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o] A7 Rasch 23S HLsto] <zite} e Ao w3 ALuASF BAL 93 PEASS
B3dEE AZT —Eﬂ E2 o] Qlty. PEAS (performance enhancement attitude scale)® Petroczi
(2006) 0] AAS M4E2] =3 (doping)oll thet ALIAT} S s AEE 172F 67

»1‘3]' 7Y E dele M4 4389S o s 243191, Rasch 28 AL3t
ol =L 24 41 Rasch 239 7|27 dAede A538H7] HAsl SPSS =219
2B s}gac} 23to] AT 7,;‘% SAAE W3 B9E, a8la 44

A
Ty ru>
_?l_',
)
L
5
g
%
“
PﬂJ
Li
[o

< AL o] g3t Balo] mE °4Tﬁ

254 an}—t— S 3} zt. &WH, % 17E%22 749 PEASE dA494E

Qs Zoz e, A, SHEF 5o BYEE 6HAERT 5HAES) o 4 o Aoz
_E_ 3]

184717 olzelrtel B2 o) 4ol A48 289 Dop'elH #e B £ (doping) & £FA
Fo] 3712 3718 A3 FAY FE BEHAG AW PRS AT A0Z, 2013 =PYAR
E2wAe) M2y, @4 =39 WAL FAFRS B854 Y, T, W BABY ohek s

W el W, LA R 24, S =03 B0 o2 4 oF 9 B4 Y AR S £sla]

27

+o S

e

Aot 2 A7HA] 8= o] Q) (Verroken, 2000; Kim 7} Kim, 2014; Korea Anti Doping Agency,

2013).

AAN A BARA &S & = AU AFZl o|2A & 5 &= =30 it IR+ 1968 5/ 3HA

2o olzEAof ZA| EH 7 2¥3] (International Olympic Committee; IOC) ] 9/]*5]] A1 ZE] A
, 199930 MA ¥k=] 7] (World Anti Doping Agency; WADA)o| A W= {28 A A 3HHE A

=33 AE AT FAAL o] BAA R AIFE T (Kim# Kim, 2013). 3ol A= 20063

k1 o

P

1 (139-800) A& =9F g 727 (F5%), A L3 HSH4-E & :
2 AAAA: (361-763) FARE FFA FET YSER 52, FEUGE AU AG TS A5
37} 2. E-mail: ksme@chungbuk.ac.kr
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ol % Y291 98] (Korea Anti Doping Agency; KADA)7F A5 o] = S5A4ES 5 2 F
A oz £ PA WEY FHE e T BTN =3 YAE AT = o] A% AW W
9t

sh=re] 20129 FEE =R A A3 tiASE MR A Hodd 89, S
2%, A= 19, k19, ofol2dly] 19, vlelodl&e& 14, £2] 1% 55 T &dto] F 1522 2010
o7 =N A4+ AlE £o53 It} (Korea Anti Doping Agency, 2013). &y A7|E3} &
Guie R8T 150 hE LE 4ol AR E ASA EA AL Sal B A5A 2g
I #A £ strjets =3 9AbEls 9ldsHA] BASHA E Zolal, o) oAl 39 uke] ¢ o] =3
o T A 40] HZao] WATE Ato] ohh, £EAFA AW Sl AT (win-oriented) Aol
=g tfst AL o FES u|zitheE AL 2u]dit} (Lee, 2013; Petroczi, 2007).

