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BrehE @THAPRRA, 00D, B ATES £ 0 54 Bl AFH wdRe)

Qwg WA & e FUon olaEslE @k tAl el A4 (squaring the
= = AFnkA ok @i AL, 1999).

59, M 4 F AEA Bh5d B @A m@Ate 43 Aelsk

Ao
A (Greiffenstein, Baker, & Gola, 1994). ©] Wit HdA R FH<E7d0] Aoy BAabA
e} e gabel e ozt BA A gL A X]*ﬁoi FHA - AAAY FHE TAa
st gt Y oR HFEHE AR A 25 MHor HAFHWA e o Tt
A FAEAQL oo st A AL T 2pA| T ‘3 Azbet aFe ke AR T
shate] HAe 7oALY A A fEelA F7] HMete A gA = A
Hol A 7Fs FAga & 4 U,

AP L Sl e AS gEdom dvkal A AA ofE AEY o AFds T4
& ITaste AS E9HBinder, 1986). ©] TES AAAYA AL Fx A, A A
d TR Y. HAHES Hole off= Fs] FAHE o5 wiiolvk WAl Al wiEel A
AA o2 A Ao AW T AAA o5& dodE AU dFEolnt. MHE o
24 HAfol Wule o vhelibe A Eko] UAIRE ARSI WY e AA R AAZ EAlE 2
Re W, 2 sxpeke] HE FA o] A o] Fo|AA &kE w veidva <A Slv

(Gontkovsky & Southeaver, 2000).
A e zE FHAAQ /‘]iﬂﬁ Taot AAAQ AAsH H9 a2 715 H % A3t
dAetA] s o #uyo] WAs Aolgfa AT & St} (Iverson & Franzen, 1996).
Faust9} Ackley(1998)= Htg el EAE o 2ol AAlgk v vk AA AAb
&g & obs)al(poor effort on testing) £4, 4% gt AA gld S4e AE e
ar ”WH S74e el A AR o ® Ee s A AT gt g, 7]
AAg, =, o]52 ¥ A 7es di=ste] el Adko] vt oA, O] ¥4
A 3} %L;ﬁ’ﬂw 5 %91 FF L FAGAY dHFTE 9§,
= 59]7] Yei wE AAFR Lezak(1983)e] &gk Symptom Validity Test”}

AR AFA AAMe] dAz BHEe Fotds de g AeHelA X Y. AW s
Hol= gxfel HAdE ‘jré}% stats syl fs idAbE e A
Wiggins$} Brandt(1998)% =2 % 2} & 2 dds) X %}E‘:}. L
= A4 A ES Hufdor ARSI Eve dEgAEsS
3 (Bernard, 1990) gAEot} AAAEAdA HABe FERE WE 2 H9e} gso] of
g 97t Zeko ™ (Binder & Willis, 1991, Iverson & Franzen, 1996, Suhr & Boyer.
J1999) AAF 5 SRt ARt T HHEA Y A7 #AH A HBenton & Spreen,
1961, Bernard, 1991, Binder, 1992; Iverson & Franzen, 1996; Mills, 1992). Zr&]ir HA <l
AV BEAbe] e W dnkH o #ud £ oy o F MAA EAUE e dES
o Eold dde Holts AS oA E gdthverson & Franzen, 1996; Rogers,
1990; Aofx}, 1998). SFEgSolvt WhALS A AAxEo] HAWE T4 VAol ¢ E=ve

AT A (Iverson & Franzen, 1996, Hyer, Joeph, Harrison, & Patrick, 19977} lorxm =
32t FEE v 28R AV HAY.

Ag7A By e Aleld Hrhes 53 MMPL 22 #47] B5d A o &5 4ol

&
OEL

AR, 53] 74 HEE TAHoR S s dofsted THe Folsth A AR
M= TS AAsAY A 7ol e W B HEet vE ARE =HEA A



£387| % d=d Greiffenstein(1994)5 = MMPI®] L, F, K& X% Wechsler *|% A} A
o] grF FAZE 23l AFEear AAIE vf Qlu L F-K 28l L+KAFE 53502
AbgE ¢ g0 B ¥ v v} (Ruth, Martha, & David 1992). MMPI-29| A% o] ¢}
A Aakrt 3ol 5 9o} (Greinffenstein, Gola, & Baker, 1995)

