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[ Abstract ]

Development of Questionnaires for Yol Patternization
No-Soo Bae, Dong-Hoon Yang, Young-Jae Park, Young-Bae Park, Sang-Chul Lee*, Hwan-Sup Oh

Dept. of Human Informatics of Oriental Medicine, Interdisciplinary Programs,
Kyung-Hee University
*Dept. of Management Information Systems, Korea Christian University

Background and Purpose:

The Han(cold)-Yol(heat) patternization is one of the most usually used diagnostic
methods in oriental medicine. This is studies for compensating questionnaries for Han-Yol
that were made by Sook-Kyeng Kim.

Methods:

Questionnaries for Yol should be useful for clinical examination. So symptoms being
chosen for questionnaries are based on Donguibogam that is clinical textbook and 46
items are developed. By delphi panel and statistical analysis Items of questionnaries are
choosen.

Resultset:
By delphi panel and statistical analysis 8 Items of questionnaries are choosen.

Conclusion:
Further research is necessary for improvement reliabilities and validities of the
questionnaires for Yol patternization.

Key Words: Yol, patternization, Questionnaire
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Table 1, Likert scale of the Delphi Method
14 23 3% 473 5% 6%
SR awor g | OIS wgen LR wyan | waa
Table 2. Questionnare for the Delphi panel
4 EEgE
13025 B] A8 58
W £ K u £ ChiN
1. ZFol UM 58 Bo] sRilch 6.77 | 1. wol|uk do| it} 4.77
2. B4 o] ik 623 | 2. "ol o] ), 4.77
3. b} vl B do| drt 608 |3. A2 do] Wrprt Jigchr) i 4.77
4 Ao B3 2 W g 608 |4. %ol 7lmr} 4.62
5 943 &7} vl 6.00 |5. #Fo Gite] ATk 454
6. go] YuiAM Adzs gol bt 592 |6. Ado] & oA kt) 454
7. o] FHHH 585 |7. 9lo] ulEY] B8 Bo] npAlx] Frh | 446
8. 3}FF FAIZ Fol Utk 585 |8. wjg]gleto] vy At 446
9. 2 o}z do] QoA o8-S WA FAY Fee| 577 |9 FEs ¥enh 4.38
A7) et 562 (10. w3 2 ofgfel] E2de] Utk 431
10. gJgtolu} &7} #ch 554 [11. 2)Ao] glth 415
11. 7k&ol whtaln AoraiA] gk 554 |12, Alewo] dth, 415
12. Zo] BAL} ofxrh 554 |13, gl gztol ik 4.08
13. e ARy dAE EAY 2 Folzld. 554 | 14. slg]q] F3to] 3l 4.00
14. V53 eupe guldola dof v okt | 539 |15 fAloly BAlo] gl 39
15. 7R&o Gzdo] 9lth 539 |16 W& W) 3.77
16. £7]o] w=x}. 523 |17. £8%o| ulE2n}. 3.77
17. L H7)7} ojHth 515 |18. #A7} wl&ch 377
18. #7171 Z ok 515 |19. &Eo] wAc} | 3.69
19. 3k 3= AR E A7kl Ho] ) 508 |20. 3£¢ro] o}zr} 3.69
20. @7} wiEd 508 |21, AAle] mHsich 3.39
21. o}l X 912 LaeE 7190 9k 500 |22. 57 HeEch 3.39
22, Woa ol il 23. Fo| A%k 315
24, %718 Foldl. 292
Yala1, ateel] ZA Few A7l o7, The] HEd ERSATNLLES QAT A A 4
HENVEY 948 Fstn 3o (consensus) 3 Fatvte) d#A, E5S Bl oA
S =&de 2Y A AR F de 2% &5 et 1, 1 AHE 28
w9 &g 7otk e AE - FAHSA 8 4L T EF
WEEIGAS R3] Y8l 72ATE S8 o ABAL B Folof HIA, ATAZAYALE]