TEAFEANAA =33l it A Aot ofE Do 2ABIY FA] okF E-&ol tiaf #&A<d A
ol Uehts o] AAl =3 q5S 23t e S8 A% 9L 3 ZoE 01“ﬂ1 ct

7)ol A= ]17/}?‘]4 e 24 A7 ok
2} =390l thek 25dTEe AEEHE, 35 Fat7] A zhskgltt (Klmﬂr Klm 2013).
ojAH EEAHTEol et & = Zr I3 LS AsiAe A4S =gl i Ak
SOl ARE slelal Aol Wlg S8, ol Akl 7o) Bado] B F7ken k. 1
T ALES] ) e AbarA ol A3 A E AFES 5A37198 Kimd} Kim (2013)-2
PEASE %3] Q2= A45e] £qo e Amaloli 4% 5& AuAo2 SRt

PEAS (performance enhancement attitude scale)+= Petroczi (2 6) o] AAIBE A4E2] =53 (dop-
ing)oll Wiet ARaA} e S Aenh o] Hre 1Tl s 25 3 3o JYPst
< 63 HAEE SHIESZ FAFHA Y2 2‘%‘ gl iﬂOl 4 17300 1 o 1025 7kA] o] H,
A7t 2275 A7 =30 s JJrEHﬁ} AR Bl S vehdthe ZE gt} (Petroczi,
2007). w534 Frrele] et EHeETS A +EAF, 24, HAES Hd2g 3 PEASY
g5 FA435F A3PATA+= PEASZF YA LA S (internal consistency)”} £ TFof tjst A}
A AR 5] A BYolgkal d5skith (Petroczi, 2009). 12y PEASE 959
Petroczi (2006)°1 o3l 7B e A1, vj534 F1o] Tt ZYLE 5o thdez A= Sl
wela] Aol PEASS WA AXEES ojulsl= 328} &35} (Cronbach’s alpha)7}.866 0.2 =
2 AFEE Hola glovt (Kim¥} Kim, 2014), PEASE ©<¢3] gh=oj2 W sto] dh= JdE A4

(Kim3} Kim, 2014). ©]2 913 2 AlA ¥=s
Q

o

5

B I Aok e 24 AR 3400 EA0) 9 5 3l

NS0l 2 (IRT; item response theory)®] 3t £/ <2 Rasch 232 —“:_#?'{}94 dolx H4E 183k
A 184 2A2E BYT GA BYon, B AYw (goodness of S $AKOR $35 5
A Aol tg $ATD TR AAT 5 AES 24 A9E AN + Yok T8 23R HEwE
o] WA (categorization) & AA3het] QoA FL& FRE AT, WEFE DA ATA FH

3} Sdol| vk o 2ok TS B 93T} (Chung, 2005; ChoSt Song, 2003; Chi, 2003).

weld o] dTe tlatulw dele SEMNZ EHALT AT RAL o a2z M5 PEASY)
B E AF3H7] 98] Rasch B8-S o]83te] gilst A E FFAFoA £AEEs 238 &2l
6}'_1_ PEASOH/H }\]-%-‘Q_ 61‘]4 2_4'5_'_7]_ ;5]1—3‘3_-{2 ] Q'_?l_a_]_izl_ “:1";]'

2. A48

o] A7 2013 A 63] FolAlo} A7 o] A7E BT 2R L5444 3158 20134
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A 23] opalo} Fad A7IeE ol A7 Had F7HE 25 1237
Hi dPE 2FATE thez AXSIth FAAcR g, o

2 t}2 Table 2.13} 2t}

Table 2.1 Characteristic of subject

Variable KNTP (N=315) KANTP (N=123)
Gox Male (%) 214 (67.9) 78 (63.4)
Female n (%) 101 (32.1) 45 (36.6)
Age (years) (M£SD) 22.75+4.050 15.924+1.091
Career (years) (M+SD) 11.754+4.020 5.83+2.332

KNTP: Korean National Team Player
KANTP: Korean Adolescent National Team Player

o] AT WA A= LFASNA 3904 FEE Z45Hd BEHT Uk £ A42A BF
SRS o

83t o] =+ u]= PEAS (performance enhancement attitude scale)& Sh=o]2
o 3hul =+ oélﬂ A4E Ao g EAA o R ATeAE AZE A B3Rttt A
Solela g, SeISA B8, o BeSA g, T 5O, 5

n
3 ul5 SR TN A0 55 EYE 1 Table 223} 2l

Table 2.2 Item content of PEAS
Content

Doping is necessary to be competitive.

