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: 2]3 = (Sensory Processing Scale—Children; SPS—C) 9] EF31S Y3k ou|ATF2H4,
T A3 A S AT FFHTE AAetL @A Z R 9 (Short Sensory Profile; SSP) #9] 4
& = Yolr A} Fitt,

: A 29 Ak ojglo] i §X9S TR gl Uuk o} vk 3~54 3379
o s BFHTe FAHGES RISl AT e oksd AAATEE Hrlsl] S SR
R A B A & (SPS—C) 9F 52 251l (SSP) & ARSIt ofFs A2t A4 2|4 = (SPS-0) ¢ %7

137 3l 71T AE AAste] Bit-1 2FEA, B -2 RFEAE G961, AR
< H8ll oFe A H = (SPS—-0) ¢F 57225k (SSP) 7He] T]oj AFaHEA & slt.
A} obs A AR T td XE=TE gl A, F4o] 1156~1508Y o g, 106~114
AL v FA 7FsA, 50~1048Y w A AR AE @ T o]r/]_ 01'5‘7 7—}?1‘3]735(8135—@9}
GEAAZZ A (SSP) e dojE ARaAE Sl ¥

JT55% A%k o wATY 9l AR Yt
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Milberger, & McIntosh, 2004, Kandel, Schwartz, &
Jessell, 2000; Shepherd, 1994), €A} kol 9ju|sl
A Zrofstal 2E A2 gkl A HstA WHeteR gt
(Humphry, 2002; Hochhauser & Engel—Yeger, 2010;
Miller & Lane, 2000). ZZrA 2|9 o2 742 4F
of gt Y5 vkl YIS F= AFTE 7]57dofol
C}(Cervera, Cerezuela, Andres, & Minguez, 2015;
Tomchek, 2001), 442 EA= 44 &5 9u
S ol ofujzh Aol e e ol WA A3
S oz dsk=t JFS 77X THCervera,
Cerezuela, Andres, & Minguez, 2015; Humphry, 2002).
B9k ol obse] Q1A &, A e =
A Q] 98kS- n|ZItHAhn, Miller, Milberger, & Mclntosh,
2004, Kandel, Schwartz, & Jessell, 2000; Shepherd,
1994),

AAARAEE U2} A BB Sealo] 24
ol gag vlAEA Belap] 9 B e 3
7Vt (DeGangi & Laurie, 1991; Dunn, 1997; Murray
& Anzalone, 1991, Walting, Deitz, & White, 2001,
Williamson & Anzalone, 1997), 77 A& ¥38<& H7}
517] Y3l AFRE = H7Fe 2 Sensory Profile(SP)
(Dunn, 1999), Sensory Processing Measure(SPM)1}
2o RESY ARAE olgele] Hw B wAje B
1= Hrlsl= Aol 71 dubo|tHCervera, Cerezuela,
Andres, & Minguez, 2015; Glennon, Miller, Henry,
Parham, & Ecker, 2007), £3], gt= ZX2AY] o
ol b= AR el R dtolA Sensory
Profile(SP)& ol A = 7H wol] AMg-&= B7He+
o]th(Kim, Shin, & Kim, 2015; Yoo, Jung, Park, &
Choi, 2006).

) Sl ARG QI HhET A% B3
of Al 7 9l 23 Zlo] fjF-Eo|ti(Hong & Kim,
2012). ek, g ZeHdolN EEStE BHrHe=o
A%, BRADE BT F £ o5t 23S vl
shot) ofelgo] 9li(Hong & Kim, 2013), AR

AAZF SN A, S B AR S
Bk gl ek, A28 Astd o
20| Qi (Hong & Kim, 2013). ©]9f Kim, Shin¥}
Kim(2015)& 7t 3~54] olg-g Ao 2 o=t F3lo] 2
3ol o572k A 2] A & (Sensory Processing Scale for

Children; SPS—C)& 7Hata}oict,

s A A B A E(SPS—C)= §F 3~6A] ob5¢] 37t
A wARS AEsh] et 5o F7 Az A
d 2, 24, a5 84 A, /w32
o] AZHAR FAE] e FRELY HEo|t} 7}
FEE AAIERs-(overresponsivity: 0), ZHZHARE

S(underresponsivity: U), 23 (discrimination:

