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This study examined latent profiles of individuals with developmental disabilities based on patterns of challenging behaviors and functional
abilities and investigated differences in caregiver burden and life satisfaction across profiles. Data were drawn from the 2024 Survey on the
Work and Life of Persons with Developmental Disabilities and included 3,000 individuals with developmental disabilities and their primary
caregivers. Latent profile analysis was conducted using eight indicators of challenging behaviors (self-injurious behavior, aggressive behavior
toward others, destructive behavior, disruptive behavior, repetitive and atypical behaviors, socially inappropriate behavior, withdrawn or
inattentive behavior, and noncompliant behavior) and three indicators of functional abilities (communication ability, cognitive ability, and
instrumental activities of daily living). The analysis identified six latent profiles: Adaptive-Low Challenge (64.5%), Externalizing-Nonaggressive
(8.4%), Aggressive-Low Communication (5.1%), Internalizing-Resistant (8.2%), Moderate Multidomain Challenge (11.2%), and Severe
Complex Support Needs (2.6%). Caregiver burden and life satisfaction differed significantly across profiles. Specifically, profiles characterized
by higher levels of challenging behaviors and lower levels of functional ability were associated with greater caregiver burden and lower life
satisfaction. These findings suggest that individuals with developmental disabilities are better understood as comprising heterogeneous

subgroups rather than as a homogeneous population and highlight the need for tailored interventions and caregiver support policies.
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1. gmol WK I =%

Wbtol (Developmental Disabilities)= A& 7|53 &3 35l AL A3HS Hol
o] 4G dutell AA FHAF TS vtk WHO & UNICEF2023)= &
15-194] 13.9%°] o]&ttil Histlom, IdAME 2024d 7] 55 wEFo
UEhdtHKorea Disability Policy Development Institute, 2025).

el BT Sl SH0R HoHncks AR, ANAED ) 5 IR AT TdE )

o2 Jidulc} uf-$- o] & A Ql(heterogencous) =43-S LFEFIHTHSchalock, Luckasson, & Tassé, 2021). ©]2{3F o|Z&

H )5, ASWE 42 ONLE 5, BT B4 F Ok AelA BRI, FAG A9Ee 2 A
5k

r1r

= 4%, =

AT AL 879 F37 A7t A S 5 UTHTassé et al., 2012). 0|23+ Aofje] EAL

AR U S vRIeH, ] TS ATk 23 JFAYN EF 87E dd = T

g2, AAA oy 2 49 SR AFE AYshe Ao Z HaE I 9 TKBaker et al, 2003; Wang & Singer, 2016).
E3] Aol 2lo] Hol= =7 3 F(challenging behaviors) 2 B EAte] &8 RS 7[5A7|= d4H2 2920 F

9] 3} =2 XA H HLecavalier, Leone, & Wiltz, 2006; Woodman, Mawdsley, & Hauser-Cram, 2015). Emerson(2001)2 &= 7

P& EIHoE v A, W, 73] FFor, FAA e Bl AAF bds Aze ool w

e, AGALE A A AZsH ASAY ARTE sbsAel dE BB 0= Felsidt =48 9

o HE

rlj
[
m M

fo © dn ro

MN

T SEUBEY U BT ASAD 59 5T BT YA A5l 298 Fol BAYFpobion
behaviory o] 2= o]z F2 ALGETE AT B A7E 54 A% A5 MY sxA BASAY T4 &

>

E AFske A7t okde, WY dF 545 Hotetd A 879 i}o]—% FAstaz} shqdziel, W
of 2 FAH PFAY FHAA ] AEFHE ‘=FHZF Y F(challenging behavior)o]2t= &0 st tvt 2
ATolMY =H2 P52 7HAAEE ou7t ofye, F A HuE S SHE B vhed A5y A
AT E XAs+= 227 oz AFREUTH

olg)dt EHF HE AZANY 10-15%00 4 AZHsE F£F 02 LFER ™ (Emerson et al, 2001; Holden & Gitlesen,
2006; Lowe et al, 2007), ¥AWE, #AefdE, dAqYF, WAs, AFAE, 45ds 5 0 Fu= depdot
(Singer et al, 2016). ER1A P52 JHQ1Y b, ALS A o, 4o Hofl HFHA Q1 FaFS mF Eub ol ZKHastings
& Beck, 2004), & H AY 7|39 wek, AFAA J4 vhed SV AREA Y T o|AH AdE et
(Allen et al., 2007).

TR AEe vl O FFoE BAHoR 98 UehrE e, JiQlvith 1 A=} HiEeA & At
5 E<Ith Davies and Oliver(2013)9] Aol 9J3tH, a5 T4 5 A Yehhes 497 Bor, F 5]

Al Yetde A5 9 39 Yehes A9l Hs) BRaate] 2E#27F dAS] Fobxlth gl Matson and
Shoemaker(2009)= & 4@ g5 FeH ERVOZE 1Y AY 8FE FES] dSF37] oHeH, 715 Y
FEs A ol drhal FEEAT 1Y ® %?3}“’ 71E9 A7y A AAle F2 wel He 3440
v 3 B 2H1E g e AP0l o], fSsolu Bdxe 22 HlEAE =14 o] BoAtlA A=
EE3 ~EF AU Y &FE 7198 93 o) Sﬁ\E}(HaStings, 2002; Lecavalier et al., 2000).

