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ek, Al wE" Melzack 3} Casey 9] o] &
e oE 245 AHe) Q). wapy 2
EEol A Melzack 3 Casey 7} 44 LA
FEFATE o) Bol4 AYd o8 Ade ¥
FAIH ol 2A Urhd BE uho e 2
TAA 714 & el nd g


lee dong young



1) $d23e B FEEAFEES 4
A g4 vgs T4 ¢ B4y,

2) AABAGG G T/ LAY 49l A7
Sy W4ag olgsd 28 FEu$Y
AAEE A5,

3) ol% %3 dARNYY, FAHLEAASD
d g AAFEGALY 4548E A5t
A gt
2. 0|EBH 7|&

By e & AT 248 /124 )&
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A EEAEZ L 1965 Melzack 5t Wall
o] & AN o]go M, Ag) F4(Dusal
horn)o] substantia gelationsa(Lamina I1&H)
e BEol ZAs, AAATe] HFU
transmission cell 2 Astsle AL 2AdAdE
Aolth. & E%¢ ARHA % large fiber
= Lamina Vo] A=A @z AA dorsal
column & E3 F43 d¥ddz Ad=t
e, 2% A9de small fiber 7} AF&
wrow o] g transmission cell o] Aol
g, olAo] FAEFAFTECIEY Azxo0lH,
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o}, o] 22 central biasing mechanism o]z}
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Neospinothalamic tract & F7te] lamina V
o] A|zo}4 A#=e] neospinothalamic projec-
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thalamus 7}] & A5 7] # Fol neospinothalam-
ic tract 9t &A Aol AATFEFGeE ¥
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A7 Aol Lamina V of 4 A 33} paleosp-
inothalamic system 3} spinoreticular system &
%3 reticular system 3} limbic system of olE
] 2 295 8435499 73§ motivational
drive s} £ b4 0] vebuA 52 o)y g 7]
TI9¢ T4y 9ozt g,

& #-% 4 o # paleospinothalamic tract o} sp-
inoreticular tract & brainstem 2] W&o = ret-
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ol 98 dFol4 #a] A oh(Melzack & Casey,
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Figure 1. Combination of gate control system and endogenous pain supprssion system
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ulg State Trait Anxiety Inventory & 2 7}A}
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1978 9 Melzack 3} Dennis = I &
B A7 A4S o] $dld BEEAESo RS
24 AR e qopse olzyoh =
196813 Melzack 5} Casey 7]— AR 2o =
T UIE Y Rid. JADse 2R 2
o2 A7 AT (neural input)nl g A A stz 9]
SEE SRR AAATRel vrEhte Ae A
&% (psychogenic pain)e] w3 23a o]
SOl AL ggte}.
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GAAGH HAATo] Qtmnz, JAATL
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/‘]731} & Melzack 5} Casey 7} ) Alg} neu-
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o ol g AR MEE WA AT
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Figure 2. Theoretical framework integrating Fishbein’s variables and other variables to the

extended gate control theory of pain

4] sk vk (Figure 2).

@ 5% 4%

Wolff (1978) & 5 Eul-$-& 4 k& (voluntary
response) 7 £ w}-&(involuntary response)
o2 i TAHPvt— A A el
A detE £ & 425 B &
A AAY ez 2AIFJE 5T TET
wpele] 49 whee W TFERFLEA A
AR AAHe & FARA e AgA
AA %Y 9 grg |

Zoluk-go] sts| Beecher(1959) st Melzack
5} Casey(1968)%-& £4AFd g Weo®
H PrrFEgddede] ue 7] kA o o
oA wgel dAF TEIE AFHH
ARA AL F5Y 94, F81% BET
< 3% 294 48 AAsE Aoiw A
A 3ye 2AEsh ¥ S5 FA 7 8
o, zajomz Brhkes Adguse AdAAR
o A3AEE A% bAoA i Bt
G uee BEY ez ZFHA
gopekgtE FAE 9o od FHE A%

QAFe] o Az gek. FHZol 2749 AT
(Crockett, Prkachin & Craig, 1977; Leavitt,
Garron, Wistler & Sheinkop, 1978)l 4 & 77}
G2 #¥AEdA McGill Pain Questionaires
(Melzack, 1975) % AH-43ted $3% A3*E 7t
Az 284 < # McGill Pain Questionai-
reso 4 A8 Hrg g o3& A4l et
AAdY 3 Adgdde THFAY PEY
2ggg ez ARAY e, ade FAd
o3 Aourg oz HEATF Ak AEe] ol
27 SJ%M- =35 Gracely @8 (19782)& 7+
Ao AATFEANA F22 Aole A
s FA$. 4904 fEgl Role
2 -’F s