Doping is not cheating since everyone does it.

Athletes often lose time due to injuries and drugs can be used to help to make up the lost time.
Only the quality of performance should matter, not the way athletes achieve it.

Athletes in my sport are pressured to take performance-enhancing drugs.

Athletes who take recreational drugs use them because they help them in sport situations.
Athletes should not feel guilty about breaking the rules and taking performance-enhancing drugs.
The risks related to doping are exaggerated.

Athletes have no alternative career choices, but sport.

Recreational drugs assist in motivating athletes to train and compete at the highest level.

= z,
DS e ® o as wn g

Doping is an unavoidable part of competitive sport.

=
[ V)

Recreational drugs help to overcome boredom outside of competition

—
w

There is no difference between drugs and the technical equipment that can be used to enhance performance.

—_
'S

The media should talk less about doping.

—
ot

The media blows the doping issue out of proportion.

—
[}

Health problems related to rigorous training and injuries are just as bad doping side effects.

=
-3

Legalizing performance enhancements would be beneficial for sports.

o] A7 EFFolEY Rasch ZFS Hgsto] thginls d2|E ¢l Aeh =<
4 ZAHEE SR BA0l Utk Rasch 289 712714 ARARE A2 A3 SPSS
21.0 2239 FL3Fo] FAE B4 (principal component analysis) S AAISATE 7 2 /%]
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AF (%) o] AAEAEe] 20% ol/d& Agetd A
st & 4= Sty A2 oA AR E AAEY F3bel e A5 2 &
Hoz AAPAE A5 5 At} (Reckase, 1979; Kim 5, 2008; Lee, 2000).
= =

o gahise 424, pael Ag, 2013

me} Aol Mt £YE 22T TAACR A, ¥

is (step calibration)©] 3_7]{&(13 HH
AR () o] AAH o2 F7heke FEE
WSk FEl7E Adsithke 2 Swlsitt (Chi, 2001). &4 €%
s = WARAS (infit) T+ AAFAS (outfit) 7F 1.30 o] o] ALt
A3 TE. APASE 1.00S 7IHFFLE 2831 1.0000 4 dup} Eof
El; l=7t2 SdEth 1.30 o] e s EFo8 £+ FPOE, 0.70 o]}
£ TEEE grE /K= 223 £Fo 2 Add = 9t} (Linacre2} Wright, 1994; McNamara,
1996). AlA|, Ao w2 xpd7]5E3 (DIF; differential item functioning)S F&3}7] 9 H 24
Hog o Hel&de] SAACRE [T A7t fleAE HAFeH] Al SPSS Zraws F3)
Mann-Whitney #4& AAISHATE A2l&do] SLdT= st el met Apdo Qt T
2 A= 19 Floj AR x| SARLR FAAE ASATt (AR 1, Fo4<%.05, A4
3.84). Ao 2 A 7|5 BFS &3] %;H Rasch Uﬁé B2 o] 7153 Winsteps 3.65. 0 Az
=2a8E Agstgh o] A7l BE foEL.057 H4s gt
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3. A%
3.1. UAAH B3

E}— Table 3.1 42 24% AAIR 27& vehdith. 73k 71$0] 1L.00ETE 2 8902 4742
Z2FQow, A 1891 AHEE Yels B4 33.35% 2 YAYEAS WSS Aoz et
(Xh{]—‘?—%b] 20% ©]A}).

