9 "RoAS AJABEAL UtKKris-Etherton et
al., 2022).

7] AE tF= TRt EolollA= Bl EX
= 7H glo|mAEUS HWUs| £7d57] 21t BRA0]
A71=) 2 Atk Abel, 1991; Mollborn & Lawrence,
2018; Obidovna & Sulaymonovich, 2022). Berkman
9} Gilson (1978)2 o] ZAELY Z753} FA oA 7]l
9] P& ofuzt 159 7H, B4 5= wtdste S
A2l 5= olsfcl] SRt Fel BR/S AESIH
2L A7 2rolZAErdolA FHR1e] ZEAA|I A (values
system)©]] 58S Tl SHT 4 U= Yonsei Lifestyle
Profile-Value (YLP-V)7} 7&=o] R 1= ATHLim

et al., 2023). YLP-V 72 o] ZAEd FAHo
A wAIE B4o] 7538t Plummer (1974)2] AIO
(activities, interests, opinions) 7|H-& 7|9t02 7{dt
H3lom, AR tE 7Qlo] gto]ZAEIIAA Fol9
7HE T F85H o7 A1 ASHoE A8
U= AES 7T ol= 773Rt Blo]mAEUOA F
[AIEE QY] S5 Pe= 23 WHeEkZ olsfT
= Qo= HojlA A% 5 3% 7d(Harris & Guten,
1979)3} A3 7H A7 eol UAHE ol
s Aoz mE

EREZLERE

A5 APAT-EolA A 2o Higt 4o
2 519 dYol digt A7t AgekEA] 92 A7t Al
shgoz HaEo] olof tfgt 1127} HasitHReise et
al., 2010), 0|9} Zo] Ak} SR Aol Hhgt AA
ARl A S FASHL B S EAlehe A2 A-8A4
UE H7HeTEE YSok= AoltHDunn & McCray,
2020). wHEhA] go]mAEIS] Adat 7HQ19] ZHAIA
of 2HE £ %l YLP-VY gy A5 SH=ET
o] BF3/d 50l olFo|AA] & A7olA ol FAA
2A0® IAE FH] s 4AQl HAjolot,
£ e S8R 9 Q159 A7 Sol AR
A ZHIAAE S45k= YLP-VE] TAERG TS} A1F =
£ ASotaAt gttt olF S8l YLP-VE] 74 79 <
e} 2AE nhAsk A3E3E 95t gto| ZAEY

FHS Aot A5 A 2L olad ek
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1. g4

B ATE A AT T4 L =912
Koz A% eolmiekele] MIH JHIAAS S5t
& YLP-ve TAEESt ARES A5 ol W
£4 golch

Ref

2. A+

2 At 224 gEE 9ol dAlthe e A+-&9 9
Y3 (Institutional Review Board, IRB)S] 491-& Hto}
P8I THIRB Q1S 1041849-202207-SB-135-
03). Ao 22l 2417 71HEE= B D)
o 525 oF 1607 Ho| 2AHE-S S8t 28
QA RA} Hof9] HA71E2 TF 554 ool A GALS]
AF F0EA, 22 92 277 e A A B
olsfigtal A} Fofo] Fo3t A IO R SIGITE =
2Rl RAR= HIZEH BEHOZ AL Fojd] Bolgt

AFRE tde = 2022 12¢€95H 2023 1€971A] 213
=om, & 3009 Eof Js) A=t Y=
eaiel 24} Folafe] B AP 6233430k I
0 BEL 55~64417F 200%(66.7%)°02 7H Bk
o} e Wzt ool 27 150%(50.00 02 o]
7} k. W8 S22 isHel 2038(67.3%), 7AF
e FAEAV1168(38.7)02 71 ge Aoz
S| K Table 1).

78 So| IAERUO| A ZHR A A
g SAY 4 9= YLP-VE ARESHtHLim et al,,

2023). YLP-Vi= o] ZAetY 24 whojlA] v|A[H
Bxo] 7F53%t Plummer (1974)29] AIO 7|®HE 7]4to
2 7d=ERlen, 59 8213 dE 7l F 2401 £
o= =0 Utk o] E+t= ok 8212 V(&
[activity], ¥H[interest], &]Z[opinion])oll tHet 7do]
HtgE|o] Eo = /= o] qlom, 7+ Z3to gt 7t
AAA B=E 58 =2 S 4 ks Bl
TEE= Zro|ZABKUf et ZHAAIE wHgstH, &