D), 9 717F37|(seeking: S) QAR JLEEO] Qi)
ol A go] ARESEAL Sl 71E9 A e Brke

91 Sensory Profile(SP)¥} Short Sensory Profile(SSP)

o] T3 oI5 o2 a4t Aot} FAPL 270
ol #Fom Qdf of59] HEAF A ¢l olsfist
=l o] ExtE op7|& - JleH g oj2jgl RES ¢
gst7] sl obs A A Y A= (SPS-C) 9 > FX
st yekstA wElem, T 3~54] obse] ZF i
gAgol FAgsAY FE o] RES BF 54T AR
o] AlFEojof W& 7H53t o] FE F5H] ofHE A
07 AZEL 3FEO 29l rh(Kim, Shim, & Kim, 2015).,
7V7

P zrupdof v w37t Adste] = =AY

18 4 303, 208 W B

71o] Jo| &= X BAFS0] H|nF]

H4A A8+ Stk ® 3}-’4@]@0“ ik A3 A

qto] 7153t Short Sensory Profile(SSP)o] H|3|| o}%

HAAYHE(SPS-C) = QAR 2 At

%W—V‘ 71, Azl et A e 7Hssto]
A o] oisk AT gold 4= on;}

&l E—TL% o]-&-3f %‘7P’6H°F ?&E} (Gannotti &
Handwerker, 2002; Ketelaar, Vermeer, & Helders,
1999), EZTH= BTt AEE B7E o83 2L
ZRESI PEe A8stel QP A8 9 @
2 QS S(Z)S AN, Bkl AnE ulm
g 4 Q= E 3lH(Varenne et al., 2015).

Kim, Shin¥} Kim(2015) A tofA] wk3~54] o}%

o} EZFZ}R] 2] R (Sensory Processing Scale for Children; SPS—()9] E£3E &/g} ofu]92 48



13879 HaAE o r % Ao tigh ehaE
A& Fol B7Heo 44 B s A,
I} Shin(2016) A-FollA= TE3~5A] ok 117 EE
©& obgRAA HE(SPS-0) 2 T4 EFE 4
L5 Yo At ddlou, WA dA=E
e A5 QRME 58 4 HEE A5
Ao] o]FojFitt,
UtH o IS 93t Bl AlFe W BT
ATE T o WHYAE, FA-RHAL AR E 2 AL
(FAEEel A B, 39l B W i B
S 22 Tt 7@ 9 AlFE W R 30| o]Fo]
oF 3}2 2(Kim & Shin, 2016) 29| el 2 o €}
T TY A7t o Beske o S Sk E3h AR
B 9 AE| 9} tlEo] 20 tiid HA] FA 7
oA Z23HA 1#sjjof s Maxwell & Satake, 2006).
Brtee 2 oS o BrHee BEE 2 Al
=g Gt e AXIH 2 BAoA Brt=T
i dAke] B, F2HAE, WY 5o AeTF A=,
F231 W7HetY A, R e B 7T
9] A ojHE Futsl= Ao] 7153t Hong & Kim,
2013). 1ejut, @A e obszbA 2 = (SPS—C)
O] AL Ax} A QI 247 o] ol 285t
= ofgfzo] St whehA], & Aol obse 37t
Ae5eE Brtohe obs A 2 A= (SPS—-0) o] HAL
23 9 M E H?ﬂ ﬁ%é#% Algskal, obstHzrA ]
HE(SPS-C)7F YA L& ob5o AAA Y 58S Bt
a17]o] AggtA| °P°Hi7l Qs 7120 g AR
Short Sensory Profile(SSP)2} oF=77FA] 2] 2 & (SPS—C)
ofo] FHHAE Bl oFsHAAYAE(SPS-0) Y &
ol Bwe solatiz} shelct
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1, HTChA
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S0 A 2|2 = Kim, Shind} Kim(2015)0] oFg-2]
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N, Uz F4H F52 871, s D= 44
2} 2719} 87lolt}, USt S7F 32 ® s
127]j0]ck, 7} ok 33 =g FAEo 9l
P 2 13, TR 2% 23, "Ae 18] gt
3oz T2 15050t AA| Aol A dA e
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59 OR Wt THsdte, BEAe) Uy U AR
2AHE B AR A BRe £7 UA TR,
SHAA A 4E, 229 WA 3R, Thakg
AT 7] 1R, HAolu 653, B L 5o
653, A1/t WA 5RO  s8ETOR FAH