Table 3.1 Principal component analysis of PEAS

component  eigenvalue  variance of eigenvalue (%)

1 5.67 33.35
2 1.72 10.15
3 1.12 6.62
4 1.08 6.35

o AFIA AHTIE PEASS 60HE (M-FSI5) 8, BI5HA 2%, O S8 942, o
WES R, B, e SRS AGAAL BAA LR FASAL. AR A5} S
5 29 9 gARs w20 2AAcleh AL oJulaly] wleo] HuAel $2 (44) 24X 44 27
& ofo} gt} Figure 3.1-2 Rasch A AE BYPoA 235 E SHFEJHCE XF (V125)2
AL A7 Fe] 2% Afole] ZX1Zke] x}o] (person measure relative to item difficulty) o]z,
Y& (HNE2F)2 54 $8HF7 A" o] E & (category probability curve)S YERATH AZE A

2H 18 WFoIA 68 BRG] SHUFE etk



Study on the validity of PEAS for analyzing doping attitude and disposition of Korean elite player 571

T

2]
Az
o= A

ERBA%

N

o A (BAZA: step clibration) LFEhIE= Table 3200 9)5he o] w33 319
= (infit) 9 9 AT (outhit) 64 WEE AT BF 130 o]k FEa Lergeh
Gl AAHCT FANE YHE ANE 8T 68 Awol 3PAF WS Fehs A
omiel. 183} 279 AE=AAFEL -.33, 287} 379 HEHAH] -.25, 377} 47 2] F
Ho] 17, 2217 483 589 AEAAe] 4 AR 18 AL 57 HEAAE A
W47k 252 AT JARE S A0 gepdth Lol 583 649 AT AARL 322
UERt HE A0l AR ZAR} thA] Zashs Aew et A8 67 AEst g5
T2 AARHE At 13 AS & = Aok wepA A=AGAR ] Fastn, WAFES} 94
A= 7S WA K3 67 MR 53 WHEE FYERA (parceling) 3to] 53 HEAAZ AP
(rescoring) 3t 1 A= Figure 3.22} Table 3.3} Zt}.

tlo O 1y

=)

1.0+ +

[}
-
f=r]
T
— — +

22 11 3 "
2E0020 2020er JAMAM:s:EEEREERERSER

2+ 222 J333Few 4 T3eee 404N BRRERE 4 0

222 33333 444 eeees 3333 4444 555 -
33333 4444 GEGEGe112Z2 333 44044

333333333304444444 BEE5++BEE 1112222333333 44444444 o

0 +esrtrarrserersarer+hEG5 T #trasessssmtrbtrsst

-2 -1 0 1 ¢ 2 15 -1 -5 0 05 1 15 2

Figure 3.1 Category probabilities curve

Table 3.2 Calibration of category structure

scale  frequency  percent infit outfit step calibration
1 3101 42 .92 .96
2 1528 21 .92 .86 -.33
3 1001 14 1.00 .89 -.25
4 814 11 .90 .96 =17
5 468 6 1.05 .9¢ 44
6 398 5 1.37 1.55 .32

7 5ol WA LElE Table 3390 o3kl Bl uga s @A WAYE (infit)sh 94

— i
= (outfit) 7} B 0.70 o4, 1.30 o3& ¥5 A Jehgth 1383 249 AR AARL 19, 274
7 379 HA=AAH ] -.06, 3- A 473 HA=AAR ] .08, 2]l 437} 57| HAEAAR] 1608

17 HERE 58 274 424457} 574848 A 344 (logit) = S718HE A2 vehgeh,
Wb 5 MEe 64 MRS B A8 57 sk 64 AERT ATACE o 499 A ¢ 4

gict.
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11 %
2e2e2e211 55 444
2e2eze? Zer+2d #4000 40043404
222222 333333++++333333 44444
22222 3333 44485 11222 3333 444434
393333 4444555 1M12EeER 3333 \
| 3333333333 444444445555 11111222222 3333333333 |
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Figure 3.2 Category probabilities curve (parceling)

Table 3.3 Calibration of category structure (parceling)

scale frequency percent infit outfit step calibration

1 3101 42 .91 .98

2 1528 21 97 .89 -.19
3 1001 14 .94 .91 -.06
4 814 11 .94 1.05 .08
5 856 12 1.22 1.26 .16