Table 1. Participant Characteristics (N = 300)
Demographic information Category Value
Age (yr) 62.33 + 5.55
55~64 200 (66.7)
Age range (yr) 65~74 91 (30.3)
=75 9 (3.0)
Male 150 (50.0)
Sex
Female 150 (50.0)
<FElementary school 2 (0.7)
Middle school 7 (2.3)
Education
High school 88 (29.3)
>College school 203 (67.7)
Metropolitan 95 (31.7)
Provincial big city 72 (24.0)
Residential area
Medium-sized cities 116 (38.7)
Country side 17 (5.7)

Values are presented as mean * standard deviation or n (%). The sum of the percentages does not equal

100% because of rounding.
SD: standard deviation
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57} s 71 S50] we a% ofmjgte}. YLP-V
Z2A] 1L diulo] ZAE &35
S =T WEEREE Al= 0.89, 4 0

T 0.42, ¥OI= 0.7602 &2 %lil =5 HYHLim
et al., 2023) (Appendix).

4. Ay
" AEe 7164, A7 5w differential
item functioning, DIF), W& &4 AlFz, g
Q9184 (exploratory factor analysis)@} &21& Q9]
EX(confirmatory factor analysis)& AAISIHL} 4
e Aw9] 7148A9} 412 == SPSS WIN 26.0 (IBM
Corp.), DIFi= WINSTEPS (5.4.2.0), 89142 Mplus
5.2 (Muthén, 2016)5 ArEsI3L} DIFE YLP-VY &
2435%o] /o] BAgle] Y5 SHE=AE HS
sttt DIF A% DIF contrasts 7|22 DIF >
0.64 504 AEEE= AoF TtstFHLinacre,
2015). 8R1EA2 39 F 30059 EE HolHE
A QRIEA 1505450.0%), 14 2R1E4 150
F(50.0%)% 29| Edste] AAIsHSI.

A QRIEAL YLP-V 7Y A0 7|9kt a1+
ZE 7917 Yo EHS|A(target rotation)S F-&
gla] QIR E gAGIIA} S THLIm & Lee, 2019).
F4E 20329 9u] QU&= 4= fls ZHYEO|
O]—L] E]—___ oﬂEﬂoﬂ/\-] =2 E_‘é} TS ]-Z] 7:]0 _'lﬂ]—!
991 Bslgo| 0.4t 22 TS Myers
et al., 2015; Watson, 2017). BE¥3|AS £ 4=
[RAFEe} TFoE IR QRIEAE AASHIH.

== AA

Model A

Unidimensional Model

Model B
Second-Order Model

o202 471K9] AR T2 3 Ql(unidimensional
model), A% 8°9l(second-order model), TEA I 2
H(multiple dimensions model), 015221 X @(bifactor
model)o]l tiet BE-& #5319 Brunner et al., 2012)
(Figure 1). g4I QT H(Maximum Likelihood,
ML= AR&-SHIH

[RNEAA 7P A3ttt HES Ash] sl 7to]
AF2 (D, ANAFAS2] comparative fit index
(CFI = 0.09), Turker Lewis index (TLI = 0.09),
&3R4 root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA)} standard root mean residual (SRMR)
(<0.06 9<r, <0.08 ¥2) BRISIFHHU & Bentler,
1999). E3t o8 et BA A Hdof et A A%t
= gudsty| Q8 HEAS Akaike information
criterion (AIC) ¥ Bayesian information criterion
(BIC), sample-size adjusted BIC (ABIC) FEHA|+E
SRISHATHA S 32 7H5 A3 (Gibbons et
al., 2009).

M. A5t Zat
1. 7128
Z 3005 i Hlo[go4] TR ot i 13
HE 2°ﬂ ot ] ]TLJE. Z3N= Table 200 AAISHA
ot} 2 959 HAEkS Sample 1 (V= 150)904]

2.79~4.13, Sample 2 (N = 150)°14 2.92~4.05& Y
ERdtt FiAE AESH 23} Sample 1914 9w -0.78~

Model C

Multiple Dimensions Model

Model D
Bifactor Model

é%%@

Figure 1.

Factor Structure for Competition Model
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0.56, A& -0.74~1.93, Sample 2°4 = -0.82~
0.00, FE -0.55~1.698 RF 7|Z2A(= 3.0, =
10.008 23sHA] ot A4 7H82 355HtHKline,
2016). DIF 5% 23}, DIF contrast A4== Sample 1]
A FAd 28 item 5, 23)°] =2 EFOE YET
Sample 2= 94 188 item 13)7 94 18 item
DollA ZH2F =2 £ 2 YEHTHDIF = 0.64).

