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11, ¢iaupe A7k 37 &7k AR, 297 849, A o)

© g, AA ZAARZ 2k Fool vzt 2254 oFs Y 7]
1. A& soll wet Al 7HA] a4 "I A, o ZAIE 7
A, AR o8 R) FolA g AR ERE
1) ME7F ™ 7188 SPMO| WA dX|%=(a)= .77~.950]2L HA
—AHA A== 94~ 980t} SPME 72t 2] o
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dolqiet, Motz dAtof it &2 gl WS ApAE] A lth(Parharm & Ecker, 2007).
gkl i F A 598 42 ¥ S Bl A
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2, g4 ojt SPME YHESRIH, 2@t A oA WEEHE e HS gt
ol 7Hg-& SPMO| 757l ol tisto] AAISHAL,
1) 7F4& SPM(Sensory Processing Measure) 7} o) W AE Ugo| ulg} sttolg wWelst Ao
gt A= guy, LR r Yo A5 AA
7H8-& SPME A A5 E 63hd 25SHES it 39 tH(Poon, 1999). & 7571 &= didf] 49 =2
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Table 1. Process of translation study

Step 1. Original version — Korean version

Stage 1:

Two independent translator (T1, T2)x*

Forward translation

Step 2. Synthesis two translator

Comparison of SPM (original version & Korean version) third independent
translator (3 Dept. of occupational therapy professor major in child OT)

Step 1. Korean version — English version
Two independent translator (BT1, BT2)#x

Stage 2:
Blind back translation

Step 2. Synthesis two translator (bilingual & bicultural translator)

Comparison of SPM (English version & original version)
Third independent translator (bilingual & bicultural translator)

. . I i
Stage 3: Pilot testing Understanding test

13 caregiver with child demanded OT

*T7 first translation, *+BT: bilingual & bicultural translation, SPM: Sensory Processing Measure, OT: Occupational Therapy

WLEld = A4 (Item—level CVI; I-CVD) L} A& Y&
B = Z4x(Scale CVI; S-CVD) & Ueth AE7} A
NA 43 A== 7} o] gt B S sl
F(Davis, 1992), 3ol 434S & AE7} Q9] 5=
A Slele) w2 ), 2, SEE
29 UERE Aolth 7 9EY yeEIE A
o A Q) e R
= YgEIGE X4x(S—CVI/Ave, Scale—level Content
Validity Index, averaging method)&}3l 3}, A&7}
o] B&: 373 5L 4AS F FJHO 22 A 3
2 22 Uk AL syUwd 9l Hr yLEeEge
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A 8 0 o et HE WEHYE A4} iEA A
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th(Polit, Beck, & Owen, 2007).
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Table 2, Content validity for semanticity

m. Z o
1. g2l et LHZEIEE

HE WEEE A4t 860l 9la TaAo that
WA W] AR YgegEE 670l

of 3¥Ergsteholu 48 (M- egstthe dralet
Hled AuEy derbds Z247F 92, .91, (955 UE
ek g2 ditt WeedEs devtds 47
.93, .71, 95% UERyITH(Table 2, 3), ou|4d =2
2/ WEEIGEA7} 80 oJstE Word 52
2, 4, 26, 15, 37, 39, 50, 56, 58, 67, 780|¢lom] &
1N 522 YEPdtH(Table 4).

Agreement of semanticity

S—CVI/Aves 92
S—CVI/UA=x .83
Expert a .92
Proportion relevant Expert b 91
Expert ¢ .95
#*S—CVI/Ave: Scale—level content validity index, averaging calculation method
#xS—CVI/UA: Scale—level content validity index, universal agreement calculation method
Table 3, Content validity for structure
Agreement of structure
S—CVI/Avex .36
S—CVI/UAsx .67
Expert a 93
Proportion relevant Expert b 71
Expert ¢ .95

#*S—CVI/Ave: Scale—level content validity index, averaging calculation method
#+S—CVI/UA: Scale—level content validity index, universal agreement calculation method
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Table 4, ltem example of expert panel test