%w) 7+ % (pain endurance) & F5& AL4
»}n_ seolw Gelfand(1964) & FEUAEN
AgA 99uvte A8y 8qdd 2A &R
oz FAsg e wbd Wolff1971) & 504
w7 B3 FEQA g8 G FEE 4A
FQed o] & Axz 1978ddE FEURET
AMAs A0 o+ Atz s 22



Wolff = FEU7xel A4 A Aelgy
A FAINAE Gt

¥% 714 (motor mechanism)e] A sz v
ehd Zanbgd Aot AAAs GG 9
A #7402 9= & o (Feedback), <1757}
d9oze HYL F5 AGAS F AAA
T3 HARASE HeAE dulsle HHE g
HA7 e Aelz, 99 #7229 Q& 2ol
o] Bolg §EEo] AFoly AFE Fe4t
FolA d&e Fol ol 259 B YES
ARsted oz 94 Yy AT FuE
AAsAd gz 44 4 U

soretd FEFAFENEL FEAT, A
4 R & vF Z2sA dFx ok
adstd B dTFAE 2 ol Ee AA" AT,
AA#A, FEHSAAS gl LE FFo
29 34 5 d87A FAAN F4 mdd
At ‘

A A, Fishbein & A} 7}x] ¥l 4 (Aact, SNs &
SNp)s} Triandis o} %2, SHEHES W4 A
F22 FASAREY o % SNssk SNp, 4
F2 WA A AAFoz, Aactg Agil
(Astate) & |4 el A AFee ¥ord,

¥4, Melzack 9} %714 & 494 Fgu
43 B4od wigor FERYL Asgm
2 % 494 FE5uee Agulest 2aws
L2 Bt F5UdEE E=gE T3
So2 7hastg o

BOoE, FFY AA /AL AT A2 u
S7A RS AE e RuE whgol A BEH AT
LB vA dAE = A48 Aoz A9y
£ tte] F(eycle)y] Aoz WAz o

3. 7} o

H &5 5 5o] £ Fishbein 8 Fo] 2 2l 9
A wtet 549 FrtHe] AAR Y.
7M1 TR AAutede BA e 5
U Aojul-gstel A9 v
L FT Fol & el A ¥
Aol .
7} 2. Fishbein o] 37}z W 4=(Aact. SNp

g aes A A134 A 23

% SNs)9} kg dAARE §
‘ o5k oh-gA o] o

7F4 3. Fishbein & 39 <=9 FEAY RS 4
AR EE F9 54 &g Aol

7} 4. Fishbein g} ¥ ol 43t AgpEor
o FHFE FrhstdE Habeks o
EFx F7b R34 J)detx 23
Aol th.

7}4 5. Fishbein o} W4 a3 4339
F et s AAut g dE&r £
7hell #e8H Al 7o SH A E7 Aol ot

4. XA e|(Operational Detfinition)

1) E85#

FERYEL FAATE e o A (thresh-
old), &%+ el4 (tolerance) 5¢ AFstE &
94 dbgole. ole] ZAE Tl FEUZE,
TEA A Aex A FogH ukgo
2. FF UZEE FEHAHGA
TEIAE AY FRoldh FEYAE ATg
dhol A& FE L vy AZdsE Azdoln %
THAA 2 T84 AFE dold A&+ gt
3 AZEE Aol

TEANT A A S S B2 A x (se
nsory intensity scale)2 24 & H<4 A
A uk$-& E3d 73 © (unpleasntaness scale) &
%74 3}, (Gracely, McGrath & Dubner, 1978a)
o Y AsE FE 4@ pAwss
39 hger 5@t

2) XHple| B8 EHol thet B S (Aact)

ol WA Held AFoesd 74 Axz 9
Bt 9 vlA A & (evaluative semantic differ-
ential scale) & Abg-5le] 243},

3) FHXH A8 T (SNs)

FHA AT 94 A3 A3 g4
A WA A A Aotk o9 A& Aa
el & AHele] A 7 (NBp) g Abs] o) o}
2o e $7)(MCs) & Fetd A4beio] NBs =
54 zol Likert«typg scale 2 &7 &5 MCs



r rAAEe JuA AxE 24
4) FoE JHoIFE (SNp)

Z3A Adideld Ade d4FHASE WA
Eo) gl o8 dolvte WA AsATe2H
Aol A A9 AANBp) E AT
e wzd e 59 MCpE F3to AsA
NBp = 94 54 3 x9l Likert-type scale = &
A MCpe 743 x4 9ux Axz 53
geh.