ElS ARgSo] EA5199tHTable 3). ZH#34AS 283t
B2 QRIRA0 HgE |4k 1% = 466.09 (df =
207, p < 0.001), RMSE = 0.09 (90% CI = 0.08~0.10),
CFI = 0.84, TLI = 0.79, SRMR = 0.054=% AIQFe &
7|0l Fot=A] oottt HHEI|H| wE YLP-VY &
Atz ERPHo] opd PHo] FolgE Yetl= 4

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Differential Item Functioning Analysis

Item

Sample 1 (V = 150)

Sample 2 (V = 150)

Mean + SD Skew Kurt DIF Mean + SD Skew Kurt DIF
1 3.57 £ 0.85 -0.75 0.90 -0.30 3.50 + 0.86 -0.72 0.26 -0.65%
2 3.54 + 0.77 -0.48 0.20 0.00 3.65 + 0.68 -0.54 0.25 0.12
3 3.45 £ 0.82 -0.28 -0.21 0.49 3.40 £ 0.78 -0.50 0.19 -0.41
4 3.41 £ 0.76 -0.28 -0.49 -0.18 3.55 + 0.71 -0.67 0.61 0.20
5 2.79 £ 1.06 0.22 -0.46 0.67° 2.92 + 1.02 0.04 -0.60 -0.09
6 3.41 £ 0.79 -0.64 0.52 -0.08 3.39 + 0.74 -0.47 -0.03 0.26
7 3.09 + 0.94 -0.27 -0.80 -0.14 3.10 £ 0.94 -0.15 -0.74 -0.61
8 3.91 + 0.70 -0.46 1.13 0.07 3.94 + 0.67 -0.71 2.09 0.09
9 3.58 + 0.82 -0.48 0.40 -0.27 3.62 + 0.74 -0.61 0.071 -0.53
10 3.27 £ 0.81 -0.24 0.16 -0.34 3.27 + 0.77 -0.17 0.18 0.05
11 3.65 + 0.74 -0.81 1.42 -0.35 3.69 + 0.74 -0.51 0.15 -0.24
12 3.72 + 0.76 -0.68 0.83 0.26 3.71 + 0.67 -0.48 0.37 0.51
13 3.73 + 0.74 -0.31 -0.02 0.22 3.69 + 0.67 -0.07 -0.15 0.76°
14 3.72 + 0.70 -0.35 0.13 0.11 3.63 £ 0.74 -0.14 -0.23 0.44
15 3.71 + 0.71 -0.39 0.14 0.00 3.71 + 0.69 -0.25 0.03 -0.09
16 4.12 + 0.71 -0.40 -0.20 0.39 4.05 + 0.62 -0.03 -0.42 0.20
17 4.06 + 0.67 -0.33 0.09 -0.10 3.99 £ 0.61 0.00 -0.29 0.05
18 4.08 + 0.70 -0.23 -0.53 -0.49 3.93 + 0.73 -0.29 -0.17 0.13
19 4.09 + 0.63 -0.23 0.11 -0.36 3.93 +£0.63 -0.59 1.36 -0.02
20 3.89 £ 0.65 -0.03 -0.27 0.15 3.76 £ 0.69 -0.62 1.37 -0.44
21 391 £ 0.62 -0.26 0.42 -0.13 3.85 + 0.67 -0.33 0.28 0.37
22 3.81 £ 0.68 -0.23 0.05 0.11 3.74 + 0.67 -0.32 0.21 0.14
23 4.07 + 0.57 0.00 0.04 0.64* 4.03 + 0.62 -0.18 0.14 0.10
24 4.13 £ 0.65 -0.42 0.42 -0.55 4.01 + 0.62 -0.49 1.19 0.10

DIF: differential item functioning, Kurt: kurtosis, SD: standard deviation, Skew: skewness