EEXH =5 ‘:“:‘T} #HEste, APATFELS =14 dso] Baae] Aed hdd nXe JaFo] Fofe] A

% %) THHastings, 2002; Baker et al., 2003). Hastings & Beck(2004)& T4 7 3

SALY] &, Bl 2EH S FFo] FYsAl FUkstH, ol tAl BaA-Aofjok

EI
r
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T e AL AE A7 e F2E AT RSkt =3, AEobs 113% 9] ofHy 9] 4
A WA Al A73Fe] FAE B8 Benson(2010)9] Aol wE W, XA 5o e HaEArt AXF A7A
oy FAl FA ulA WAS AL83hE Aol ojwye] AW £FS -3t 8Qlo =z A83Ank i, V154 T
Hol] E& Wl Bazte FiFog ve FE BES Hiushke AFEFo] S razabal et al, 2012; Hall, &
Graff, 2011; Marsack-Topolewski, Samuel, & Tarraf, 2021) 7]%52 83 T 3Z PTo] Bz o=z zgates Al of

gk AAZ = 753 AAoln

SN Bl B AL A WE G A SHNLE, 94, DIABEY el e
9 A0l EA, Tedf el e At A Al Bl U7E BUB F4 dnes
rFsted, JiQ1e]l i3k FEE WAES TS WPSHA] e THTassé e al, 2012). o]H g WHFFAE HIT

s o

=
(variable-centered approach)2 & AA| ] H& ATFAHS ofsle vHle &8st JAd o EAlste 28oz
2E & AT EAE X33517] oAHu= AI7F Jthlaursen & Hoff, 2006). ©]= ZfH oz dghagof 9l TFARx}
o} 1 Rz Ake] /)E3tE L (individualized needs)S 2A3] s|AsA] Hohs TA T2} Yol AR o]

3, HE 59| A4 Xperson-centered approach)ol] 7]1HFeE S A2 WHEo| FEHY Q) 1 F ARz =24}

A E-X(Latent Profile Analysis, LPA)S A<4d WHE4EQ] RS 7wt g2 W U AAF sYHAGS 325t o
83 WHo|tKCollins & Lanza, 2013). LPAE & E A F=(latent) o] AAS Fotetal, A 54 sidS Ffske
ANNES U ZEnds RRIODA BO Fu HAAY LRE 55 FrHNylund, Asparouhov, &

Muthén, 2007). LPAE= o2} 3hHE FopdllA de] 2851 glon, HZ Fof dd A7oldE 11 FHEo] ﬂtﬂﬂi
ATt o|E 59|, Ausderau et al.(2014)& Al A~HEHA o] olF o] 7HzMAE] EAJo] oA A 319 Jde = F33)
g 7 dee THEit HToe ves Y] A S Z2dEidler e al, 2022)0]4 A1) 0}5«1 12] - o
A7 EA W 39 He EF(Montgomery et al., 2023) ¥l oz}, WAool AJely] IS Yt HE
7heel 7HA AP EAPloter et al, 20249 o] 271744 LPAS #E-35te] TR FHH oo A= A
A 545 Wede 45 d7ec] Euda v a3y =34 3 e gs s a8 A=
A Y ATe obF v AR e, 53] ofdt ZEukdo] _\iix} a3 W
A AT S - 9HoE 5% Aot wEH 7%4 =k %—G‘c‘ﬂ XJOH
i, FAREY FE AT B IR
(Wang & Singer, 2016), =37 PF3 71534 T4
H, FAZzad 2L ol 5943 HEs é_‘%—&lii it o%}f Ll @?Jﬂ el & o itk
A7= o2t mjgel dEolQle] =34 e Ve S4& TRHLR aPst] FAZEARAEA S
AAstal, =EE ZEvde] HaAe] 55 FE B ad vEES oud dEAdS HoleA gAstaal gt o

AZow BRata, 7 Zesdle] HFe astd A A 4% A

»
olr

B e 2o BAe BYgldls] 2R 3% 437 /154 54 ves Y o9l 49 APk
Aolth. w3 =59 Z2dd 430 te F R4 2 Pudt 4 nEEe] vt HEE G HA
£ 7ol

Logegepels] 248 AEANDE, BAAE, HAYE, PADE, INEAE, AH FAYE, 5D,
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=2 Az ol HEate] 8 FEH & SR F93 2olrt =k

1. g 24 H A=z

-

¥ ATE YU AR FEF o AHAR I Hecondary data analysi) ATE, TEwERSE FH AR 18 FT
o] A3 M2024\d TdA ool A3} 4 He)FA}, do]E|(Korea Employment Agency for Persons with Disabilities, 2024)
2 AFEESITh o ZARE B Bugollel A Adsh AY ARL sl AT Bk £ BAGIT. 2AE

& AEHA IF 17 - 2o TR YYAAG ARG ¥ 5
% EEe TS 24 e TRIE ATAS B89 11 WAL, Ve AW F REKRE
EE AU 3 SHsEs 7AE T

2. AT THAt

AT Y AFARSIEA 5L o2 2ok A JAdo] oF 68.6%, AAd0] 31.4%90H, A8 Hit 34.54]
GEFAzE 1534)E veistth AelFEEE2e AN} 65.1%, AH3ZFN 7t 34.9%5 AR EATE BN THT T
F AA DL 17, 27, 35°] 7 28.0%, 38.1%, 31.4%=2 UEIHYTE F BIAE o]HU(63.6%), oFHR|(14.6%), &
A AV (7.5%), W1-9-2K5.8%), AFA(2.3%) T2 oL, Bt AHLE FAo] 24.0%, 34d0] 76.0%Z YERTE K
A H AHL s88AEFHAL 1L18A)F o, B} 7R HQl AeFS <Table 1> A|A|&}ATh

<Table 1> Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Study Participants

Variable Category n %
Male 2,058 68.6

Gender
Female 942 31.4
10-19 years 494 15.8
20-29 years 999 35.4
30-39 years 601 19.5
Age 40-49 years 338 11.0
(Mean = 34.5 years, SD = 15.31) 50-59 years 294 11.1
60-69 years 223 62
70-79 years 32 0.7
80 years or older 19 0.3
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<Table 1> Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Study Participants

(Continued)

Variable Category n %
No formal education 148 4.9
Elementary school 304 10.1
Education level Middle school 283 94
High school 1,991 664
College degree or higher 274 9.1
Employed 906 30.2