7 Bae 59 HER pAEe] gon "y

3. gt Ext

AT A 78S 1 FEste] AFsH. Al
e 11e] dnt ool Ao AF AskE &
T, 71NAl A5 2 didel dish

Arget &, 23 WEst] dARE dEstinh. dAF 3
ol ol zolu AEo] AZle B, HAE AAls
© ofdolf, A AAET AH Foleto] vhA] At
SHA A ol sl ohA] Argshlct. ofdol Yt f+
A A EE F3l

T FEARol| A Atoll ek ArgA,
AEZ] obE7k7tA] e H E(SPS—C)
2} Short Sensory Profile(SSP)& Hj3E3}3ic Foks
A AAAE wHglo] AZsHEL, 1-25 ol ool
o2 RUYEE 91, A7t ol FH 43t

HEA 82755 HiFslaL 3805771 3]4rE o] HARA]
of 3482 45.94%0/90c}. o %, Aol A o
o ofEo] MEA] 402, AT WL o} 5e] AEA 3%
£ AeJRt 33755 BEto] ok A 2|4 =(SPS-0)
o) EEYe 29 s shlsir

#33F A5 Yol 5= WES S(percentile)
£ 71202 AA|5F9 L, Short Sensory Profile(SSP)
(Dunn, 1999)°llA ARERE Al ©A A 7|&E HigS

2 A4 WS Ba-1 F2HAL o)A, A THe A
Bt -1 BFHA~F -2 FF2HA}, A5 EA= 3
-2 FFHA} ofstE RS AASHAT 2l B
Fre QoA dAaAYs8S F7Hed 4 e =
Trolv Ak Ao A AREE AL Q1= Short Sensory

Profile(SSP)(McIntosh, Miller, & Shyu, 1999)3} o}&
HAAZAE(SPS-C) 2] AHEA e 2HE 7ML

/)
A3t

S, oFERZHA HE(SPS-0)0] B S o
o15}7] Y3l oFe - B A= (SPS—C) 2} Short Sensory
Profile(SSP) 7k9] Tjoj& ARHEAS AL 5

A ol 057 Bl

1. A7 tHyxiel auty £

o}z o] AW Hyl ol 185W(54.9%), ©o}r}
1527 (45.)%°| Qtk, AH-L 1 3A~84] 17| 74
"8(22.0%), R 4M|~4A| 117]€o] 119%(35.3%), Tt 54
~5A| 117190] 1448(42,7%) O & vrergtet, | Apv)
o] 7= Ut 7t 2607 (77.2%) 0] QAL ‘ack 7} 77
W(22,8%)9 Aoz ebdeh, FAAuE = 150
193 (57.3%) 0.2 713 Wkt

Az L AAIE 7} 326 (96.7%) 0.2 THE o]
QL HAbo] 117(3.3%) 0.2 Uehyt}, Hiae] 4
& A7t 319(0.2%), o147} 306 (90.8%)]7), 217
2 20~29A4|7} 107 (3.0%), 30~39A7} 2447 (72.4%),
40~49A17F 80%8(23.7%), 50~59A417F 378(0.9%)]
tHTable 1),

2. #EHs
1) SPS—-Co| FHE BZEH+

SPS-C| od FH S9YY Yol FR B

o} EZ}7}3] 2] F & (Sensory Processing Scale for Children, SPS—(C)9] #Z31E ¢35} ofH]9I7 45



A= tad Zek(Table 2). SPS-C $49] Hat 12%, 24
124.61+10,06% 0] 1c}, A7+ Hato] 16.87+1.44%0