% Ttem with different functions depending on sex.
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EHitem: 6, 7, 9, 11), 1811 0.4 oJ5FY] Z& 812l A =2 EAGHA] &2 A= ST

ol (factor loading)& 7H 28&item: 8, 10)°] FE ZxJPdo]| - 5EH F 18w &14 a9l
7|20l FoAEA] ot AASHAT. 11 A3 &5 5 BAS AAIRE 23, Ae A4 1% = 229.39 (df =
(item: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5), T4 452Hitem: 12, 13, 14, 15), 132, p < 0.001), RMSE = 0.07 (90% CI = 0.05~0.08),
a8 oA 9&3Hitem: 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, CFI = 0.89, TLI = 0.88 (CFI, TLI = 0.80) (Byrne,
23, 24)° & Uetyt, A3H o 7h g]loA WAt 3 2001), SRMR = 0.05& A 7|zo]l w]X|A] ZZARE

Table 3. Exploratory Factor Analysis and Confirmatory Factor Analysis of YLP-V

) ) Exploratory factor analysis Confirmatory factor analysis
Dimension [tem
Activity Interest Opinion Activity Interest Opinion
1 0.72 -0.28 0.13 0.41 - -
2 0.63 0.09 -0.12 0.45 - -
3 0.55 0.23 -0.01 0.72 - -
Activity 4 0.43 -0.22 0.15 0.44 - -
5 0.47 0.09 0.00 0.57 - -
6 0.38 0.43 -0.11 - - -
7 0.30 0.47 -0.15 - - -
8 0.21 0.37 0.19 - - -
9 0.52 -0.22 0.23 - - -
10 0.29 0.35 0.23 - - -
11 0.40 0.32 0.10 - - -
Interest
12 0.17 0.41 0.33 0.78 -
13 -0.04 0.62 0.28 - 0.77 -
14 0.05 0.62 0.23 - 0.78 -
15 0.12 0.62 0.15 - 0.79 -
16 -0.02 0.34 0.46 - - 0.74
17 -0.01 0.45 0.47 - - 0.76
18 0.07 -0.04 0.65 - - 0.60
19 0.15 -0.05 0.61 - - 0.65
Opinion 20 -0.02 -0.03 0.66 - - 0.59
21 -0.05 0.21 0.65 - - 0.75
22 0.03 0.14 0.51 - - 0.68
23 -0.11 0.02 0.67 - - 0.70
24 -0.13 -0.067 0.83 - - 0.76
x* (dh 466.09™ (207) 229.39" (132)
RMSEA 0.09 (0.08~0.10) 0.07 (0.05~0.08)
SRMR 0.05 0.05
CFI 0.84 0.89
TLI 0.79 0.88

Asterisk indicates a statistically significant ("p < 0.001).
CFI: comparative fit index, df degree of freedom, RMSEA: root mean square error of approximation, SRMR:
standard root mean residual, TLI: Turker Lewis index, YLP-V: Yonsei Lifestyle Profile-Value

44 Xorean Journal of Occupational Therapy Vol. 32, No. 1, 2024



58 7153 520 S R4S HISIEEKTable 3).

2) ZY2Eo| Hlw

2249 187 42 EUE 2J7RE wholslal g
IS BRI Yol 9dall, ASEH 89l ok 8
QL o]F8%l BdS vlwsileh AR Hlw= ot
= Sample 2 (V = 150)2] EE Ho|E|E ARgalo] Zf
ST AL ol 85t 4714 AR A
Table 40 AAEFct. AAEDof gt FF= »*2
A7 #o] BAFCE [sto] At 7ol FFEA
otk 28U 1* A g BEIV|S Y 739
ufet ozt Ak 7H = Qe FHARe] JloEE tE
A5E AESIHHChoi & You, 2017). tFE &g} |4
L o]%Q09l Bel(x? = 164.58", df = 117, RMSEA =
0.05, SRMR = 0.04, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.93)°] 7|&&
H5F S5olHA glo]Z AR Bt ZHAAA &4
S 95t 2 H-sHA Agote AoE W=
E3QF 7 Hdlof gt AJH A4 AIC, BIC, ABICE °l%
821 mdoA A og Fask= Ao Yeht 23t
ot 2dQlg FRoIstt Wi T g9l AlEH a9l
CEARI9] 9= A]4~= RMSEA = 0.07~0.11, SRMR =
0.05~0.07, CFI = 0.08~0.09, TLI = 0.07~0.08& &

ﬂll

% QPgHoR mdo] +uA el

3) YLP-VQ| 0|22 9| 71X

BARHA At A7t $2 olFal Hdoj o
g QRIFRE BASIG. YLP-VY o]58%l 2Ed
T-Z= Table 50 AASIGAH. o158 RH9| 2=
shte] Awkg?l(general factor)@t 3709 HetQ<l