Employment status
Unemployed 2,094 69.8
Intellectual disability 1,952 65.1

Disability type

Autism spectrum disorder 1,048 34.9
Level 1 (Severe) 840 28.0
Level 2 (Moderate) 1,142 38.1

Disability severity
Level 3 (Mild) 943 31.4
Other (registered after July 2019) 75 25
Father 438 14.6
Mother 1,907 63.6
Sibling 225 7.5
Grandparent 51 1.7

Primary caregiver
Spouse 173 5.8
Adult child 70 23
Other family member or relative 66 2.2
Non-family caregiver 70 2.3
Male 720 24.0

Primary caregiver gender
Female 2,280 76.0
Teens and 20s 33 1.1
30s 68 2.3
A . ] 40s 425 14.2
se of primary caregiver

™M :é 58.8pyears,ySD j 11.18) 0 b1 80
60s 871 29.0
70s 322 10.7
80 and above 142 4.7
Less than 500,000 21 0.7
500,000 to less than 1,000,000 171 5.7
1,000,000 to less than 1,500,000 372 124
1,500,000 to less than 2,000,000 281 94
2,000,000 to less than 3,000,000 454 15.1
Household monthly income 3,000,000 to less than 4,000,000 481 16.0
(KRW) 4,000,000 to less than 5,000,000 309 10.3
5,000,000 to less than 6,000,000 414 13.8
6,000,000 to less than 7,000,000 154 5.1
7,000,000 to less than 10,000,000 163 54
10,000,000 or more 60 2.0
Missing/ No response 110 3.7
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B QTN ASE F8 W FPETE 07 2OTAH AFS <Table 2> F2),

<Table 2> Variables and Measures

Category

Variable

Item Description & Response Scale

Latent Profile

Self-injurious behavior

Hitting oneself, head banging, scratching, cutting, biting, skin rubbing, hair pulling, skin

picking, nail biting, pinching oneself, food refusal, etc.

Aggressive behavior

toward others

Hitting, kicking, biting, pinching, scratching, hair pulling, hitting with objects, etc.

Destructive behavior

Hitting, tearing, cutting, throwing, burning, scratching objects, etc.

Disruptive behavior

Pestering/clinging, harassing, picking fights, complaining, crying/laughing without cause,

' yelling, screaming, etc. Never = 1,
Indicators: )
Challenging Repetitive and Pacing, rocking, finger flapping, mouthing objects, tic-like movements, echolalia, self-talk, Sometimes =
Behavior atypical behaviors teeth grinding, pica, overeating/undereating, staring, unusual facial expressions, screaming, etc. Often = 3

aviors

Socially inappropriate Speaking loudly, swearing, lying, invading personal space, threatening, making nonsensical
behavior statements, spitting, public self-touching or urination, etc.
Withdrawn or Social withdrawal, unusual fearfulness, lack of interest in activities, sad/worried expression,
inattentive behavior poor task concentration, hypersomnia, negative self-talk, etc.
) ) Refusal to comply, avoiding household tasks, breaking rules, defiant behavior, school/work
Noncompliant behavior ) ) ) o
refusal, tardiness, refusing to share, stealing, legal violations, etc.
(D Receptive language ability, @) Expressive language | Two or more words = 1, Single words = 2,

Latent Profile
Indicators:
Functional

Characteristics

Communication ability

ability, () Comprehension of nonverbal cues, @ Use

of nonverbal communication

Unintelligible words = 3, Indistinct sounds = 4, Unable

= 5 (scale varies by item)

Cognitive ability

(D Reading (Korean), (2) Writing (Korean), @)
Number concepts, @ Understanding dates/days, (©
Orientation to place, ® Recognition of familiar

people, (@) Situational understanding

Unable = 1, Limited ability = 2, Able = 3

Instrumental activities

of daily living (IADL)

(D Personal grooming, (2 Housecleaning, @) Meal
preparation, @ Laundry, (5 Nearby outings, ® Use
of public transportation, (7) Shopping, B Money
© Telephone wuse, (@0 Medication

management,

management

Total assistance required = 1, Substantial assistance
required = 2, Some assistance required = 3, Independent
=4

Outcome Variables

Caregiver life

satisfaction

Caregiver’s level of satisfaction with their current life

Very dissatisfied = 1, Dissatisfied = 2, Neutral = 3,

Satisfied = 4, Very satisfied = 5

Caregiver burden

Caregiver’s perceived burden of caring for/supervising

the individual with DD

Very burdened = 1, Somewhat burdened = 2, Neutral =
3, Somewhat unburdened = 4, Not burdened at all = 5

Control

Variables

Gender

Gender of the individual with DD

Male = 1, Female = 0

Age

Age of the individual with DD

10s = 1, 20s = 2, 30s =
=6,70s = 7, 80s = 8

3, 40s = 4, 50s = 5, 60s

Disability type

Intellectual Disability or Autism Spectrum Disorder

Intellectual Disability = 1, ASD = 0

Disability severity

Disability grade prior to abolition of the grading
system (June 2019)

Level 1 = 1, Level 2 = 2, Level 3 = 3

Caregiver gender

Gender of the primary caregiver

Male = 1, Female = 0

Household income

Average monthly household income (KRW)

< 500,000 = 1, > 10,000,000 or more = 11
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Q A5E ARe) Slal Aeel £ VA AR R0 ASE S By AREE dasds.
28 A3r WY 7|F 0 F = Log-likelihood, AIC (Akaike Information Criterion), BIC (Bayesian Information Criterion), SABIC
(Sample-Size Adusted BIO) 32 AME3IG0R, gho] 4245 o A%E nyon BUSh EF BRel 3I4L
P17 98l Entropy AFE Felalgdon, 28 7F Hlw S 98] VLMR-LRT (Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin Likelihood Ratio
Test)$} BLRT(Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test) 9] &ELS sttt x|, Z29td 7t xjo] A= dAE, ==dH Z
Azmzstel F8o wet nEAe) o) WIS B¥ Rugel FAHCE Fnd Aelrt deA AEHA
7 A5 #8t7] Qe AR g (posterior probability)ol] 7]¥HeF Tk thA|(multiple imputation) WS Z-&8ko] &
=

