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= Y= 44 = 7St
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WA, A%, A% B0 28 gzie] GFS W A0
2 B3 Qth(Kern et al., 2007; Tomchek &

Dunn, 2007), E3t A4 ob&2 747t S Aot
=517] ol o, AYE A4S £-shH= Ao oY
28 712 tHAyres & Robbins, 2005).
waAe See Wt ozt gaeY wy
(sensory history), YA} FE3HE Hr=t7) Q)
o} ¥&EstE = £ 77 2 0l¢(Sensory Profile:
SP)(Dunn, 1997)3} &= 747F Z 23} (Short Sensory
Profile: SSP)(McIntosh, Miller, Shyu, & Dunn, 1999)
o] 7H} Ao ® ARE-EIL Qlth(Gouze, Hopkins,
LeBailly, & Lavigne, 2009; Gunn et al,, 2009). =
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o T AT A ol AFBRkE BAETE et
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ojA " AAA 7 WollA thkstA AREEL = A
ZtA e o W E FrhE e BE SeolA e Aol
m, 53] 27|%0tho] Fa3k 3~5A4| obsS o=
ZHAj2] o] wAIE Adstr] 91t 7= e =
oA AE o] FojAA] &L Itk oA oz
o} SPo} SSPS AFgHT QAN ESHE HAET
b w23 Y o]219] T BRIl A2 7
Qo= E}GSHA] YtH(Teresi, Cross, & Golden, 1989),
a9 e wEhTellA Bk ARESE] S1sl
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St l % 7421 Q) tH(Fisher, Liu, Velozo, &
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sloll 23t 94 oFE B BT A
@ A7t Baw Aol olel & a7l 24
3~5A obFe] AAAY wAE 270 AES
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232 PubMed, Cochrane, OTseeker, RISS®} 7+
= A} dlo|EH|o] X (database) & AHE-SFe] MY
o, AHM go]= “sensory processing OR sensory

modulation OR sensory processing disorder OR

. . ” . .
sensory modulation disorder”, “sensory integration

)

evaluation OR sensory processing evaluation OR

sensory modulation evaluation”, “sensory profile OR

)

short sensory profile OR sensory processing measure
st 7
2 b BAe ] Aol A F2 ALgET 9
L Q2N Wk S F u 3~54 Aol EREL
w50 TAT Y U GRS 24 Yelsort

OR sensory overresponsivity scale’2

2) 2 Eores 1A 1+

ol AN £ A} Ayres U2EY 0|2
(1972, 1982), Bundy®} Murray(2002)2] 4253} 7|5

Zboll H=  Miller, Anzalone, Lane, Cermak, &
Osten(2007) 9] 7FzFx e A o] H2E njgto 2 Wyl &
b T/doFAT. Ayres ZZES) 021972, 1982)9A]
A5 715N 67142 BRIk A%
Aol (vestibular bilateral integration disorder),
=7} wlol(tactile defensiveness), WA Aol

(developmental dyspraxia), A|&]Z+ Aofl(visual

b OHH rir O°“

perception disorder), AZ—21oJAof(auditory— language
disorder), YHFA 7}7=3H4ofl(generalized sensory

integration dysfunction), Bundy®2} Murray (2002)+=



LY 7IsHNE TdrAFNe} SEs7Fol 3) 3THAl: METt HEHE S8 WEEEE &85
(dyspraxia) = £576H3.2-F, Miller 5(2007)& A2 7L e o) 14 B7El ofE e e
Ao, ztEAof, A2 7IRE SR EF5H 2 Azt AR} Acke 77FES 1 7o) gist o
o} o] T AHHQ e WS F3 BrIsorshe A9 o] 514 o|Akol ZX| BAl 3Hu} 2 x| B Eta) mw
1 B FuEas AR UA d5s 5 38EHs 2 amom TAET ALl ko] ould Exo
S e R oby AAA AR Bt £3 4 Table 13} 20} W7beT 7F Bal @ Hwo] 2840
SHATY. 1A} B7VE2 A2 T, A4 T, AL gis) ‘& ZAsA] ok, A"ER] gy, A"y,
7 1395, 24163, A0 99, /Y] ‘WS A Yo 41 Aw R Frlskdnh AEsL Ao
/52 9o R F 61FHOE o|Fo AT, 74 & o gAro 2 YeERIE Azl gi3t AR TS ool 7]
=2 FHztahik-g-(overresponsivity, 0), FHZFAEHE: o8] Ul EF = ]4x(content validity index: CVI)S
(underresponsivity, U), ZZF&7](seeking, S), 742+ B A5 H(Polit, Beck, & Owen, 2007). Z+ 53] T
F¥(discrimination, D)2 FEEQ O, 02 4 s CVIZ} 0,57 u|ukel &S A A3t tH(Fehring,
HFEZ 20, UR 88 2 227H, SH DR A 1987) 7t o] PAelE Z5rle] AT e
S 22 14719} 22709l A AEE 57 A 2|, 7+ZHAeb B (classification)o] XBF3HR| o] T3
E H=g Astalrt. Weetd= A% At Table 23 2t}
Table 1, Characteristics of the expert group (N=6)
Characteristics
Male 0(0.0)
Gender (frequency(%))
Female 6(100.0)
Age (years) 38.83+4.35
Under—graduate school 1(16.7)
Education level (frequency(%)) Master degree 2(33.3)
Doctor of Philosophy 3(50.0)
Seoul 3(50.0)
Areas of work
Gangwon—do 1(16.7)
(frequency (%))
Chungcheong—do 2(33.3)
Clinical experience (month) 134,16 +87.20
Teaching experience (month) 112.33+61.45
Table 2, Results of content validity
Characteristics CVI
Sensory processing 0.93%.012
Sensory system 0.96+0,08
Classification 0,91%0,12
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Table 3. Item of SPS-C