bt
(o

F BA7F 2.7%0] el Aoz Uelytt
o2 ML= ofsS A7 A9 14%, A

Fo
=
N
e
o

RaL, A|Z+e] k2 9.08+1.827, AA 22 Htol Z}9] - 16.3%, AQ7ZEe| 739 13.4%, £7+9] 7+
25.00+2.574, &7+ Hyto] 35.18+3.054, 348 16.9%, 387 7H2tel 749 18.7%, 72/ v|zt/
4 77 Bpo] 15,5622, 408, TAU/AA/TAS]  S7ke] AS 10790 els Aow e,
e 22.93+2,62701c SPS-C9] el 73 3H] oI I Table 3
sPs-Col ol FHT sel geld wWasl 4 3 2ok HAL AHRH, 50~15089 W F 50~
(Table 3)+= F9] 7% 4ol 85.3%, wA 770l 1049 wf ‘e B4, 105~114-d W “BA] 7Hs
Table 1, General characteristics of subjects
Character Classification N (%)
Male 185 (54.9)
Gender
Female 152 (45.1)
3 years ~ 3 years 11 months 74 (22.0)
Age 4 years ~ 4 years 11lmonths 119 (35.3)
5 years ~ 5 years 11 months 144 (42.7)
o Existence 260 (77.2)
. Sibling :
Children Nonexistence 77 (22.8)
Non 79 (23.4)
o 1 193 (57.3)
Number of sibling
2 59 (17.5)
3 6 (1.8)
S Busan 11 (3.3)
Residential district
Gyeongsangnamdo 326 (96.7)
Male 31 9.2)
Gender
Female 306 (90.8)
20 ~ 29 years 10 (3.0)
Coredt Ag 30 ~ 39 years 244 (72.4)
aregiver e
& 40 ~ 49 years 80 (23.7)
50 ~ 59 years 3 (0.9
) , Father 31 9.2
Relation to children
Mother 306 (90.8)

Table 2, Mean, standard deviation of domain and total score for Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS-C) (Unit: point)

Domain Mean Standard deviation
Auditory 16.87 +1.44
Visual 9.08 +1.82
Vestibular 25.00 +2.57
Tactile 35.18 +3.05
Proprioceptive 15.56 +£2.40
Oral/taste/smell 22.93 +2.62

Total 124.61 +10.16
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Table 3, Percentile and range of total and section scores classified by percentile of Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS-C;
(Unit: %, point)

Dormain Typical Performance Probable Difference Definite Difference
Percentile (range of score) Percentile (range of score) Percentile (range of score)
Auditory 83.6 (18-16) 14.0 (15-14) 2.4 (3-6)
Visual 81.3 (12-8) 16.3 (7-6) 2.4 (5-4)
Vestibular 84.5 (30-23) 13.4 (22-20) 2.1 (19-10)
Tactile 78.9 (42-33) 16.9 (32-30) 4.2 (29-14)
Proprioceptive 79.5 (21-14) 18.7 (13-11) 1.8 10-7)
Oral/taste/smell 85.4 (27-21) 10.7 (20—-18) 3.9 (17-9)
Total 85.3 (150—-115) 12.0 (114-105) 2.7 (104-50)

A 115~1508 Y of ‘AAF o7 Ast 4= 9l 2 52.63+4,704, TZAW-S(U: underresponsovity)

S99 Mo H9lE AnEH, 72 6~18% 9] 2 Wt 47.47£5.207, HZE7|(S! seeking)+= Hat
Z HA57F 14~158Y o) "BA| 75 o2 A3 31,18 +4.6070], ZZHH(D : discrimination)S %
o, Az 4~1281] W9l F 6~ Fo] 20,86+2,42% 0.2 Lfeftry,

P

1
lo o

o
e,
]

’

B ot - o
x

712 10~308 9 ¥9 5 A7t 20~228 L ), SPS-C9 9a® F4=9] 9] 4= Table 59F 2
5700 14~42799) W9 F 30~329% W), LRSEA o BA| RS HOR AuE opse wMEe] Sk 42
HAS 1~2189 W9 T A7t U~13-Y ), upA| IRIHES-(O: overresponsivity) ©] 7~ 9.3%, AR
whog PR/ TS 9~2TH WY F A4 &(Ur underresponsovity)©] Aol 15.2%, 2%
7} 18~2044 w] ‘BA s o= AEE 4 Qi) 71(S: seeking)+= 13.5%, 71Z=¥H(D: discrimination)

o] 79 13,9%0) sl Ao Uehgt
2) SPS-CO| QAH EAF4 SPS-CY| a4 WEY o] W Yh W
Table 59} At} AT w419 ¢ AZeIHEE(O:

SPS-C9] 7+ @A gyl Z2uals of-&ut gt} overresponsivity)< 20~607 2] HE] = A7} 20~43
(Table 4). ZZra}1EE-8-(0: overresponsivity) 2] H+t A o), Z2-AW-S(U: underresponsovity)< 20~60
Table 4, Mean, standard deviation of Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS-C) of factor score (Unit : point)

Factor Mean Standard deviation
Overresponsivity 52.63 *+4.70
Underresponsivity 47.47 *5.20

