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The Reliability and Validity of Useful Field of View Test
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ABSTRACT

The aim of the study is to examine the reliability and validity of UFOV, which is a visual driving evaluation
tool that has been proven to be reliable and valid in western countries, for the purpose of adapting the tool in a
systematic manner to the South Korean population. Two evaluator assessed 23 healthy and 19 stroke patients with
UFOV, Trail Making Test A & B(TMT A & B) and Motor Free Visual Perception TesttMVPT) from 7 October
2014 to 25 November, 2014. The researcher analyzed inter-rater reliability, correlation between raters of UFOV
with Intraclass correlation coefficient, test-retest reliablility, UFOV with spearman correlation coefficient, concurrent
validity, UFOV, TMT A & B and MVPT with spearman correlation coefficient, and discriminative validity,
comparison mean scores of UFOV between groups, healthy and stroke with Mann-Whitney U test. UFOV score
of participants with stroke had lower compared to the healthy control group. The inter-rater reliability(p<.001),
test-retest reliability(p<.01) and concurrent validity(p<.01) was statistically significant. Also discriminant validity
was statistically significant(p<.001). Based on this study, Use of UFOV for drivers at risk is essential to prevent

future traffic accidents and support driving rehabilitation.

Keyword : UFOV, Driving skills, Stroke, Visual driving evaluation tool, Driving rehabilitation
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Table 1. General Demographic Characteristics of

Participants (N=42)
General Demographics(%)
Characteristics CVA group Healthy
(N=19) group(N=23)
Gender
Male 15(78.9) 14(61.1)
Female 4(21.1) 9(38.9)
Age(year) -
20-29 1(5.2) 10(43.4)
30-39 - 8(34.9)
40-49 6(31.8) 1(4.3)
50-59 8(42) 4(17.4)
60-69 3(15.8)
>70 1(5.2)
Diagnosis
Left CVA 12(63.2)
Right CVA 7(36.8)
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Fig. 1. UFOV(Useful Field of View Test)
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Table 2. The test-retest reliablility in the UFOV (N=42)

UFOV
Subtest 1 Subtest 2 Subtest 3
83** 90%* 93%*
**p<.01
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Table 3. The inter-rater reliability in the UFOV (N=42)

UFOV
1CC(2,1) F
Subtest 1 92 k* 12.69
Subtest 2 96%H* 24.06
Subtest 3 99k 119.81
***p<.001
3.2 B3 =

32.1 SAEIGE

UFOV #Abel ®= sbel &5 AL das
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Table 4. The concurrent validity in the UFOV (N=42)

UFOV (\/M\ng) TMT A2) TMT B3)
Subtest] - 81%* 1% 1%
Subtest2 - 83%% 77 85+
Subtest3 -7 77 85+

1) MVPT(VC), Motor Free Visual Perception
Test(Visual Closure)

2) TMT A, Trail Making Test A

3) TMT A, Trail Making Test B

**p<.01
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Table 5. The discriminant validity in all participants in

the UFOV (N=42)

Mean  Sum of
UFOV Group N rank ranks U Z

Healthy 23 1539  354.00

Subtest 1 78.00  -4.14%**
CVA 19 2889  549.00
Healthy 23 14.28 32850

Subtest 2 52.50  -4.34%%*
CVA 19 3024 574.50
Healthy 23 13.83  318.00

Subtest 3 42,00  -4.49%**

CVA 19 30.79  585.00
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