w

H

) S A H
—1oH

2 EAL 93] Winstep(Chicago, IL, USA) 3, 68,
. 13. versiong ARSI ehqlRAS ARESke] Tk
12} 2 & (unidiemensionality) o] tgt 2g-5A %] 2}k
% O] %= (item difficulty)= A|AISFTt o] o &&=
oo} At 8= Yetle ATEAAL
2.0 oJArel A% rlﬂ:nl;q__éx

ajakol ALt 1.3 ol dd
Tl‘r(Nllsson, Sunnerhagen, & Grimby, 2005). 18]
WA A1 (rating scale model) ©|-8-5}0] HA
AL o] A BAS AANSGTE PAH T A4
I ARou) A4 B 20 ol
414- g 227} 52 H 0] LAHjgS Holk A
£, WA WA X (step calibration) 7kA0] 1,0 A1 o]A}
5.0 23 olshl 498 AYF HEwrEe myn
(Linacre, 2002), F&&3st A& HE7| = ¢, 24
3 old AR (1) Ei ol % Hr(cr)o 247 Bt
of ARUSIYLL, HE WAES BUT 1 WE Hyw
(category fit)7} 1,000 7PAY B E2|A4(item
separation), TR} E2]X|4>(person separation)”}
wo Aoz Nesle] HAHEZ Q2 2
$3 48 12 AEUI T o RA Ao
2] A2 (seperation reliability)7} =& AL A

Bty

\+J_o$L‘m°"‘

F2}(mean square)”’}
HASE gt o0 2 AAT}H

4 iﬂ;&o

_4

2 fe m

Ttem

S t
ensory system(n) olfactory(9)

auditory(7), visual(6), vestibular(10), tactile(15), proprioceptive(9), oral/gustatory/

Pattern of sensory overresponsivity(23), underresponsivity(20), seeking(15), discrimination(10)

processing(n)

(combined with underresponsivity and seeking: 12)

Total
‘o al number of 56
item
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Table 4. Characteristics of the subjects (N=138)

Frequency(%)
Male 92(66.7)
Gender
Female 46(33.3)
3 years ~ 3 years 11 months 53(38.4)
Age 4 years ~ 4 years 11 months 51(37.0)
5 years ~ 5 years 11 months 34(24.6)
Kangwon—do 1(0.7)
Seoul, Gyeonggi—do 65(47.1)
Residential
,681 'en e Daejeon 38(27.5)
district
Busan 19(13.8)
Children Gyeongsang—do 15(10.9)
Existence 78(56.5)
Sibling
Nonexistence 60(43.5)
ASD(Autism Spectrum Disorder) 20(14.5)
ADHD(Attention Deficit 5(1.4)
Hyperactivity Disorder) )
Diagnosis Cerebral palsy 13(9.4)
Developmental delay 25(18.1)
Other 39(28.3)
Non diagnosis 39(28.3)
Male 7(5.1)
Gender
Female 131(94.9)
20 ~ 29 years 9(6.5)
Age 30 ~ 39 years 104(75.4)
Caregiver
40 ~ 49 years 25(18.1)
Mother 127(92.0)
Relation to Fath 7(5.1)
children ather :
Other 4(2.9)
. o7 At 3 5671 22 % 671 HH0.10] HATE AL o}
Elth(Table 5).
| 13 = B PRol A2t Jolo] 4 FHEE) 420
-
2 Qlsf 7Hte] QA Fatal Btalisity, Alzh & olA|
oy 7k 21E0] Al QS 1 B EAIE 3= Aol
1) HYXRAZY My 24 P o 1= 3
ofHet, Mg nFE sy olfTy, 2 g9
18892 WOR BURURY APHE BAR 2 A ol Bolol RS eoRief, 1§ g2t o)
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V.o #