Seeking 31.18 +4.60

Discrimination 20.86 +2.42

Table 5, Percentile and range of factor scores classified by percentile for Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS-C)
(Unit: %, point)

Factor Typical Performance Probable Difference Definite Difference
Percentile (range of score) Percentile (range of score) Percentile (range of score)
Overresponsivity 85.4(60—48) 9.3(47-44) 5.3(43-20)
Underresponsivity 82.4(60-43) 15.2(42-38) 2.4(37-20)
Seeking 84.1(42-27) 13.5(26-22) 2.4(21-14)
Discrimination 83.1(24-19) 13.9(18-17) 3.0(16—8)

O} EZIZF3] 2 X5 (Sensory Processing Scale for Children; SPS—(0)9] Z£3E &Jg} ofu]92 47



Aol Mol = 90~274Y ], 7zFE7|(S: seeking):=
14~427 2] W9 2 A2} 14~218 < ], 72 L%Lt“(D:
discrimination)< 8~2439] H¢
e 4 e

0]
=
=

o

1) SPS—CO} SSPO| EXT} 51| ol 7+o| At

=

10
e

1z

=
=

sPS-02} SSPS] F4 W 591 ) A

T
&7} Zeh(Table 6). SPS-C9} SSP %7 71e] AfaA|4:
£ 7552 He AUBAS Ba sps-co| FAT

SSP 5191 Y 7t JAAlE (381~.604 9= 1
Efgton, SPS-C9| FX3t sSPe| HAuE/EH A=
& 2= et JuEATE 604 7 A UERR
, SSPO| A WA TH= 3812 7P WA UE,
SPS—Ce] at¢] FAT} SsP F4 1ho] A= 460
~.642 92 =7 Yehgtow, sps-Co 73/m2/
T4t SSP S kel ARATL 6428 TP = Y
EREal, EZ43e 5852 A YERTh

SPS—C9] 6714 819 F A} SSPE] 7714] 819] §
O] FHAE A EH, SPS-C| A7 SSPo| A7t/
Azt ngAI HzZh gusir|ele] AlaAS7E zkzb
.636, 5982 w2 AWIAE HAch SPS-CO A7

< SSPY WAk /EA ASE Fe We 4339 4
TAE etk SPS-Cof A% A2 sSSP 4

= Sy RSN
g3t 457, FHol 5loFet = 4769

Hﬂll

o Wz e

AAGE WYl SPs-0] &2k sspel &2t Witk
3 BRE BAATE e B AA) 2
7} 486, 469 UERHTY SPS-CO] il 84 {2}
2 §5P9] Belo] RS S|oR 4979 HTAS
7h Uk, THAVHS /S AATS B WEIHE 4099)
WAL T RS-0 TP/ 5212 Spe)
SHEA WA 2] Al 6822 THE = e
SFool, K77 AT 4869 AAGE (e
s
2) SPS-Co| @A} SSPo| EH1t ot FY 7te|

AbTHE A

[ QLR |

SPS-09] @49t SSPO] 4 9 3h9] G| AT

© t}23} Zth(Table 7). SPS-CO] 249} SSP %4
e} A 459~ 731 MR FA HERdor,
SPS—C9] Z+ZF I HH-3-(Overresponsivity) 2} SSP &4
7k A7 131R 7P =& ofo] AHIAE
k.

SPS-C9] 249} SSP 3¢ dY 7to] A
118~ 610 = et on, SPS-Co| 1473}
(Overresponsivity) I SSPE| A2t/ A2 WA 7t
TEAZL 60107 7P = Uehg,
(Underresponsivity) 2 SSP2] 22|
7P W AREAE 2R
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Table 6. Correlation between total and domain scores of Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS-C) and Short Sensory

Profile (SSP)

Sensory Processing Scale—Children (SPS—C)

Proprioce Oral/taste/

Auditory  Visual Vestibular  Tactile —ptive smell Total
Tactile sensitivity 220" .305" 289" 486" 258" 426" 476"
Taste/smell sensitivity 261" 279" .296" .320" 170" 682" 473
Short Movement sensitivity 252" .160™ A57" 301" 124" 315" .381"
Sensory Underresponsive/seeks sensation — .498™ 433 4147 .469™ .409™ 4427 .604™
Profile Auditory filtering 598" .339" .388" .366" .306" 440" 539"
(SSP) Low energy/weak 3457 259% 4767 418" 497°  360° 5517
Visual/auditory sensitivity .636™ 4027 .409™ 435" .323” 486" .598™
Total 577 4627 .554™ .585™ .460™ 6427 755"