Table 3. Questionnare for Yol Paternization
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Table 4, Descriptive Statistics of the Questionnaire ol e JpA A, AEEEe #Hopt
St BAdsita gaEAY Hrke whed 499
HEYE Mean Deviat:ion AEAE ALt
1. Z30] VA B2 ol npPith 27869 | 142729
2 FellM o] b} 26066 17251 B. ol
3 8% o) BT ol Wk 2251 166678 3e] A} WS Be) A IF
4 iﬁj;c’l‘%_;‘?i AR 2 a0 | 146877 o f79 dFHRE Wrksth 4o #49 ¢
e ] seee| 18l STTE wdshl st 9o Add A9 1
6. Qo] UmA] AHz o] W} [32295| 195272 ARE 9}A A5E A @k EFo] e
7. 7ol & F¥Eg 2541 1.67903 St 0 o2 &3 d%0] v AS €54
8 3% 3 #A2 Qol vtk |22051] 166678 o] BERS % AFE A ARtk & 04
A I T I e
ag T ' A AR 33e Axe) 958 4R E o2
10. detod 371 & 3t 270491 1.88277 SR LY d5& 7@1?‘]51 9;5:1% =2 A&
11. 7zo] weksta HalA] o) | 31803 | 178427 dES Hrhsks Alo] Bil oEetal Yot
12. Bo] & XA oj=r) 22951 | 158476 7} 72t dEH e s Hrteidct

13. d29] ¥ AAZE EAY

so 2 Bol 2t} 2623 | 195076

1, 713 et el 4

C.

o] 1o ET 23934 | 1.62561 D 71&EA= .
15. 7kl Gzl gt 24098 | 174525 ARFE) 7leBAEL ot 2t (Table 4)
16. 3710] AT} 22131 | 152878 NF I A
17. T8-S 2717} ok 32951 | 214743 o) AU #AL ou)sie AlF]E Cronbach's
18. E7\7} & v} 21148 |  1.6031 a AN dR=L 9a) sutE 22838k A Co-
. ji F AR At el 1.9672| 1.27759 rrected Item-Total Correlatione 0.1389 4] 0.816

= 7R Bxsigl om 2288k ot A A== 0,907
20. 77} vpEc} 26721 17769 P st ent el o 1745

21 ol 91z A=l eate o2 gt} Corrected Item-Total Correlation 0.3

£ 7€) st 2384 ATBL ojge AARge] ARyel Bong MR,
2. WA o] i} 18852 | 111203 A4, AE17L EEAA] AAFSGIT. (Table 5).
MRS 9] Table 59 2ol kst 7
Q) rAe] AR st AEAdsn Sl

e SARE A @ BEEH
B droAe 459 58 9 F ole
A A7 A& Tatr] SfEA BEEA S AAsY &
K st gde 998 ¢ 613(de] 8, €T Aol AR FIME fiske] 399
=0536, 1% 52+12264) S W o R fo] ARx  PEFIE B DTl gvkun AT A
BrrstAch AR g $ito] FHE £ JdE F ETOE FUstn A of gkt wet
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Table 5. ltem—total Statistics

HBRE Scale Mean if | Scale Variance if | Corrected Item-Total | Squared Multiple | Cronbach’s Alpha
e Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Correlation if Ttem Deleted
7} 54.279 469.94 0.138 0.294 0911
B 54.459 435.55 0.583 0.771 0902
BREH 54.770 436.11 0.598 0.769 0.902
NG 54.672 465.09 0.211 0.366 0.909
gy 53.459 44212 0443 0.462 0.905
B#ET 53.836 430.11 0.575 0.622 0.902
BR 54.525 449.02 0403 0.474 0.906
B 54.770 432.85 0.647 0.728 0.901
JE B 53.902 442.09 0.393 0.577 0.907
O&#E 54.361 437.37 0.503 0.710 0.904
VY| 53.885 435.80 0.558 0.639 0.903
I 54.770 446.08 0477 0.748 0.904
R 54.443 429.12 0.589 0.567 0.902
FoOEE 54.672 428.32 0.737 0.824 0.899
ok 54.656 419.20 0.816 0.881 0.89
BES 54.852 431.96 0.728 0.829 0.899
RS 53.770 450.38 0.280 0.444 0911
L 54.951 43418 0.655 0.710 0.901
e 55.098 441.49 0.697 0.726 0.901
Big 54.393 43494 0.572 0.618 0.902
R 54.672 42742 0.703 0.717 0.899
BB 55.180 45582 0.494 0.750 0.905
Table 6, Wilks' Lamda of Discriminant Analysis
Test of Function(s) Wilks’ Lambda Chi-square df Sig.
A4 635 19.785 19 408