LTS

o

[¢]

> Mo

m 945 23

F2 W] V&5 A AP <Table 3>3 2ty =174 359 A AA 8/ 5 FHL 1.316D=425)2 e}
Yo, 3H9 o2 oS5 M =147, SD =.679)°] AUlFoz wA Uelgorn, el EM =1.21, SD =.468)

<Table 3> Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analysis Results

Variable 1 1.1 1.2 1.3 14 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 2 3 4 5 6
1. CB 1
1.1. Self-injurious beh. 757" 1
1.2. ABO 776 580™ 1
1.3. Destructive beh.  .808™  .605™ 707" 1
14. Disruptive beh. 819" 563 6477 6817 1
1.5. RAB 7527 518" 46277 484™7 538™ 1
1.6. SIB 803 505 594 61077 629 5217 1
1.7. WIB 7547 46877 45277 50477 5307 51977 5867 1
1.8. NCB 7847 479 5107 538" 589" 523 606" 634" 1
2. Comm. ability =355 =334 -293" 269" -2977 =293 -244™ -220™ 2577 1
3. Cognitive ability ~ -269™" -257"" -233"™" -225" -238"™" -199™" -189"™" -161"" -188™" 7277 1
4. IADL -390 3557 -2017 -2977 3267 328" -272" -283" -3007" 6877 6797 1
5. Life satisfaction -183  -1367 -148™ -238™ -18777 -112™ -150™7 -10777 -149™ 20477 28577 280 1
6. Burden =312 -235™ -2317 -293" 2877 -240™ -2417 -228™7 27177 403 372" 42777 se7™™ 1
M 1.31 1.34 1.21 1.24 1.25 1.47 1.27 1.33 1.34 3.05 2.12 2.59 2.93 248
SD 425 577 468 495 502 679 523 550 567 835 733 1060 874 983
Skewness 1610 1467 2109 1909 1851 1136  1.832 1407 1461  -626  -212  -160  -317 371
Cartosis 2274 1130 3733 2835 2592 -003 2471 1018 1141  -494 -1389 -1378  -155  -321

Noae CB = Challenging behavior (mean of 8 items); ABO = Aggressive behaviors to others; RAB = Repetitive and atypical behaviors; SIB = Socially inappropriate
behavior; WIB = Withdrawn or inattentive behavior; NCB = Noncompliant behavior; Comm. = Communication; JADL = Instrumental activities of daily living.

w9 p <001
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oz B UEgt 7154 ST AT THM =3.05, SD =.835)% Q1A THM=2.12, SD =.733)
o] Tt FFolUoH, =73 YL #fﬂ%e—ﬂ,(M =259, SD =1.06002 FHH o2 e FE5 BHYth Boxt
o &9 2 2486D =.983)F UEIHH EEFHS JAFUt =57

E’J__ = t’
=% FHEol 54 ¥= JAeE, i -‘?‘—%Ol He Aoz AL Y] BEEs HE olEdl Aoz e

ABEA A, gREe] =14 dFe AR AF Aus 1ion, 715 54 veEde 14 Aus Ul
ot 53] galdsy g E 2k A =707, p <001, GAEE $EHH 1A 5 3 AR =727, p <.001)0]
A Uehgth =344 35 Bexe] e vzl 13 4, s udE 2 GEs 1iler, 75 5
e Bozte] ko] vEwel FA Ads vehith

FAZR AR 2338 AFE destr] 93 a3 AE4] ZH= <Table 4> B <Table 5>¢} ZTh S35

HS HYTHR? =.228, F =81.506, p <.001). =& F 3P=(B = -.159,

<.001) 23 2 dFHlo|len, rtaF TH(B =144, p <.001), VA FH(B =075, p <01, =74 L4

A FPFEB =216, p <.00D°] o5 BH FHAC R YEET BsAe] 4 MEEE FEHUSE 3

S 11.2%9 AHES BYUKR® =117, F =31.184, p <.001). FAZHOZ, =HF PF(B =-.083, p <.001), AH

(B =-051, p <0D°] F3F 74 SO E Ueltil, YAtLTF (LB =134,p <.00)F Q1A 5H (G =.087,
p <.05), =72 GG FPH (B =102, p <.00D°] |3+ FF dFHACE YEpsith

olgigt A5 TS, F EFA EF FYstAY o|2FoE Fag 117 MFE/) =33 Fs + 374 7]

4 54E FAZERIdEN Y AFHTE Ak

¢
(e}

<Table 4> Factors Affecting Caregiver Burden: Multiple Regression Results

Unstandardized coefficients  Standardized coefficients Collinearity statistics
Independent Variables t p
B S.E. Ve Tolernance VIF
(Constant) 1.872 144 13.036 < .001

Challenging behaviors -367 .043 -159 -8.608 < .001 T75 1.290
Communication ability .169 031 144 5513 < .001 385 2.598
Cognitive ability .100 .037 .075 2.737 .006 353 2.830
IADL .201 .023 216 8.640 < .001 423 2366

Gender -.010 035 -.005 -.286 T75 951 1.051

Age -.002 .001 -.025 -1.393 164 .806 1.241
Household income .030 .000 .006 339 735 992 1.008
Caregiver gender -.054 .039 -.023 -1.399 162 944 1.060

sk

F (8, 2919) = 81.506™; adj. R* =.228; Durbin-Watson=2.030

™ p < 001
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<Table 5> Factors Affecting Caregiver Life Satisfaction: Multiple Regression Results