B2rp H2d = #AWE oty faiM s ARAQ dFe £A7 8= Aol JHg bt

g2t 40 275 A (Iverson & Franzen, 1996). Marilyn® Kenneth(2002)+= ¢tw
¥A4e AAAS &A= The Facial Action Coding System &% #H o] 71544 HA
AeHor F2 3 ul 913, Thomas 5(2002)2 ¥ WollHe dF RS 53 o5~
39 AYE dedor @AY ¢ s Baskid

ole we} & ATt A= AAlA Ht GANA S gAsA st A Ay AL
LT 107HA] BEE54E5S AWty olF 7|eo=m Huya #ud rteAdel de A
(Nies & Sweet, 1994) 18|31 Al & Aoz 35 W A 31 58 FEE 7 e
Al golE ozt stk B A7sdA HA &4 did AV EEE Prkes Aol A
2 =gy vk 951 (Bernard, 1990) 53], 17 SATA WlE 7|22 o dxte] §F
WA 22 HAS AAR o SHES ¢ 220 At (Wildman & Wildman, 1999).
upba 9 ol TAIZE Hesta hefe] o A FHEY SEs ddeR o Hx
& A&t omn ByAor &85 9= A AAAHAAE FA0R o AR BYE
= IstE Axs ARG B AFdAE MRIGS AA E4o57r mjg 3= glod
B 59 9grE /R e f3E Aod "av) 7] wie] g g BAE
Sl el

MMPIY] EAHEEL, F, K) & F402 xAs oA ATES FTAo

gk Wzt glgsl dxas A davk T ols BEUE A 107 44 Ay o
e S T g BASAQ] ¥ 2 #EH AN FEHES FUMet #WE A
st FAA 2AES dotds #AS ddEdT. A9 gidAE 2000 19HH 2001
W YA AFaA ] Uit WY J¥s dxER 2 2 A EHog oy 89¥
o] arg wxF 591 (M=36.47, SD= 11.68)3% <=+ 30 (M= 36.00, SD= 11.3D)°|ltt. & <
TAA AMEE HRlE F e 2 AEY o agla MRIFS &4dRe AR 9
A 7= ARE AHEsEon Q4 FATA WHAELS oF AT FrstATh. BA A

55 X9 MMPIY 1071 28 AEts 258 oz Aedrts Fdsts G4olA o
o] Ml #HH HE(o]dt Mal Hx)= Iverson?} Franzen(1996) 8] 3 Strauss, Hultsch,
Hunter, Slick, Patry, @ Levy-Bencheton(2000) 9] A4 ZA#AE 7|22 Aoz} So] ekt
10709 o=z Ay A(AAAQ F2 E47F B/ do] XA g, fdAbe] 2He
(A A Aol BWrl/ AAbdl tigte]l o] Brh HAF Tol(HAF A1eE WA A
Whe&wrt A4 dEad/ AES & dolse F sl }Fstn oot iy ZEg o

=
AstA g des T/ Aol B dd ZEva du / 84dE AFdH) 49
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CARE Qg A A A 3ot
gozn dojrt 7|x2H AE A s SPSS

3k
7F T8 5 A AR 188 S FoE
Ove st ol mholyd 2 1@l Answer Tree3.0(2000) 2 Fa A2 AUF

A

4 3}

o
=
Z

1070 #3¢] Cronbach’c= 92642 JElY A A

2—14— % g LO_E'E_’ e} AN 1
AoR JAE il oo we} d oA &3-& AHAISHA| Rhl FF FAd BF A AT
Ao T AFHA S4S FHdE AFS MadZodN =& AFs Uodor 3
FAs] s HEHo R b= FAEY EHYFolu M ARV oy 24 #3219 mal
AF7t 4 =& Aolgar d&a) & ¢ Q. ol& Fdsy] Y8 SHEEY] t7E5s HA
St 7 Aot <E 1> AAEHo] gtk
<K 1> A 3 o B wE maldre SHRE (1S 23
Sz} i AbEl & Ht ¥ Azt t 7k
Askat 49 2.43 1.42 -2.214
A 22} 39 3.48 1.80
* p<. 05

