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Japanese Version of the Pragmatic Rating Scale: Its validity and accuracy
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Abstract This study examined the validity and accuracy of the Japanese Version of the Pragmatic
Rating Scale (PRS-]J). Participants were 15 right-hemisphere-damaged patients without communication
disorders and 15 right-hemisphere-damaged patients with communication disorders. Their communication
behaviors were evaluated using PRS-]. The Token Test (TT) and a letter fluency task (LFT) were also
administered. Results showed that PRS-] scores differed significantly between the two groups; PRS-J and
LFT scores correlated significantly, whereas PRS-] and TT scores did not. The area under a receiver
operating characteristics curve was 0.95. Sensitivity, specificity, predictive values, and likelihood ratios were
also good using a cut-off score of 69. PRS-] was considered to have adequate discriminant- and criterion-
related validity and accuracy.

Keywords : Pragmatic Rating Scale, validity, accuracy, right-hemisphere damage

114