Unstandardized coefficients  Standardized coefficients Collinearity statistics

Independent Variables t p
B S.E. Ve Tolenrace VIF

(Constant) 2.419 137 17.718 < .001

Challenging behaviors -.169 .041 -.083 -4.181 < .001 775 1.290
Communication ability 139 .029 134 4.763 < .001 385 2,598
Cognitive ability .103 .035 .087 2961 .003 353 2.830
IADL .084 .022 102 3.798 < .001 423 2.366
Gender -.042 .034 -.023 -1.263 .207 951 1.051
Age -.003 .001 -.051 -2.627 .009 .806 1.241
Household income .013 .000 .027 1.568 117 992 1.008
Caregiver gender .008 .037 .004 228 820 944 1.060

ok

F (8, 2919) =31.184""; adj.R* =.112; Durbin-Watson=1.891

sk

p < .001.
3. MR YRS Zt

) HF z=23d & 24

wagelele =A% WEH V)5 S40) 72 Az £2 2PN 95 =Y AFE A5 A5
%ol

b &

WA THAF A= <Table 6> Fx). ¢4, HFAAGAIC, BIC, SABIO)= 370X 6712 S7}gtol E}E} A
Hog ity o Z2ad RPN 7Y B2 g YEin v 77 229 RydM=
A FAHJT AEZIE= 57, 67 23 BHX 242} 1.0003} 98302 717
= #s ol AT £/ Aol 3 Ao yehwten, 7] RME 9742 va AT
LMR-LRT®] 73-%-, 37H(p<.001> 2 (=037 ZEFYD BRFAME FI3tgont, sHp=.308), 67(=.379), 77}
(=343) T2 BFME Fo8tA] FUTh IMRIRTYHS: 7]F0 2 a1 47) =20 m3o] HF sl Horl
AR ATNME IMRLRTZF 8 A717F 2 3% WzE7E sobd 4= glom, BLRTZF LMR-LRTO] W3] 2§ BlaLd]
Ao e ?‘éi—}f‘& AHRE AEe Zoe® Hud vk tkNylund et al, 2007). wEh B Aol A= AIC,
BIC, SABIC7} Hlxw. E3& F 7} il Entopy/} 98302 #7F AY=r} oW, BIRTV| SAIFoZ {93, 77
Z2od RPN FRAF7E 23]y AstEo] Fr Z2ade] daido] gle &, aPa 7 Z2udo] o3
A ThedS THHALE st o) 29 RS HET RIoR st 53] o Z29Y B2 4
N ZRAAM T2 F e T FF JEES BHste, dF FEH A a9 ZelE ¢ AlLsHA s
3 FATE o]H e TS KA A} FA WEFS BHoh MEslete] T 4 Al Stk HellA, BAE A
FE ofye} A - AHF )Y T SHAME /85T
HE AME o =29 299 7 HJed AR AT 10] 1935964.5%), A 271 25398 8.43%), AT 39]
152%8(5.07%), J& 47} 2459 (8.17%), HT 57} 33778(11.23%), A 6°] 78%(2.60%) .2 L E}SITH

=75

-

= o -
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<Table 6> Information Criteria and Class Proportions for Determining the Number of Latent Profiles

Number of Profiles

Fit indices
3 4 5 6 7

AIC 64170.415 61794.836 56592.065 53071.319 54356.405

Fit Indices BIC 64446.708 62143.206 57012.510 53563.841 54921.004

SABIC 64300.548 61958917 56790.093 53303.295 54622.330

. LMRT .000 .037 308 379 343

X Significance
BLRT .000 .000 .000 .000 NA

Entropy 982 995 1.000 983 974
1 .2028 .6980 0658 6450 .0791
2 7690 1130 .0790 .0843 .1904
3 .0282 .7580 .0297 0507 .0658
Class Proportions 4 1132 1196 .0817 1197
5 7059 1123 .0297
6 .0260 .0499
4656

Note. AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; SABIC = Sample-Size Adjusted BIC; LMRT = Lo-Mendell-Rubin
adjusted LRT; BLRT = Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test).

207 7} A AA SER) £8 FES 2SI AFSE-E 3 1 (mean posterior probability) S 3 ¥ F
F9 A2 WARANIR AR <Table 7> B2, FAHOZ AFAS a5 GBS dephe B2 gol 7

=2 =
oY w BFo #Ho] Erhal B 4 J=d(Nagin, 2005), ¥ Ao|r= AFESEH 7o M7l ZE FlA 90
% zt

<Table 7> Mean Posterior Probabilities of Class Membership

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Class 5 Class 6
Class 1 0.984 0.000 0.000 0.016 0.000 0.000
Class 2 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Class 3 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Class 4 0.091 0.000 0.000 0.909 0.000 0.000
Class 5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000
Class 6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000

) AAZEHY 54
P58 o) Zede) B48 A% 7154 54 FFRES <Table 8>3} [Figure 119 24154510,
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<Table 8> Challenging Behaviors and Functional Characteristics by Latent Profile