S

FAMA o A e BFH 9w
2 34% gRs BT 542 Gobd £ Utk 83 MRIGANH AR 244
4 Bat >

d Tas A JheAel it o] Mlald Aa) R

o

N

e Al 4t ¥= Az 7k
&4 9= 23 47 3.85 2.89 2.014 =
&4 A= ) a2 2.66 2.31

CGE 2l mEo] MRIA £49) AT BARNA ge BAE) mal A5 Fol7 3t
A H A G 055E) SEHeln 4 $49 ThE ml HEZ AT 5 AS

o] AAFH AT



FE MPIY BXHEE(L, F, KE Aoz dAqyo 7] o
AEe AHEgth 1 Al < 3o AAH Q)

<F 3> MMPIY A HEE(L, F, KN mal 8599 pearson A& (N=89)

mal L F K
mal
L .15
F .389 xx - 171
K -.089 .590 xx - 501 *x
zx p<, 001
<E DAA HE0] mal HAFE F(Faking) A< Fonret AA #AA 7 dATH p<.001).
gk P Kb Fomd B @A (-.501)5 Holal IL(p<.001), L FAQ A
(- 171)% vheh3 gr] wWE L, F, K9 BAH R 29 2 WP ()9 S B

zZlojth, whepa MRICIAM 409 A5%
o] 31(non-mal) MRI A &4+ = F 7}
el ¥ o] g Aoltt(mal). ©]
71 00]H obs Y sl Eohal 7

o ol g Al %;‘DJQE TR T MMP| 9] TR H oA o] 7}
o A

kg A} 3} P T B A2t Fak
L A 7+ 128.154 2 64.077 423
Ak U] 13040.565 86 151.634
A 13168.719 88
F Aok 7k 1099. 961 2 549, 981 4,946 xx
Ak U4 9561.994 86 111.186
A A 10661.955 88
K F= 7t 238.300 2 119.150 .943
Ak U] 10862.149 86 126. 304
A A 11100. 449 88
xx <. 01

LAE9 HAEE non-mal A% (N=7, M=53.28, SD=15.22) mal®dtt (N=68, M=53.44,
SD=12.74), obsf TH(N=14, M=50.28, SD=12.73) o|R o™ K& =9 HE non-mal F T (N=7,



M=54.00, SD=13.00),mal ] ©F(N=68, M=48.33, SD=11.44), obsF ©(N=14, M=50.07, SD=9.45)
ol Ao w Vel gt <E 4> A HEo] non-mal/mal/obse] FFEC] Wl FAE
W fFouE zolrt ARG (p.01). FAES ASE non-mal Y (N=7, M=52.86,
SD=10.04) ,mal & ©+(N=68, M=63.89, SD=10.46), obsF T (N=14, M=57.71, SD=11.19) o & ¥}

wow  BonferroniAbE A% 4y} o] AL mal T non-mal Fre] zpoloA] 7|18k A o]
A (p<. 05).

mal f<o] 543 uE 0% A7) skl A MMPL S 10 7 A H o] A
Ae Tosld A4S T 2o Botrk, ¥ FjAxE DA A (stepwise) WA o] A
th 2 2% malFgo] ek Az A Eoe] Mt =8 A Axe PTEES )HE AL (

g
R*=.200, adjusted R*=.191, F=21.760, p<.001), 7 Y& o2+ SI& X (R*=.054, adjusted
R?=.045, F=14.619, p<.001) ¢l Ho = hehyt

2 ATE Mal HEe 4 Al F ERAS dolE = A AHdA e A48 Jhed s
ot 1z} Skt M-S P & AT At WY SF ¢ sk s F
3 2 YuE FAFOR ERlsiEaizl o] Aol AHEE BEE HAEE Fste deolH
oSttt Ty WHAdES WEYHY AHY so] EFHO AU AT 5 G
2t 27 Hol v B ZAE V22 e JAFEA YT EA (decision tree analysis) 2
Al AT B B A e AE5Y TH5HA HHALES oA5833 39 olF Y &

[e)
Abo] A EEe o] &3} o] X &) (binary split)Z® 338} CART(Classification and
5

Regression Tree) &ag]=g Adstdtt. 7FA A 7| (pruning) & &84 B4R A
skoxold A E= 2o m FARE AASSE, AAgrR R AdAQs Hojske] F-2lo]

=
(maximum tree depth)E= 3 F&Fo|tt. FEnrlt] (parent node)t AF2mET] (child node)?]
AHEl = ZbzE B} 22 A ST 1 AaE offo) 2T