B AT v 3~54] oF5Y] AZHE BAZ 27
e 4 Gl B ok AztAE BARTE A

1 e EAS B9 YRS AFsin AT 2t
_04

BEA % 56749 2 % 67} F2(10.7%)0] HAYR Ao
QURARY MY B AL R e Y defon, B4 ARt 54 Amof v 34 Y=g
= 62 Aolat 507 FES cpko 02 BHEE B Agel Ao| o Hakgh A Rt
Table 5. Non—fit items of SPS—C
Infit Outfit
Item number
MS* Z—value MS Z—value
1 0.72 -2.5 0.68 -2.5
1 0.72 -3.0 0.68 -3.1
12 0.69 -3.3 0.63 -3.6
25 1,41 2.6 1,48 2.6
39 1,57 2.3 2.08 3.8
42 1.31 2.2 1,47 2.8
*MS: Mean Square
Table 6, Non—fit items of SPS-C
Category Observed Observed Infit Outfit Step
label count average MS MS calibration
1 563 1.01 1.03 1.15 None
2 837 2.62 1.03 1,04 —2.42
3 1027 4,01 0.92 0.85 1,27
4 1977 6,17 0.96 0.89 -1,22
5 3323 8.90 1.02 1,02 2,37
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CATEGORY PROBABEILITIES: MODES - Structure measures at intersections
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Figure 1, Category probability curves of 5—point rating scale

Table 7. Results of 3—point rating scale analysis

Category Observed Observed Infit Outfit Step
label count average MS MS calibration

1 1296 -1.25 1,01 1,02 None

2 2667 3.85 0.95 0.93 -9.99

3 2937 10,02 1,01 1,02 5.99

CATEGORY PROBABILITIES: MODES - Structure measures at intersections
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Figure 2, Category probability curves of 3—point rating
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4708 oA 55 HEE AME
(Kim, Shin, & Kim, 2015). o|#j3} A7}2 vlgoz
SPS—-C9] A& E3} 54 AL 314t 3FR|e 2h4{ &
A AY oA wG A ghol &AHA Akl 7E gldler 53
Huot BHG Aow ekt olefat AuE vh
o 17 28 HE, 38T 41 HE2 FYste] 37
Hz 2stol ARSI 1 AT A% 7 234
Rol7h wAske] MY Ao e, ol T 35
Al ot dAte = 72t 220t (sensory profile) 2
FHEE FZF Park S0 AT A9} A
B, 2 Aol Wl g ZEnje nE uE
A B34 B O obFel AYAe g
N 71k o] oful] dhgel 57 At k) ofe
201 92 4+ e Ao AzHEn, AR 72 3
e 98 mPOIAE 48 AR 5 AR R A
SIeh BAE AR, T Qelo] g HTolAE
3 HArrt 2 ARE-HI QltH(Pesudovs, Garamendi,
& Elliott, 2004).
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(Tammaru, McKenna, Meads, Maimets, & Hansen,
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Abstract

A Preliminary Study to Development of an Assessment to Measure Sensory
Processing of Children, ‘Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS-C)’

Kim, Kyeong-Mi", Ph.D., O.T., Shin, Hyeon-Hui"*, M. A., O.T., Kim, Myunghee™*, M.P.H., O.T.
*Dept, of Occupational Therapy, College of Biomedical Science and Engineering, Inje University,
**Dept_ of Rehabilitation Science, Graduate School of Inje University,

***Dept_ of Occupational Therapy, Severance Rehabilitation Hospital, Yonsei University Health System

Objective : Purpose of this study is to develop a Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS—C) to screen
sensory processing problems for children aged 3 to 5, and examine validity of the assessment,

Method : A draft version of Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS—C) has been developed and
it was utilized to 138 caregivers of children who are 3 to 5 years old. Rasch analysis was used to
test construct validity of SPS—C, Through the Rasch analysis, unidimensionality and adequacy of
the rating scale were examined,

Results : Based on the Rasch analysis, it was found that six items out of 56 items (10,7%) are misfits,
And the results also showed that 3—points rating scale is more adequate than 5—points scale for
SPC—C,

Conclusion : The construct validity of a newly developed assessment, Sensory Processing Scale for
Children (SPS—C), was established through this study, Further studies are needed to examine other

psychometric properties of the assessment, using the one modified based on the results in this study.

Key words : children, evaluation, Rasch analysis, screening, sensory processing
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