Profile 1 Profile 2 Profile 3 Profile 4 Profile 5 Profile 6
Adaptive-Low Externalizing- Aggressive-Low Internalizing Moderate Multidomain Severe Complex
Challenge Nonaggressive Communication Resistant Challenge Support Needs
64.5% (n =1,935) 8.4% (n =253) 5.1% (n =152) 8.2% (n =245) 11.2% (n =337) 2.6% (n =78)
M S.E. M S.E. M S.E. M S.E. M S.E. M S.E.
Self-injurious behavior 1.10 .009 1.64 .040 1.70 .052 1.49 .078 2.02 .028 249 074
Aggtessive behavior
1.00 .000 1.00 .000 2.21 .013 1.00 .00 2.05 .012 2.69 .052
to others
Destructive behavior 1.03 .004 1.42 .034 1.48 .046 1.25 .042 1.93 .022 271 .055
Disruptive behavior 1.00 .000 2.06 015 1.00 .000 1.00 .000 2.00 .000 3.00 .000
Repetitive and
1.16 .015 1.96 .043 1.77 .062 1.94 117 2.07 .030 2.77 .054
atypical behaviors
Socially inappropriate
1.03 .005 1.53 .038 1.42 .046 1.46 ,058 1.88 .027 2.63 .070
behavior
Withdrawn or
1.08 .012 1.67 .039 1.40 .047 1.87 .063 1.86 .028 240 .082
inattentive behavior
Noncompliant behavior 1.06 011 1.72 .040 1.44 .045 1.88 .077 1.94 .029 2.59 .071
Communication ability 3.73 .004 3.98 .102 4.33 134 3.95 134 4.00 .088 3.89 197
Cognitive ability 3.26 .002 2.77 .049 2.77 .069 2.88 .075 2.52 .043 2.30 .085
Instrumental activities
2.88 .024 2.11 .062 2.23 .083 2.28 .090 1.93 .048 1.60 .010
of daily living
Low levels across all Elevated disruptive High aggression Elevated repetitive Moderate-to-high Very high levels
domains of behavior with toward others, very and atypical levels across multiple  across all domains of
challenging relatively low limited behaviors, withdrawn domains of challenging
behaviors, with aggression toward communication or inattentive challenging behaviors, with the
Characteristics relatively high others and moderate  ability, and moderate behavior, and behaviors, with low lowest levels of
functional abilities functional abilities levels of cognitive noncompliant cognitive ability, cognitive ability,
ability and TADL behavior, with communication communication
relatively low ability, and IADL ability, and IADL

functional abilities

=

29 ol FAZR oA SAY BAHS v 2ok AR, A1F3S A=H-H8F(64.5%, n=1,935)°|t}. AA
o=, BEE EHF dFol W FFoIHEFHT 1.00~1.16), YAtAE TH

M=3.73), Q1A TEM=326" =724 dFAL FPsgM=2.88) EF FA Yehes 54 Btk A4, A2

HB.4%, n=253) HlEZ JAFPo|t}. AA 9 84%F AA|etH, W sM=2.06)°] FEHAA =i HEFH P&

o] Tha & ¥H, & =4 YT AdHoR won 53| aldwo] Wy e FFEolH, gAARE T Y

M=3.98)7} Q1A] FHM=2.77), =74 LGB FPEM=2.11) =

FTHG.1%, n=152)2 A oJAtAF &

A FFM=170)0] E& FE& HolH, grtrl FHM=433)0] vl$ @& FES HJon, AXFHM=277)7

ST GAAE FeeEm=2. S A, A4F88.2%, n=245 WAF AHgFoz A<

8.2%5 AASIH, o3t WHE @ PFM=1.949°] w3l MIFZFFM=189) 5P FM=18)% TA3] =3It

3

=7 QAR FATAM=2292 TS J)5 SF0] Tha ol QRN Ago] Bad 54 BTk

%
=
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+
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o

i
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o
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(a) Challenging Behavior Profile (b) Functional Ability Profile
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Sefimrous | Aagressve behovir | Destructive orupive Repetitue ond Socaly Widrawn or Nencomptiant | Communication Cogriive oL
behavior toward others behavior behavior atypical behaviors  inappropriate behavior  inattentive behavior behavior ability ability
~@— Profile 1: Adaptive-Low Challenge (64.5%) —A- Profile 3: Aggressive-Low Communication (5.1%) Profile 5: Moderate Multidomain Challenge (11.2%)
-@ Profile 2: Externalizing-Nonaggressive (8.4%) -4 Profile 4: Internalizing Resistant (8.2%) % Profile 6: Severe Complex Support Needs (2.6%)
<Figure 1> Mean Profiles of Challenging Behaviors and Functional Characteristics Across the Six Latent Profiles
o & — [ =z = kos| 1:: = [e)
TR, ASFE11.2%, 0=337)2 AE FTEFeR AA Y 11.2%5 A, e =17 PFo] o £

FM=188~2.07)S HH3l, AXM=252), 2JAlh %M=4.OO), TTE 9 FSEM=193)C HFzow ot
Ho g tekd P= A9} 715F Aste] BEHo 7 Jeh)s Adolth XA, A6 (2.6%, n=78) H=
B Ao 2 AH Y 2.6%2 A HF e Zzado]Aul, RE £330 LA §Eo] mjd =o S
T 240~3.00%)°]H, JAAREM=3.89), Q1A TEHM=230) X =77 AL FPFHM=1.60)°] 7} o}
Zola EZHQ o] M3 Had Ao A

ofN ol ofN rlo —D'

o

w
0
=
[=
!
E_|
e
40

gof e 22X 2t B Xt

529 7 GAZAAe] g} A BB Ruw ge) HEEelA Aolst UehhsA Selns] fistel A9l

AAGHE= AAFFES o] &al 7 A Z29Y A&5S HFHEXAA o 3(pseudo-class draws) T2} —%«%6‘}3’_,
F=9 7 H]O]EVJIU}U} Eiﬁ}%l% Eix} Su FEH &9 UEE H5Y HiE zelE 43 H deuiA A

<Table 9> Profile Differences in Caregiver Burden and Life Satisfaction Across Latent Profiles

Profile 1 Profile 2 Profile 3 Profile 4 Profile 5 Profile 6
Adaptive-Low  Externalizing- ~ Aggressive-Low  Internalizing Moderate Severe Complex
Challenge Nonaggressive ~ Communication Resistant Multidomain ~ Support Needs Pairwise
XZ
Chrllemge Comparison

64.5% (1=1,935) 8.4% (1=253) 5.1% (a=152) 8.2% (a=245) 11.2% (o=337) 2.6% (2=78)