K01, K05
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Table 7, Correlation between factor scores of Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS-C) and total and domain scores of
Short Sensory Profile (SSP)

Sensory Processing Scale—Children (SPS—C)

Overresponsivity Underresponsivity Seeking Discrimination
Tactile sensitivity .608™ 254" .246™ .302™
Taste/smell sensitivity 4977 312" .298™ .298™
Movement sensitivity 544™ 118" Jd217 .385™
SeS:;)g;y [iZifgi‘;(;Zigi/ 391" 615" 507" 362"
Profile Auditory filtering 439™ .458™ .350™ .408™
(SSPY L ow energy/weak 549" 328" 2417 588"
Visual/auditory 610" 4197 390" 205"
sensitivity
Total 731" 541" 459" 553"
K01, “pK.05
V. o & ATFUAE W 3~54] Uik obF 337 oz
SPS-C9] #FATE AASIALL, U &85 §
B Qe Wa~5H] ik oBS GAOR olETZE @ B9 ek Felt
AUARS REUSE sk, SSPSle AUWAT  REIHE AR REUSE AU St Zhaye
59 29 HES dopugit) 278 A hge 248 AARAY OF -
o5l 4 ‘”0}57] AR EESE WL el B0 Ao el BeAE B Ao
=, H
Tollefson, Dunn, Cromwell, & Filion, 2001; Dunn, B35t AAES 2Y o2 JHER A4l e sk
1994, 1999; Dunn & Brown, 1997)7} T 712} Zau} o} wpHozl 7 Az T-AZ WA} Aex|d A
)(Short Sensory Profile)o] 7F SMPHOR ALGET  wads B4, WIS B4 995 47t T
QJtHKim, 2004; Mclntosh, Miller, Shyu, & Dunn, o}, WiE s Aol AEEy) Hil H2E HAL
1999; Park, Kim, & Chang, 2015), ZZI=Z2u}2lo] 7 A A AFREY, FoR|9F 7HAle] 2o HE Q)
e ol ofssolA wEdto® A ok SAE FoIEM AR E AR ALE7] gl
FEET 9low|(Daniel & Dunn, 2000), FEA7F Y T A vlnalel o}F] S ekl 4 gt

5
[e2ha]
I owo} A|7ho] @8 Ay]7] ujief oFSAtel Aol A= (Case—Smith & O'Brien, 2014).
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Abstract

A Pilot Study for Standardization of the Sensory Processing Scale for
Children (SPS—C)

Shin, Ji—eun’, M.S., O.T., Kim, Kyeong-Mi , Ph.D., O.T.,
Chang, Moon—Young**, Ph D, O.T,, Hong, Eunkyoung***, Ph D, O.T,

“Charm-sam sensory integration institute
**Dept, of Occupational Therapy, College of Health and Medical Affairs, Inje University
M*Dept. of Occupational Therapy, Shinsung University

Objective : The purpose of this study was to define a standard score of Sensory Processing Scale for
Children (SPS—C) and its concurrent validity by correlation with the Short Sensory Profile (SSP).

Methods : The subjects were children enrolled in nurseries and kindergartens in Busan and Gyeongnam,
We defined the standard score of the SPS—C and identified its concurrent validity for 337 children,
Both the SPS—C and SSP instruments were used to assess the children’s sensory processing ability.
The collected data were analyzed using SPSS 24,0, A statistical analysis was used to define the
standard score for SPS—C based on the mean and SDs of —1 and —2, To identify the concurrent
validity of the SPS—C, the correlation between it and SSP was measured using Pearson’s correlation
analysis,

Results : The ranges of total standard scores on the SPS—C were classified as follows: 115~160
indicated “Typical Performance ; 105~114 indicated ‘Probable Difference’; and finally, 50~104
indicated ‘Definite Difference.” Concurrent validity was ascertained using the Pearson correlation
between the total scores of the SPS—C and the SSP; the Pearson correlation coefficient was 7595,
indicating a statistically significant correlation,

Conclusion : This study suggests the standard score of the SPS—C for interpreting results in clinical

settings and confirms that it is a valid tool for evaluating children’s sensory processing ability.

Key words : Concurrent Validity, Sensory Processing Scale for Children (SPS—C), Sensory Processing

Tool, Standardization, Standard Score
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