3.3. £3o] A3

AFolA Rasch 23] 712749 A4ALE BSe 1787} 249
9] AFE (goodness-of-fit) S ARt 24H AIALE Arjeoz A
3.5 ek, of RN RAYAF ASE ARPAF () Ei AAPAF (w130 o)
o] AL} 0.70 o]dloltt. 17TEE ZF TES )
T39, £314)0] AAAF7E 1.30 o]z ¥X4?J (unfit) &4 L}E}ﬁl 3B3 (233, B2, B
310)©] 0.70 o]stZ A7} (overfit) 3HA LFEFELTE.

o

Table 3.4 Goodness-of-fit of items

item difficulty (logit) infit outfit
1 -.11 1.47 1.56
17 1.14 1.43 1.44
9 -.40 1.22 1.40
14 -.76 1.25 1.34
16 -.53 1.26 1.25
2 11 1.11 1.05
3 -.02 .99 1.11
11 -.38 1.08 1.02
6 .29 .84 .94
7 .58 .87 .93
5 1.15 .90 91
4 .36 .86 .89
15 -.18 .73 .88
8 .14 .73 .82
13 .37 .68 .75
12 .32 .69 .62

10 .22 .67 .66
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Table 3.5 Difference of doping attitude between men and women

N Median Quartile deviation Z P
men 292 2.11 1.11 -1.848 .065
women 146 2.29 1.01

ol g AEl&Adel Aol AE s A Z2=-1.848, p=.065 TToA BAHCE {2t Afo]7}
S UEbG T =AM SHBE TEE S-S 7 eolE B etal A wef xpEo|
= < F78t A= th Table 3.63 Zth 1728 T 3% (£33, £F12, £814)0] A
w2 275w (DIF)Z UEgth FAIFCE FE3HL 543 $48 7 o= B3t
A2} (logit=.07)7} @2} (logit=-.18) B} T AR FHoH= A2 YEgTh. 8 129 3 o=t
(logit=.38) 7} @A} (logit=.20) Rt} ¥R F o7 SH3l= 227 Yelt) o]d vs] &3 141
2} (logit=-.65)7} o] A} (logit=-.82) Ht} FA A o7 Sodl= Ao 2 YET)

Table 3.6 Differential item functioning of gender

item men women X p
1 -.16 -.09 .562 .453
2 A7 .07 1.098 .294
3 -.18 .07 7.242 .007
4 .36 .36 .000 1.000
5 1.15 1.15 .000 1.000
6 .25 .29 .236 .626
7 .63 .55 .458 498
8 .07 17 .932 .334
9 -.30 -.45 2.985 .084
10 .16 .25 .876 .349
11 -.44 -.34 1.320 .250
12 .20 .38 4.185 .039
13 .27 42 2.232 135
14 -.65 -.82 4.096 .043
15 -.12 -.21 1.138 .285
16 -.43 -.58 2.879 .089
17 -1.05 -1.19 2.247 .133

Aoz Aude %% (ltem)% Jepin Aﬂi%% 2 Cwoe WA 24AE Uen
3, #42 olx} 24 S Uehith T8 Figue 345 2Pz Aud e A8s)s A5E 525
NA AESES 4 B2 £ QA Uehith 2238 45 02 /1208 101 WS 25
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ITEM

"

DIF Measure [diff.)
-]

-

15

Figure 3.3 DIF measure of each item between men and women

ITEM

005 -

DIF Size |diff.|

-0.05

-0.15

0.2

Figure 3.4 DIF measure of each item between men and women (standardization)