A7 E wzZ P nLzEbE A (Cross-validation)
S Aot s, B AT E FAHCE &

873% %= UElstont, AE8 Ase] Beole 4
A g AFET} 76.7%, B Wit s
7} 500% 2 Uehton, A Hor = 709%%
et} (Table 6, 7).



Table 7. Classification Resuits of Discriminant Analysis

Predicted Group Membership
Total
# 7
X 40 3 43
Count
o = 4 8 12
Original g 930 70 100.0
% T . R !
= 333 67.7 100.0
s 33 10 43
Count
Cross- 5+ 6 6 12
validated(a) » & 76.7 233 100.0
’ B 50 50 100.0

a. Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by
the functions derived from all cases other than that case.

b. 87.3% of original grouped cases correctly cla- ssified.

c. 70.9% of cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified

Table 8, Wilks' Lamda of Discriminant Analysis

Test of Function(s) Wilks’ Lambda Chi-square df Sig.
kil 695 17.837 8 022

Table 9, Wilks' Lamda and Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coeftficients

Wilks" Lambda
Step Entered T e T . Exact F . ‘ EFwEAs
' Statistic | dfl | df2 Sig.
1 B 0.864 1 1 53 8.371 1 53 0.006 .750
2 J & 0.779 2 1 53 7.359 2 52 0.002 330
3 HR 0.757 3 1 53 5.467 3 51 0.002 A42
4 SEHT 0.745 4 1 53 4.289 4 50 0.005 429
5 B R 0.724 5 1 53 3.739 5 49 0.006 -358
6 ST B 0.716 6 1 53 3.169 6 48 0.011 -393
7 RO R B 0.707 7 1 53 2.784 7 47 0.017 463
8 5 L 0.695 8 1 53 2525 8 46 0.023 -340

(]
Lamda)E A% 742 0.022((p=0.022<0.05)2.2 5% o et ool Al AEdwe] 0
fFolgEolA BAHR FoAdtch. (Table 8) 2 yepygth @ o3 de £7= £
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Table 10, Classification Results of Discriminant Analysis

Predicted Group Membership
Total
O )=}
T +
3 39 4 43
Count L
. a=s 6 6 12
Original S
Yy + 90.7 93 100.0
’ = 50 50 100.0
S 36 7 43
Count
Cross- 5 6 6 12
validated(a) " & 83.7 163 100.0
’ B 50 50 1000

a. Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by the

functions derived from all cases other than that case.
b. 81.8% of original grouped cases correctly classified.

c. 764% of cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified

/\4%_ ;(].ag] 7o /}jx:ﬁﬁoﬂ st ;Gz‘ﬂ-tﬂ- 90.7%,
xﬂ?ﬂg;: 81. 8%§ L}E}‘)'O‘)r, A€ X}#J
Aol pgER A BT} 83.7%, MM
of e Hwr} 500%2 WEgon, A4
Z& 764%% e (Table 10).

EA AT 93 PEtr=

Y =0.750* 5 #4.0.393% 77 5 24+0.429* 84 (] 1T
+0.330* /£ £4+0.442* TR 77 +0.463* A0 24-0.358* 2.
50,3400 ]
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