5 SSEH s

FEEAY FRol% A43FAA A7E )
A A84 AZFoas Likert-type scale 2 &
A gt

6) AMgl Eot(A-state)

Agoke WAy AAAToER Aol
54 &7l e 24 A2E BASA H
o]l or Spielberger & State Trait Anxiety
Inventory & A}83te] 4%t

5 7} X (Assumption)

1) e AAATel A AslelAl Felzlel.

2) AgdAAE 559 AT AY¥A T
e+ 9o

3) AP AAE AF AAHA dAFdet

6. =829 H&H

D d9A e $uE 52 A3F, J=H3
el g e gof 444 5 =
% gieh

2) AFRAAY dRE S5 A4 £
5E FE-g AFEA %%-9— = g

3) AgdAAY d¥E FEEH ol T
ol wzHE 77 %i& % 9=

I. &4 =%

SENEET PER ELER-RELERE
A4S 5 A% F5 AT 4%4 2
A3 A 4%, FEFEYEL FEFFETY
A 2 BeEE BFzA ok

1. 85 ois0 gt A7

19351 Allport & F¥ A& £3 a%% s
o ge tAEe drgde AL G52 £
24 A dal ALHezn ,z‘zslsl AxZ
232 2u9 ANA Adze A4 A%
= 9eg AR 22k Doob(1947)k
Sherif (1949) 5& ¥l=7F 35 & 2% 7
g 99 ohin] B Afel e AR u
ool A AY dAE 9F¢ vz FEAY
ot 28y olg 8§ Fge] welEAAA Fug
t}7} DeFleur &} Westie 7} 1958 o o4 3%
& ARHEY oA A8 drdd L
g o] A F&¥rtz gt 2Fo = Linn
(1965), Freedman, Carlsmith & Sears(1970) §-
& gEE YF¢ dEste 24 44T s
o ®olztm sgom Wicker(1969) & # =7t
F4 5L d&de AL opiztz WEINF
o}, o+ Acock ¢ DeFleur(1972), Schuman
3} Johnson(1976) 5& HFFL &3 He
A Ag 3 Gl EARGR B FF
dZe] =P okizt gl AH3A wile] e
F& AAHFH

A71% =¥ g o9 2¥ 2ok Fishbein
o PEAFRYe| FFT AFTEH AolA
A% A gaete A¢ A8 FZ A

1) ENES} FRH Al #SolE ol

=4

Ajzen 3+ Fishbein(1972)E 4714 73
Ago] A % = (Behavioral intention) o &

o A AFE Ped A7 drg I



ko] FAPA L r=0.540]4] r—=0.84 24 =

A %D & 9lom(P<.01), 293 AlgTy
2 r=0.24 1A 1=0.59 2 4 AF}E Ve
A olEY @A E R=0.614
R=0.85¢] o2& A& dgled] ol A2y
Hzo &) ARG E Aol

Jaccard 9} Davidson(1972) . Fishbein 2% &
A4 R4 2 A4E 9z 1—'?? Dav-
idson(1974) & Fishbein 8] wwlo] & Fo o)
65% A= 7bsstctm dEsge. oHd 4
o] 4] Fishbein 3 Ajzen & oj&l =¥ -F (object)
o A% Azucte ol PFo A =T
F3%E Aol 2 dAEE EAdhn Adsy
©t. Bearden 3} Woodside(1978)2] o F¢]4 M-
rijuana A}§-] 5o W B FR4 A3y
e At 39.7%% 21%9 4340 YneH
AA g ol e A e 47 16. 8% 10.2%
8 A=# o] st