M (SE) M (SE) M (S.E) M (SE) M (SE) M (SE)

Profiles 6, 5 < 4, 3, 2, 1

Caregiver ik
Burd 2.70 (.023) 2.14 (.054) 2.30 (.072) 2.21 (.059) 1.96 (.043) 1.69 (.095) 341.029 Profile 6 < 5
urden Profiles 4, 3, 2 < 1
Life . Profiles 1, 3, 4 > 2, 5, 6
3.04 (.019) 2.69 (.060) 2.88 (.070) 291 (.061) 2.62 (.044) 2.45 (.117) 103.299
Satisfaction Profiles 1 > 3, 4

Nere Higher scores on caregiver burden indicate lower perceived burden.

w0k p <001

- 185 -



k
e
it
o
zi
2
K
fru
=
e
|-'\I
T
}011
_>i,
1o
it
i
-z
ol
_E
g
1o
l-flj
I
b
Lo
S
i
o
ol\
&
iih
&
fr
v
oo
i)
i
Au)

=

AAZESRY 2t BEAe] 25 BEe BAZHCR Fon|dh Zol7k AATHY =341.029, df =5, p <.001). AFF
A4 A%, HAFS FFALIAHE, M =1.69) Eix}-"% =8 Tl BE #¥ T 7P =3}a0PE v A9,
ARA-ASEAFE, M =270) H3A9] 55 FE°] B ¥ T 7 9 Uesth o] & 739 =& 74
AEE UmA s/ FRRG SAHCE FosHA vl EAY =2 S0l I, TS HIALF A tEo
ANty FEEFADRE, M =196 HoAe] 545 Fe B UmA 37 fRAERE-AHSE, AoiaE w4,
WAs AgE)hel Bt v =5 FHEo] SAHCR FosHA =dt

2) B3] 4k T

B3] ate] v Tt Az 2y 7F §9u3k 2o]S BTty =103.299, df =5, p <.001). ¥4 A Ax
A-AEHYAIFE, M =3.04), WA AFHA4TE, M =291, HJAIAhT FAFABFE, M =288 Hoxto] &
WEETE HE Y JHAIATE, M =2.69), AW FEEIASTE, M =262, HTT SFALAIACHD, M
=245) R3] BEHT EAFOZ §o3tA & Ao ekt BEGJ A=H-Ae¢d Boxate WAls A3
9 A taE FAY HoAe] &9 WERET BAXOEZ {3 £ w2 #9 vES Koy, /M w2
T ] vES Hole 9 fFOE YEhth

(&

Lo

V. =9 2 AA

Aol A} 3 AejEAL, ARE FESe] WAool £AH BF 79 A5H 54

o}
=
a#fst] Az BAE AAEAL, 2

37 Aoz dx 7)o AHo g FEEe IAzEad
& EEepTh 3 =EE ZEgd met Hoate] S B abe] wERCA fo3 Aolrt vehdE 2]l
sttt ol A7 Ans wEoz g =ofoh WA - A A A AT AR IAE AR Pk

A, FAZEIA F4 A, Bl A vl AHeg pRE= o7fe] shel Aes FAsiilh o= &
PRANRNE FAT T2 HEo R hFe] 2 V1] A2 Al tiE Ak daghs ARIsSlAL, o] Schalock
et al2021)0] A2 A a7 7 BF A eyt #E Loldrk

A A, A 645%7F =HF dqEe] gal gAY FsHe] dHHoR =& ARM-HSE o S3H
o= A ATolA Hiarg upel o] ol vt AR =2 e S Holx] deve At dAFH
(Emerson, 2001; Lowe et al., 2007). Emerson et al. (2001)& X|Z] Ao Q19] 10-15%5to] AlZ}el 3o T=4F P52 H
A W o A, B ST FEE o) 4 WFE wolE 2t ;

2 YEPhd AL Emerson et al. (2001)9] FART thh =& H|§o|t) o]#dt xpo]le B AFox

G
O\
Ho
x @
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W
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X

Fo 24 W97t FAWEWY ol AFBE, WPEYE 5 NFAY BEAA TRIIYY) R 02
A5, Aol AsFello] A TPRA) MO A, ol =14 WEe) WIS Ble] =

i 73-°r, Aol dagh fAee it 7€ FAEG 2 F UAe5S AR

FEG g A2 HTA dAIARE), AT TAIARRD), WA AFEA4IFD) 5 54 A5 ¢
A Z2oda AiHE FSEIEADRD), HTS FFALIAHRD) 5 bdFd FEol HEFHoE Yeye =
Zido] FEEJTYE Holth o] Matson & Shoemaker(2009)7} A|QHsH H]’ﬂ' 2ol, =313 dFo] &Y Aol of
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A Fdd oI, AQIvith e 23 ol AR tEge S AE Fuh ol dde

AAZN vs. Aol BN EEIR, Foled) 2 F47 BR7F A4 22 2 BeAe] A
FTES) WA 28 5 deE AT 53

2 A7 AT STALBR6HDoNA HEs] #AH =, o

FEM =240~3.000.2 Ueht g d5 FAZE S0l Bk FEe Bt

AL FARAIRDE BBBM =2200] FEAAA B3 ALE FEo| 43 e Fuos
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e
2
L,

= 9
o 71Wkst 7|53 oAAE FH(functional communication training)(Carr & Durand, 1985; Tiger, Hanley, & Bruzek, 2008)Z
FAHE HES e F8 AT RE M = i, o] ZAst AHS T WHS A= Aol &
HF4d 4 Aok 9, WASE AFHA4TR)S A5, BlRE, o)dRtEd o] Ao E Uehves Jdo=E, 34
dolut Bl s ST yHste s AV FEAXY 273 dAAE FTEE AUHoR Yol A At
3olA -4 7ls o oEwol AeS ARG 3 AW FSEIASFIH TS EFALIH 6
A thre] =13 5o Aol =3l 7153 TEE HRHFoE vrol, v FAE o Aol FEHQ
A Qo] Bashs HoF 53], HTT BT WA 2.6%= HlFTS Foy, BRE J99 =F o] wg
Azretal /1A B =74 d3AE FdTY 0] 7P ol 7 HEAQ] o4 =8 AT ¢4 e 2 B
Hojok & tiddel S1HA