4. =9

eEqse £ QRS R4S 5 A8H T 9 978 PEAS 247

ESAHHTY] AT E (construct validity) S ASsH= WHoZ &
8204 (exploratory factor analysm)ﬂ‘r 017 2 9184 (confirmatory factory analysis) S 2-&
S 9tk aeu gaRARo s 244 0 $ge] Afwd] g3 AZ0] A5 drhe A7
A7t A= 2 Ytk (Hongz}t Cho, 2006; Beck 5, 1988). Rasch 2&-& o]2]3l BA|HS H4st=
A olt). EHES-o] 2 (item response theory)Q] Al 1 B4 ZAAERFHIL 5X]9] (equivalent)
AL 7N e RPor B3 AP} SHHFY BHREEE 371 = 9t} (Park, 2010). A3
© % Rasch 28 SozN Midd 23oA FEHA £ O]L]' 7+ SR Aol A A= Ao

odtl o°1‘
lo r

o
2
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He B3s A48T 5 o] 87 SHolA 877 98 L Itk (Cho} Song, 2003; Chun}t
Noh, 2006; Seol, 2007). ©]2]3F HE 717 Rasch R¥E Z-83lo] A e E 54504 F&5
1 9= PEAS 544 =9 g3 =EE A5 245 =3d v 2ot

AR, Rasch 23 & Al A4S HF537] S8 =47 4 (principal component anal-
ysis) & AAFAT FAE E42 gAZ g AR A (exploratory factor analysis)3} T2 Eajoz =
2 4294 (unidimensionality) S H33=t] A4-8Hth (Hong, 2009). 172822 745 PEAS

2
2
N
)
-0,
e
2
ns
oL
l

° S
Al 1 29le] 4Ry (EHa7))S dehle aAF (%)7F 20.0%8 0 =4 deRd 2E 8 4 9o
(Table 3.1). ThAl W3}® o] Aol A Ak& & Rasch 32 A&ahed A9 A8 AL ¢

T Qirt.
A5 d& HEFEIAE =&tk Figure 3.13 Figure
2R3 (logit) 22 e Y& 7 SEHEF7F A
ERGGgolA 71 =4 AdgE B85S Hojd 1
t} (Hong3} Cho, 2006). ©]& Zt A5 F49] nAbd (HAZRA
e 4= 9th. 28U 63 A2 A PEASE tisivl= Ay
4= 9t} (Table 3.2). webA o] AT AL 6 HE7}F {831

E SEAGENA RART AL L
dehbA) ghe RS meistel 64 WOl $RA NS BT 5uFe] $HA Aoz W5 59
ok 7 @3 68 WFEAAC ws) 7 Ao} so] ek FEskA ehdeh ohal Bekd 5EF AlA

]

AN dARAZ] AAH g Zrlete AL B 4 9t} (Table 3.3).

FAAE ALt FFol AF=E FAsUrE Rasch

A4 infit, ARG outfit) Q] 71HAZEE 1.000]t}

&3 FFZ Yuleta, 1.00E o A2+5E v B3 5
5, 2011). &4 A3} (Table 3.4)E Wy &3

B30} 912 M4 (FAW°] 22 @t (Kim 2

L (22 A0l glold B5Aelth), £ 17 (2550l F4L A% 2/ PAEL Y8 ok 2
o sxze] B8l B Aolth, £ 9 (SFAFEL 2E2 olg)e] The AYe AU 71517} glrh),
2 14 (2NN 230 o) 27 AFsNok FAthi AL 130 ol g0z RATS tehget
B UES BW B 1, B9 17 2L A9t delE AeEo] 47 WEe olaiely] BE E5
o Egor 4 don, £39, £ Ut delE LEASEOA Aoz SR Tese &
A% Bgoz Anfh £¥ B 13 (250959 $9S A3 RS 4SS e 3718 3
4 Ao 57 BUIE ABTE A3t 2 Aolv} fleh), BY 12 (IRATL AT FBL £ AT
B FEshed 2ol ), TR £ 10 (NEARE AT 2L HT S0 FAT F7E @
5 UE% 718 Fols| Fthe 70 o5tz HAFH Uekhth RPHES HE kR Eo] 37
g ol =go] HrAo] e A= M55 42T SHHE FR4Q 2PE oA}