Fishbein o} g 2ol A=, 8%, 77,
A8l el A2 A4dctn Helglen Ajzen
3} Fishbein(1969)9] o Fol A o A7t4] g 4=
BEd FAT 4%e Fo Az FdAA
Ttz FEANE. o] 5 Fi AT (1970)
AAE HEd AlgFyge ¥EHd PFo2
oA #dstete 44E Ao AdFye =
Aol A9 Qe 79l F9 o] 2 Fishbein
(1967)9] Aoo] wew 2HYZ2 §okstes
EE A golef stEAlo gt Loln o
=93 5§ 2¥¥c}. Schwartz 9} Tessler
(1972)= o] ATl A AdFg o] A=A A 9
T M=z A o] Aaqe daAe ikl
=, o o] gL A FhAAL s}
v YEJFNE 39%l A 53% % HA gtz
3 AdFge] g Fo 2o f8 Hald & o
# o}

. Weinstein(1972), Ajzen 3} Fishbein(1974),
Davidson 5} Jaccard(1975), Jaccard, King 2
‘Pomazal(1977), Heberlein 5} Black (1976) 5-&
A2 B8 FFd4 Bz o 5 FAE A
AR E ol HAHE e g5 o
& 2L FEo2 AFz Qb we) g
73] & Ads Jehde wA s

9

ARLEERF A3 A2z

2 &

Landis, Triandis ¥ Adamopoulos(1978)%
Triandis model & A}-8-3le] Ato} Ao o
13 EE ¥deld 435442 BBFozA 2
A FE5 ¢ dARYEd o W YEE 3%
€ 5394 P FY 59 434 FE R=0.54(P<
0.001) A c}.

Bentler &} Speckart(1979) = Fishbein 2.1 &
I std dx, F34 A9, g5 9
FAGEE T YL A3 fe 9
FholHE 458 4984 ¥ A$nd 3
A B §5¢ 428 4+ 9sid.

=3k Zanna 9 79 (1980) = A9 §Fo] o
48 ARLFE 59 ot L 9 HE
% @57l dAd & 2ol A3 99

ol dst ol o7 Tl FAL YY e
@] vl PF¢ Al FaH st
€ Aol AL

2. 8d+

Beecher (1957 5 1959) ¥ Melzack(1973) = &
€9 ¥ A=5 HA4EY Ao, FELa
A oldl, Al 4, T4 uF S =
% A4z FA9). 2dnz $39 o
Aol A ol gt 2 494, A4 2 A
A d57t 43488 2 A5 FEulSo)
498 hgsA vehddz B,

1) $83 SETH0| st B

Zbrowski(1952), Sternbach s} Tursky (1965),
% Tursky ¢} Sternbach(1967)& EX 39 W
Aol qlgst £ e} o]} ghrji AL
AW

Weisenberg o 78 (1975)-& %<, wel g P-
uerto Rican 4§ faos ga &g 5
HE AEZHETFE o) gol] g 2459
+ 9 AFLN FAY Aol (P<0.001)7F Qe
< wARY

ko] Winsberg o} Greenlick (1967)& ¢
& ZAze] FENS F=9 Aol @k g



& dged ol ¢ 7k WA F3a
20| Axz 24}, Festinger(1954)2 A3
W L g4 AAG vheh o] ALE BHE A
o urgg uHA A BERE A$E Aol
A Fo] mgE FHAe] &8 wut 34 o]

£ ¥ 4 e Ao
2) OIX] (cognition)7} SBol 0|zl T

E%o g B 4 A FEL
QA gdst=AE AA8 Foh 2 olH¥
B e 2 Aol A FEE %A FHH
o ojd W oz HAREAG ALY Aol
W} 7R el o8] A A Ak Melzacks) Dennis
78)e FA%z g wa 536 2z
(mg)E A A, $% 2 AV E 5
2u QAHAd AuE F EEAELE FH
ARy eoFd ¢ Yo

Blitz 9} Dinnerstein (1971) & A Al A 54 (atte-
ntion)-& ©]-&3}¢] cold pressor Ao A3 F%
ax9 WAL A Ed $5¢ TS
3 55& AT A2 fopEo RS ¥ T
& ERF uoh o o A& & Add

o] 9} w7} 7] 2 Chaves 9} Barber (1974) & %
2o B Aoz AAFA FAM FEL
ZA$ Aoz QANA HoEH FFE =
= AR A #aste A Ly

o} ol] 2} Bowers(1968) 3 Staub ¢l 74 (19
Me 35 222 23% § A8z =E
Fo] 2A3% 4 @tz /e FEH A F
okt ARE dAeh

o224 orpxe dAH AZHol 5 A
FA-& vE At vekgich

3) Eetut EB

Sternbach(1968) @ Chapman 3 Cox(1977)
£ 2ol 248 FEAT A% wEx A
2 &4 o Cattell 3} Scheier (1958; 1961) &
SQEAS B4 A9 2ded F A
ol (trait anxiety) & A el 2qk(state - anxiety) &
Fuag on) Fo] Spielbergero] &l 747
A =77 et A