B, B QT A% oF 2o 3 wede] BE puu 49 ST 2 EAMC §o8 Aol g
Atk BE FH Ae, HFF EFALIAHHE) RaArt MY L FEES BiusiYa, ARH-A3FHA1TE)

HEAZL A R $ue nusel, =% 959 Y4Es) tye] 5% nEAY BE Yo Y

02 Z7)= Abo] ElEY o] o8] A8 ATN(Griffith & Hastings, 2014; Hasting & Beck, 2004; Unwin & Deb,
7 A

20104 Badk £42 5o He 2 Azeel BHex 2EHA 71 AF BAS AFsts Ao, Pd%
TAE Gl AAERT Box ~EH2S] O g o FHlolgte T Baker et al, 2003)S Fr o g
AR FEEIASTEY BHoAl E=3 vfe 52 EE FES Bl o] 3 TS SEAAIFNE
M e HAnrt FadoR 2Xe o, EE 439 =4 dFo] 124 T FToZ YEhHA
BAlO 1A FE Y S FEE ol A ]

B3H Zd0] BEAA A2 BASH S 4BE ofr]s
al.(20060)& AT EA 9 thekAo] WiTu);

2]
Hh glom, & Ao Aik= o2 AAZH
A

AJAFSIT}. Lecavalier et

o =

) MEE SEAA WRY, ARA-H3Y, WA AFF, AT A4 BEA} YHYF A, B
G =AYEY, AFF 2YANY iAo M8 foll B WIES Husch ot HEAY T b
wol W mAHE YFe| FRWE ohle, o} PAAe] 914 o SJAAF b5 oARslE WHHA dAB
2 5 9ee AR 53 228 ge Badse] FEdd AdNaE F4F9 nEA 49 BEEs} P
5 SARRT 9A el Ueths Aolth ol RaAe] 49 wEEsl 244 Aol PR Ao B
£ AT A% o DS BFL AABT Hastings002E WEH|T o5 BA5E AF BA BE
A9 55 FH4S /M0 Bug v gov, PHAFL T WEs ASdoR

Hself-efficacy) S #]3}A| 7] L
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A AR A W3 E At doh 94, 4 Ao
MEEE A A Fdndividualized Support Plan)e] QAL 7FZ3c) dAPLS F2 Holo] AzZtxo 7|wksle] AujX
£ HiEstar o, B A7 Afe Y Aol A% olAE =174 A5 F3H 75H 59 =Fl wet
Boate] Aol A 2Etd 7 USS BTtk weEbA A A2 wfddt Al 3lo] s
T3 EAS 3 nEss oY Hoh A =9o] B R tKSchalock et al, 2021; Thompson et al., 2009).

ol¢} BlEo] 7 ZEupdo] Agtgk ApHstE FA A shdo] e FH T AYALTE FAFEBRRD)AE s

2 YA 7|HkeE 7154 oJAAE FH(Functional Communication Training; Carr & Durand, 1985)°] @38 4=
glom, HFZA qdEIFARFA= 37 23 FAHE Y5 A YUPositive Behavior Support; Carr et al., 2002)0] A3t
T 5 Aok WA AFIAFDIE ASH FEAE 31 2 571 29 A2l A2 BAALAH D)o

e
= gAY ¥ HX(multidisciplinary team approach)ol] 7]HFelF X2 x| o] FQ 3k Aot}

Chgom wEA A9 Aze FBet A5 ATo] BRI B QTN HFE BRAALACHD Bt
TEEFASRE) ety &5 Feo] AAS =4 Uehd AL, olg EaAel tid JFH Aol AFF
HojEth o) 93 B B AL A AFER A¥ze] G, neA AT B AEds ve) Zeo
o AF, 280 TRZF PZo gt BeA wS Z2 o] sto] B QS THHastings & Beck, 2004). TA|F o2
o)A WE 7l ~E# 2 e T 8(Cognitive-Behavioral Stress Management Training)# B} A7 7]¥k ~E#2 98}
(Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction) Z &1 o] B3] Beta} AXS AZAZE H fo3t 2371 ok a4
Aksinger e al, 2016, F3, WoRRl AU vl BEA AL W $AH AR A4 AT
(cognitive restructuring)S T3l AZst= HLo] B &ho] wrEx dito)] 7o 4= ATHNixon & Singer, 1993). 3}
A Bl £29) A 8TE A4 ASAE detd © el Awd E2H Aol Basplel, B
7ol old 3qF Z=A - FE 1S - AHFE XA - 2EH A #YE EFS 24 EA)(Multicomponent  Interventions)
7V EHAY S GOTE(Wang & Singer. 2016, LN £4F BF Pash naAe) 42 hdS 5
Aol Bz 89, ool tBpE 2@l AW 150 BPP a7l UgSh Aol 27N 0|9 tro] M
AAFAFRD) Boate] dte] REErt WA yehd HS 12w, d3Helal vl fE Al eI
98t AgA2 B3 % #e] 7|& F H(Behavioral Parent Training, BPT)E 83+ A ¥eto] & 4= ith BPTE
W le 71 Ads A 2A 7 A9 SR AARAEH, ReApt =314 g APk s

ps|
7]
T 7es F5%eE 9 BEA] FE Bl g oA a5is woli WA 2EHAE A

o o o X
o U
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A1 4 Ut Wang et al., 2016).
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