G, AR e AE7)S FEe FAMCR F4% ANE HY £F 3 (£5AFT T4 wjee|
g A7k HEH] A £ Fo] mgo F & Ah), £ 12, 73 £ 1302 tehytt
= A e S 240 tie SR AelE AT QAT o] 43 AT (918) 54 e
SHHE (S0l th2dl ke Zolekn @ 4 Atk 53 £ 12 (1EA8S 98 FEe ¥
g9 AFTE IR B0l A, BY 13 (£5595Y 4L 99 2L A8k AL 7
718 G A 54 G LI AT 2 Aot Y AP Fols e FPo WA, 8o
wel ApEsle PO Ueht dels ASEAE ST 4TS S FARR 9 2
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5. 42
g1 A9 8-S et 2225 (%) 7F 20.0% Kok A Ve G4
_?_.

3

: ol =L MFHEFAUCE AT A 634

Aoz yephth. AR, £39 AgEE A5 2 178 T 2% (2
8]

o
\:—l
Mo
o
©
Mo
o
o
=
Mo

F12, BF13, 214, F17)0] FAHCE Aol oA ettt UA, Ado] e ApEr)s
Y B4 40 38F (£P3, £312, 2F13)0] F=HAUE WA 25 17EF 68 A=E 74
Ho] ALEH PEAS Bt 92 53 =2 745 2] fevet d2E AoA o Agsith: 2
B2 43tk o] Ad7E EYE ©&5H PEASE 4ukssy] A e dEE AeES U R
AT Ao g &g3to] WwatELIS} (cross validity) A5o] 7T}

»s

1 2 3 4 5 6
W B e BOHA e ORI EAMA B R EAY  $A% e $¥
1L =92 F4 oA A5 A
2. BE AFEe] =9 Wi £AA 7} ohih
3. eEASE &4 UEel e Gudth oA dulE A BE 99 kEe 488 & dn
4. 2FE A Aol 3253 FeY) A8 e FasA gt
5. Uel 35 25455 £5505Y AL AW FES HEHES ke wI Yok
6. SEASEC) /EABS A& FBE WAL AL 2E2 J7)0] Bgo] 57 Wl
7. SEASEL LELASATHE A FER SN FAN A =714 ok
8. =g U@ page sl 9l
9. eFHFEL 2xz 99 T 49 49T Y87 Qi
10, ARASS 98 okEe o £& WA FAN Al @ 7 Relo] EgE 20}
11 =3¢ AR X2 AT 5 gE Tt
12, RABS 9T kB AY o) EARE AFYE FHHLY =g AL}
1. e5cASY P42 99l 22 Aghe AL ALANE S A% 2 A7k Gk
14, dEolA(RT ) S8 oa Aol Ak
15. oA 2R EAE YT Sojsi A
16. =99 RA48e 9 F=@ Fdo) o8 AZ BAUL L4 w5 H A= AETH
17. 2% 592 BN Jol AT A8Ahs B PUEL 2x 20 £g0) B Aol
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Abstract

PEAS (performance enhancement attitude scale) has been used to measure attitude
and disposition toward doping in elite athlete. It is constructed of 17-item, 6-point
scale. The purpose of this study was to verify validity of the PEAS for Korean elite
player through Rasch model. The scale was administered to 438 Korean elite players.
Principal component analysis was used to verify unidimensionality using SPSS program.
Rasch measurement computer program, WISTEPS, was used to estimate goodness-of-
fit of items and category structure. Differenctial item functioning by gender was also
estimated by the WINSTEPS program. All alpha level was set at 0.05. First, principal
component analysis showed that unidimensionality is satisfied as over 20.0% of variance
of eigenvalue. Second, category probabilities curve showed 5-point scale was better than
6-point scaled statistically. Third, seven items (1, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 17) in the 17-item
were not good model fit and three items (3, 12, 13) were estimated as the differential
item functioning. This study showed that 9-item, 5-point scale is better PEAS to

Korean elite player.

Keywords: Doping attitude disposition, elite player, Rasch model, validity.
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