R AFolA g AFY FFET AFA]
£ foent A B ASAele fels &
stek. & 44 A9 7149 AFez FHA
A3¢ 94 2 W H& AFEge] gelAe
Ao|t}. (Auerbach, 1973; Spielberger A1,
1973)

19751 Martinez-Urretia®] %£<¢t3 F59UA
o}o] BAE BN ATl AFERAF)
McGill 554 29 2453 AFSE 98 4
ARA 7 9&E WA

4) S8 et AtEy FF

FEL QY FFA Aoz dHA A
Q7ke A&A S ¥ote F5AEE FI
AN EFxdPSe FF A H=F
AwAY ARFge s zvbiel FHad
At 40l A3 F Yt
Buss 9+ Portnoy(1967) = A @A FA7T &=
Akl A QAo FEFE 2 A TH
2237 94 BES O& A 2d 8 2 &
gtbE AL wA Y. webd Qdzhe AE g
AFALL E5 o2 A Jdgs FodA
£ spotstz 2 7t %A FAY =2 FA
R #9971 249 ¢ dohe Aol

=g AgA T2 FFAT AT L ¥
ol FAA dol AZY F YT AFE &
33 2 o] Aol xAE §F A=A
gl MeE v o] APAFAE A4 AF
BrtE o S A9 ubge] weh uhgehe
AL social modeling o} 2k st 2] o -FolA
A% 5 9 ¢} (Craig § Weiss, 1971; Craig 7
g, 1975). ol& qlzke] w& Aol &It
AL RA%z A7 #Hek A7 = uh &gk b
AL ¢Ad Fo

T F3ugo] ¥ 99, F 4474
2 gugdgdd oz FRHES A
(Crockett d 7%, 1977; Leavittd-7H, 1978;
Gracely, 974, 1979). oleld Aol Zctsta
Craig d 77 (1978) & &9 dAAAAE ¥%F
& AQA B golgz AATFES AT A
ZA7 7 =dE FAAE F5& A AT
olalxz QA aAl P& W AR A4S B F

X o8 R

A

=

%
&



+ W4 € iR ol FEubgo] %A
A 999 A E Bz g&¢ A F.
Craig &} Prkachin(1978) & A3 d Zmlo] %
9 TFEdE A9 dE A4S d4o. o
A Zate] AMEA mEsl e ol gdtd HaAlg
59 A% WS 55 Yoie Ao
o ol zkel 94, AslH e T3] ug

b AL oA H 2
5 7[ElHS
J8 Faold dgole M $E3Y B

fd

paca

lo
L
ot g

A A3 434 ?.ih A5
TE2E HALE AL 2Yo] ¥ £5% FEY
Aok FEHNAA ] EolAlvtE Aol ol o
& el gAq A5x AAFz 9ok (Procacci
9%, 1970; Shock, 1973; Brizzee, 1975; Ko-
binson, 1972).

Natermans ¢ Tophoff (1967) 2 Woodrow <
TH(1972)8] A4 47 34 2 %
Weldol %t A4E5 dgd

3. SESYZTH it A7

1) 88557 (Pain-inducing Tool)

Lewis, Pickering —2] = Rothschild (1931) +=
ok e & ¢F5AAF FAo 852 A
Fozd 554 HEANE L A Loz A
Wtk o] A& Maximum Effort Tourniquet
Technique (METT)2}z 2gc}. AxE 24
& Aol A cuff 2 dF & i]—c}'&}-‘ﬁ_ A
d el ¥4 24 Rolz $FE da
A Fdeh 28y 245452 A &"5'}'7: A
ol 4 55 omd F52 ARz FleA
Aehe Aol wAS Yok (Lewis, 1942).