Hean 3.2921

Std.Dev 2.8172
n 89 (100.60%)

Predicted 3.2921

T
PT
Improvement=1_6046
1

r 1
<=54.5% >54.5

1 1
Hean 09.0833 Hean 3.7922
Std.Dev 0.2887 Std.Dev 2.701%
n 12 (13.48%) n 77 (86.52%)
Predicted 6.8833 Predicted 3.7922

T
L

Improvement=0.8324
1

T 1
<=43.5 >h3.5
1 1
Hean 2.1985 Hean L4.3929
Std.Dev 2.8401 Std.Dev 2.6879
n 21 (23.60%) n 56 (62.92%)
Predicted 2.1905 Predicted 4.3929
T T
Y Lol
Improvement=0.3884 Improvement=0.9489
1 1
T 1 T 1
<=77 >77 <=25 >25
! | ! |
Hean 1.6667 Hean 5.3333 Hean 1.9091 Hean 5.0000

Std.Dev 1.66088 Std.Dev 1.5275 Std.Dev 1.5136 Std.Dev 2.5673
n 18 (28.22%) n 3 (3.37%) n 11 (12.36%) n 45 (58.56%)
Predicted 1.6667 Predicted 5.3333 Predicted 1.90891 Predicted 5.80888




<OH 1 >l B By 2 BAS AR 4 vk FrHE(improvement) o] @ EAko]
PrdeE AEE YeE AF2A T5UAY g MAY o5 goz AMEstH 45
QA7F Haztste] HJ A Ake] FopH 7] wiite] AipA o Awdo] FrbEE oY
) A7t vepdor gl S8k Wl Frke] JHE A mioe] AHEzlelrt xgE
T HAak ZopAAlA T Aatd vEhvo] #MHE it & o Sete WS PT A=A
=, PT A4/ 285 9 S 9 Bol st Ao el thM=379). °] ¥ArS A&
‘GP JZJ SRS 1600199tk PTe He 5454 olatet 5458 o9 F Agew
"o}t PT7F 5454 o3¢ Fd dollA dlSe] xadd 29 F7kie] 08382 Fol&
711 Ql o] 2ANME L A7t 2&F5E BN S 9 Fol st AR e TH(M=4.39).
a8y L AS LAFIE 4354 olstR we A9 #u o] Aol FolEThM= 37989 A
2198 02). PTHS7E 3 L AFE B2 AMEE Yo7t 264 Huh Be 29 ¥ d
7 ¥ =t (M=5.00). &} olgle FUdt 2AA Ao ozt ofd AFFE@5A o]
shHe ¥H A7 A Sobd b (M=1.90). o]d] w|s] PTEAF7} =24 LZ‘j 7} e Al
< Hy A o= #¥o] A= FA o3 g
¥ A7t 5.330]0)4 oA AR A 7HE =L 78?‘1 oz UrE‘rME‘r

O

§

ot

= mm
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w
o
poy
lo
il
L
BuRENY
3L
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s
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%%
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3
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HT Aol et 2 GE 5>olM et AL oldrnE FI & 4 AT

< E 5> HYES Jd=3ts ZF vl o o] =X (Gain chart)

Zy wi | o] A|p =9 w2 FAHE oA
Node Node:n Node: % Gain Index (%) Node: n = Node:% Gain Index (%)

6 3 3.37 5.33 162.00228 3 3.37 5.33 162.00228
8 45 0056  5.00 151.87713 48 03.93 502 152.50995
7 11 1236 191 07.98945 59 29 66.20 444 134.88749
5) 18 2022 167 00.62571 77 77 86.52 379 115.18993
1 12 1348 008 253129 & 89 100.00 329 100.00000