(group factor) activity, interest, opinion° & %

S
Efo]| HIgE ZHAIA o] AU R S AT
Sh=t] B&Folgs A Rl

YLP-VE] Jtajle &5 45 item 2, 3, 4, 5),
T 483Hitem 12, 13, 14, 15), 94 5%3Kitem 20,
21, 22, 23, 24)°14 0.3 o]’3e] At 21 FoldZ
ZH= AoF yepgth AdaRioA % 58 9
21t B3lefo] &2 7oz YRt ol g

2

S~

Table 4. Model Fit Indices Comparisons of Confirmatory Factor Analytic Model

Model-fit indexes

Model 7 df (ng/fEc% CFl T  SRMR  AIC BIC  ABIC
Model A 310437 135 0(;93 o 081 079 007 50867 525125 5080.35
Model B 220397 132 (T 089 088 005 499414 516574 498535
Model C  249.66° 147 o. 05(16.08) 089 088 009 498923 511567 4,982.75
Model D 164.58" 117 o. 0;15.07) 095 093 004 494665 5,163.41 5935.55

Asterisk indicates a statistically significant (p < 0.05,

"p < 0.001).

AIC: Akaike's information criterion, ABIC: sample-size adjusted BIC, BIC: Bayesian information criterion, CFIL:
comparative fit index, CI: confidence interval, df degree of freedom, RMSEA: root mean square error of
approximation, SRMR: standard root mean residual, TLI: Turker Lewis index

% Model A: unidimensional model, Model B: second-order model, Model C: multiple dimensions model, Model

D: bifactor model.
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A& (item explained common
variance)< interest®} opinion?] FEENA =& ¢
£00.80)9] A 2= A o= UETtHRodriguez
et al., 2016). ¥FH activity &= 2% 0.50 "9t
(Verkuilen et al., 2021)2.2 77} glo]TAE}AU A
THRAAE S Wl F7HR1 49 7ol =

Aoz it

4) Mz|z B

A e B4t WA A3 AlZ]=(internal consistnecy
riliability)?} THAFE F2E 7H7] o]5 9%l 2do] Al
=g =7gs] Yol 2ul7T Als(coefficient Omega,
02}t 27t YA A4(Omega hierarchical, oH)E

ArESHITHDunn et al.,, 2014) (Table 6).

% 182l tiet A= A<(Cronbach’'s )=
Cronbach's ¢ = 0.882 WET el £=30] A=e g
Bty I83 3 91420 WE Cronbach's a= &
5 0.60, #41 0.83, 914 0.88% W(e ) 0.6) T+
Z=3519 K Meyer et al., 2013).

AAEH we 09242 A 2412 0.924 02%)= &
HEQ 17t k@ le] 7|Isk= AL & Ykt B4
o7 Iuke QL2 XA £4k9] 0.831 (with error, 83%)
I A 4= = E4F0.900 (without error, 90%)=
AHA[P o, ol= YLP-V7F ARl F20|e 4
o] AR ThdgaRlo g AYE= AR ERIUTh

HELRY w= 0.651 (65%)°l141 0.904 (90%)= &
9] EAto] dutg Iyt Yl 7]Qlsk= AR U
ettt Jehacle] AA B4R 0.099~0.448 (with

Table 5. Factor Loadings and Standard Errors For a Bifactor Model Confirmatory Factor Analytic Model

(Model D)
Group factor
General factor
Dimension Item Activity Interest Opinion IECV
Loading SE  Loading SE Loading SE Loading SE

1 027"  0.08 028 0.11 0.48

2 028"  0.08 034" 0.1 0.40

Activity 3 040" 009 0617  0.09 0.30
4 0.22" 0.08 037" 0.11 0.26

5 0.27" 0.08 0547  0.11 0.20

12 0.69"  0.04 0317 0.10 0.83

13 0.69"  0.05 0.32"  0.12 0.82

Interest o o

14 0.63 0.06 0.54 0.10 0.57

15 0.697  0.05 0.38™  0.09 0.76

16 0.81""  0.03 -0.10  0.10 0098

17 085"  0.03 -0.14%  0.12 097

18 0.58™  0.06 0.09% 0.11 097

19 0.61"  0.06 0.19% 0.11 091

Opinion 20 0.52"  0.08 0.32° 0.12  0.72
21 0.65"  0.06 0.497 010  0.63

22 0.57"  0.07 0.49™ 0.09  0.57

23 0.62™  0.06 035" 010 0.75

24 0.68"  0.05 037" 011  0.77

Asterisk indicates a statistically significant (p < 0.05, “p < 0.01, “p < 0.001).
IECV: item explained common variance, NS: non-significant, S&: standard error
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Table 6. Reliability Indices for the Reviewed Study Entries