Item Pre Post
w3t o]99] oju] gl o]23} Aekl] Aeg  Fudy Fr o]9)Y of2w} AhakA JEAe
ltem 2 FU72(R oloplata, xwz m21, 2348 FUA(E olopleli, ANZ HEd, £34E
HAFE 5)°? HAFE 52
lom 4 CFE ARV bl et e A 9k ke ke AR U sbe] ek AL A1) 9k
I e e
lom 15 TOE T BAE webd ol $4909) 20l 0R 33 2 BAS ek ) & $49)
A&7 o] olgérll
fom o5 S TR clolEele nE AEA g aele] e ofolSo] thAlE AEe2E dos)A ke
o wehe Y B aealol] sl SR A gL
Item 37 TEo| tia] HHEA oA we A8 o] QLU 2o ta) thuls] mke 3HeAo] QL7
femgg O/ Sl e AR we vige] RSS2 clo] A0 FE Anw AP sl PRl
tem 2o WEAAE LGS 21 Y B de WEAAE LGS 2 Y B
FZA 2AG £ A @A, Aot A A ES 9 2 Aol Agsias
ltem 50 Felwkas UR A R AR 3 o] IAZ AT ) U AlA i 23} o] 34 ) S8
o m) uke 3lS == AxE HLU7R ko )8 = Az HelUr
Ak 27), |, Az, vlIRE, B Boll e I, Al nIEE, e o) B, A
ltem 56 ER= A3 g 24908 Habl Failshe A Q=g 2o SHAS s Felsishe A
2571 27
BT E 9IS AU, 124 B8 ARG 2 24Y NE g 92 27, 124 29 AU 2E A
fem 58 G og BES o sl P #90] Bed YEL AP
ltem 59 SR BS A w), ofzelA Holziyz)? Aol BS54 of oz} gro g doldur
Trem 60 Wold wf, 22 FS G4 Fehk dold u), 222 #3877} o gH

Table 5, ltem example of back translation test

Item Original version Back translation version
11 seem bothered appear to dislike

12 have trouble have difficulty

13 Become distressed experience stress
18 walk into walk in the direction
21 corner of his or her eye look sideways

23 respond react

26 Seem frightened seem to get startled
30 pull away avoid

47 seem driven to seek activities look for activities

59 shifting moving

64 coordination harmonious coordination

2. oIBolo| CHt LHREISE Ealolc} 1 A3 W 37710 47HOR Ukt o
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13], A2 132 oiA 2F7t 7}XL nko Ao e
YH(Table 5), st
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Table 6, Results of understanding test

Agreement of understanding test

S—CVI/Avex

94

S—CVI/UAsx

A48

#*S—CVI/Ave: Scale—level content validity index, averaging calculation method
#S—CVI/UA: Scale—level content validity index, universal agreement calculation method
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Abstract

Translation and Cross—Cultural Adaptation Study on a Korean of Sensory
Processing Measure Home Form

Lee Hye—Rim', Ph.D_, O.T., Yoo, Eun—Jung , Ph.D,, Kim, Kyeong-Mi" ', Ph.D,, O.T.

*Dept, of Occupational Therapy, College of Rehabilitation Sciences, Daegu University
**Dept, of Special Education, College of Social Sciences, Inje University

*J/Dept_ of Occupational Therapy, College of Health and Medical Affairs, Inje University

Purpose : This study aimed to conduct a translation, backtranslation, and content validity test of the
Sensory Processing Measure (SPM) for Korean children,

Methods : The translation and content validation process involved direct and backward translation;
a test of equivalence between the two versions (the original SPM and the Korean version SPM;
K—SPM) was performed using content—related evidence collected by a group of experts and a group
of parents, Data analysis was carried out using Excel Content validity indices (CVI), mean, and
standard deviation were used for the analysis of content validity.

Results . The result of the comparison between the original SPM and K—SPM in the group of experts
was 3,54 £ 74, the S—CVI/Avg for semanticity was .92, and the S—CVI/Avg for structure was .86,
The results for the mean of the understanding test and the S—CVI/Avg were 3.48 £ .63 and .94,
respectively,

Conclusion | K—SPM will considerately be used as an assessment to identify sensory processing,
praxis, and social participation issues for children in Korea, Further studies are suggested to
increase the age range and the sample size for a more comprehensive applicability of the K—SPM

to Korean children,

Key words : Back translation, Content validity, Korean version Sensory Processing Measure
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