vt (node) = Y ARE G LA Z ol A E‘ﬂzb s s 9ush=d wiodErt 632
AL PT A7t w3 LA von Hydsrt 22 Aws 9njdt}. node: n#t node :
%= it MEdA e AR Fof WiEES yERdth 61 vl o] A5 Fi= 301 A
9l 337%% 2AATYE ueltt, Gaine (Resp : n) / (node @ n)9 H&S 5o,
Index(%6) = Nt Ao Gain(%)/ AAAEAAM L] d5&S Setth = 69 mfr]d A9
EAde 7R Al e e d5etes Aol obfd AEE JHAA Fal d5ets Helviy
oA Bt} 162% o] E&AQ YAPEA S stk Yn|olnt FAE oA = 2z v
o] F7IEAAN SAEE 9 284S HAFE AR HLE 6,8 7, 5 17149 ‘3}
guten 3AUTE 74 o /M a&40)a AAAJ G AN E A o] )
o] & oujsitt. MW S A5etr] S Awon JAHE o HFH Y HdF
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ol Hj
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(risk estimates)+= ApAwit]ol Aol Jd o 4k on)sted], dAEARS] 34 X](6.2426)

oAzt mie] B4R TS wie gho]l bR 93 FAXQA 40720 A FH Ao E

2b=6349)7F Ak gefuidet 9ls Agek sHuFUr dAd" 39 4l

4.0729/6.2426=0.6398 = A 5t A& A1t} 36.02 2%(1002%-63.98%)d =7}t
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oA HAe #
< MMPIY] &4 A% &
Zh9]Aolan HgE F4e TAE UM & A9
At g & L ouE =
& Jbe s otz
Mal =7} Bfdstthd dxme F5
Zpe} BAbwo] #woHE Aw #EAr #H ¥ 2
& 1elA o] Aol FlEdet ML FHAQ /‘Jxﬂﬁ i/\ﬂ 7”44%] /373"52}7“ 59
a2 715 Ae Ayl dASA ke w AT Aosie o5& Aol
= W AAFH ] wiEd Mald k= @A o s Bastvial 23 ¢ Qv
E 34 B o] FAF7E =2 A faking bad® 7+55 7] W&o mal 59 A5
74 A=A T4 HFHA= TR AA JS F F AN =
FAT9 5] non-mal/mal/OBS<¢] ®He| f-&3 7]FEd o]

mal ATE A2 MMPI] Al 714 &4 HE(0, F, K)
Q

Flsd A5 FAR ool Mal HEl HRAOR AFgH ol

-2} 12ttt 229t s verd A9 mal
AFe 9=d %J‘?}% g3t AF7 @ ¢ S AoR Helr, ogst AARELS Mal
4x9 F& S40=® s MMPIY EAH =7t By axs wdsted wadow ARgH
T U&Fe BAFe Aoln.
MMPIQ P Aot BAANME AAbste vwbb itk PTe A4 FEd A= 23
= Hee Aol stvk. 2yt o] HAel =8 AEES Bt o84 HJHE B
O]—E A REEEa FoHFe] & ot Hw Hg4d FHE FI @A
(intellectualization) . & YA71E FAAA| 7| = A 3ol JvHKunce & Anderson, 1984). SI &

=

T AL e et F3e A9 BAw olAsE AR AA A4 A4 g il
g3} B o] g1tk (Carson, 1985). o4 o] MMPIS] 44 HEExe #Hgoz F
Fsl 2 W, Mal A5 A AAZ A BEd FAske 1 ELH A9 B
= AEYe & 5

1% 101] UrE]r"} uke} 7ol Fads QAgEATH WAL FUIe ALEA UF oA
3 % £ Ao yeyth PTG/ A4 n%ol
s GEe A9 AGel e A% S9e 4949 Srd SHa] @8l o
] ) 2=

ZoozE wusy] oyt ad PTA4E 3 L 457 524% 492 o 8ol
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A study on validity of malingering
scale: focused on patient after mild

head trauma

Yong—Hee Kim Ae—Ja Jung Sang-Kuen Jung Jae—Min Yoo
Kyunghee University Chonbuk University Kangnam University

The present studies tested the validity of malingering scale after mild head trauma, with
two primary objectives in mind. They were : First, to differentiate the artificial and
exaggerate complaints from true symptoms of mild head trauma. Second, to specify the
psychological conditions of malingering. MMPI was administered to 89 patients after
mild head trauma. Results showed that Malingering Scale had sufficient internal
reliability(Cronbach’s @=.9264) and conceptual validity. The results of data mining
showed that superficial and nonadaptive coping skills might predict malingering mainly
by suggesting of surpression and intention. The integrated model of malingering will fit
clinical condition with compensation very well when the data from various
neuropsychological assessment were added. The future study on malingering through
data mining is desirable to simultaneous consider various clinical sample and scale

procedure.
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