Cronbach’'s @

Omega reliability

Dimension Number of

rems Cronbach’s « v |ws @wH |wHs  Relative w
General factor 18 0.88 0.924 0.831 0.900
Activity 5 0.60 0.651 0.448 0.688
Group factor Interest 4 0.83 0.863 0.214 0.248
Opinion 9 0.88 0.904 0.099 0.109

@/ ws: Omega/Omega subscale, @/ /wHs: Omega hierarchical/omega hierarchical subscale
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Appendix. Construction of Factors and Subconcepts in YLP-V

Dimension Concepts Item Question
Work 1 I tend to enjoy productive activities (unpaid work or paid work).
Hobbies 2 I tend to enjoy leisure activities.
Social events 3 I tend to enjoy hanging out with people.
Activity Rest 4  When I take a break from work, I usually enjoy leisure and travel.
. I tend to enjoy religious activities, volunteering, clubs, and social
Community 5 .
activities.
Shopping 6 I tend to prefer to buy health-related products and foods.
Sports 7 I tend to enjoy physical activity (exercise).
Family 8 I tend to be interested in family health.
Job 9 I tend to be interested in productive activities (unpaid work or paid
work).
. I tend to be very interested in health and welfare issues in the area
Community 10 .
where 1 live.
Interest Recreation 11 I tend to be interested in hobbies or leisure activities.
Fashion 12 I tend to be interested in the latest information regarding health.
Food 13 I tend to be interested in a healthy diet.
. I tend to be interested in video media or news (articles) on health
Media 14 .
topics.
Achievements 15 I tend to plan and practice a regular life for health.
Themselves 16 1 valuemy own existence and health.
. I attach great importance to health problems that are directly related
Health issue 17 2
to daily life.
Politics 18 I think health-related national policies are important.
Work-life balance 19 I value work-life balance activities as long as my health allows.
Economics 20 I tend to spare no consumption expenditures for health care.
Opinion . I think it is important to acquire health-related knowledge and
Fducation 21 )
information.
I value the purchase of health-related food and products and the
Products 22 .
use of services.
Future 23 1 believe that lifestyle changes are important for health.
I value health management practices in line with changing health
Culture 24

information.

YLP-V: Yonsei lifestyle profile-value
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Abstract

Construct Validity of Values System Evaluation Tool Reflected in Lifestyle:

A Bifactor Model Approach

Lim, Young-Myoung’, Ph.D., O.T., Park, Ji-Hyuk™, Ph.D., O.T.

"Dept. of Occupational Therapy, College of Software and Digital Healthcare Convergence,

Yonsei University, Research Professor

“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, College of Software and Digital Healthcare Convergence,

Yonsei University, Professor

Objective: The construct validity and reliability of the Yonsei Lifestyle Profile-Values (YLP-V)
were verified to measure the value system reflected in lifestyle behaviors.

Methods: Data were collected from 300 community-dwelling older adults aged 55 years and older

who were registered with an online research organization. The YLP-V was used to collect data,

which underwent descriptive statistics, differential item functioning, and factor analysis. Exploratory

factor analysis was conducted to estimate the factor structure, and confirmatory factor analysis

was used to compare and confirm the validity of four competing models (single-factor, hierarchical

factor, multidimensional factor, and bifactor).

Results: Exploratory factor analysis using target rotation revealed that the dimensions of the

YLP-V (activity, five items; interest, four items; opinion, nine items) showed factor loadings

of 0.4 or higher, indicating good construct validity. Confirmatory factor analysis indicated that

the bifactor model (x* = 164.58"*, degree of freedom = 117, root mean square error of

approximation = 0.05, standard root mean residual = 0.04, comparative fit index = 0.95, Turker

Lewis index = 0.93) demonstrated the best fit among the tested models.

Conclusion: We identified a factor structure consistent with evidence for developing the YLP-V,

which allows for a micro-level lifestyle approach. The bifactor structure, with 18 items representing

activity, interest, and opinion, demonstrated validity, and the YLP-V could be valuable for

measuring and understanding the value systems reflected in behaviors within a healthy lifestyle.

Key words: Elderly, Evaluation tool, Lifestyle, Middle-aged, Validity, Values
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