7 % Smith o o 7% (1966)& METT S w
A& +438te] Submaximum Effort Tourniquet
Technique (SETT) & kst gt ol A 43
5L AR oE2d 934 F5 FA4
A Qe

Moore ¢ 7-¢1 (1971) % Sternbachei ¥ (1977)
< JAFANA ABAE Agole A9 3
FHdA ¢ ABPL @ SETT = o] & A2

W5 A A13d A 2%

FEY ¢ 995 o APl 2EE At

259 23 BAYE A Aoz a9 2

2% SETT7 354 E7E 49g A8 3
4 28x% SETT § d4% & =77} ob4
AR %skr] Ao & ATl SETT &
A4 e

2) 580145 (Pain Endurance)

Wolf (1971) = 4 A 849 FEME¢ 89
AL ol 8dd F594, F5Uy, $54
ZE 9 F34 5545 59 994 FEY)

Wolif (1978) & #7172ty A+E Fild 5%
A173Es} A F5E IFAUA Y 4+
Y FENUAE B A28 5 Ykn FA3
23 '

3) &2 MEHZ (Pain Descriptor Scales)

2 23 2] 4 x(Visual Analogue Scale)& ZheF
gt 4§87 HelsA gof gloy BEE vy
%9 (unidimension) ¢ 2 758 wiul £ 4 g&
Axolpz ¥%& 499 (multidimension) o
2 AFEE Al e AR E o] L3 oF G}

Gracely 1 79 (1978-a) & ¥ $Hx2M %3
AedEad S435 15855 534 A A=
(FdZ A=) 1585%¢ Adsigls of Axe
cross-modality matching of <& = 413] %,
B, 9zEs} oz dAHASG. 2 dF
He A4 FEANAE B3y 3 Ay
Aol AA= e} (Gracely, 1978-b; Heft o 3¢
1980).

M. <7y

1 ejarat 4%

%%_ﬂwz}% 20 A1 A 50 4] 74=]9] Wiel o}
Zxfez Wk d4AE T 93
‘;% B A gl APAE T F2E Y
H3g FAel e AREdAE BT
& Folulol 7 AAY AYAA L Aejd &
3—% F3.

iﬂ*ﬂx



AQA F ANRA AR, ey, 289, €
agmAdl, ANAH, A YANAZY, ¥
x4 2848, A AP A&l 8l
A AR A ALY AR

o] dFelA 7x2e A ok 28 H
g 29gq d43e 28 FEFAETE A
oA wad & god Adel 47 Aot
AYe 23 JYEAY AFEAH ¢ F A=
gt AdqAde. dF g FEAL
= o7 dFdA o] F ale] FEAE 3
g vl ASE Yzgls] AEelth

E AT A GAA FE 623002
2 269 HEAsAAAA A A F
3ue AgA 4H¢ 250mmHg A &%
npd o] 2 EZojZE AL 97FEd FEAEE S
A% < gglen 293¢ AAA R (cognitive
distraction) & o] &3l FEuko] ARE o}
Ae AL wAsged AT 192 A4
7} 250mmHg & $A& & 9ol A2 FoH
7] Aol BF 692 A9z s6FANE A
29 FAA.

2. AEsyET

1) SHE=s

EZxgd g Age = (Aact),
W HzdE §7] (MCp), R A8 Hud =2
HE 57 (MCs)E 2437, A& Osgood
TR 95Dl AL 7AFE gEAAE
(semantic differential scale) & 2881 e

AQFde] Ha A A7 NBp), AT
Wl g Aele AZNBs) R FFREAA =
D(HP)& 2437 AfAe 5AHE Likert-
type scale & A8&#dch. AFES {A-state) &
Spielberger o] STAI & o] 833 v

2) B

FE59 Zzures AYA $Ed FZ=TE
= Gracelyd Fdol Add 1524 44
s 15949 2AFAEE o] &AAT FEU
7+ (pain endurance) & FEHNANA FFA4A
5 A% gt

AT

3) EBREEY

g ously] g8 d¢AS 4EHA (hand
dynamometer)-g ol gatycl. A= EFE
Fate o zolw A E T 2T
& o 2. YA Cuff g gole #Fl
wet ¥ 5% o &gt F AAATA A
e 5.5inch Yol & A4z vlwtd A 7
inch Yol & A&8ch ddA = JA Preston 3]
A AEezd 2 pe 5033 % °]&3gH

3. Ay A

1) ey

LE AgdA e FAF ARE AFIN
g4 oA AT F ol EANT L&
3 A AAHgg audio taped] Sg3ted AHE3HA
o

o4 AARE A Sl %I o} A A
2746 FeAS F48 F FAFAAA 2l
A Qs = thg Aact, NBp, MCp, NBs,
MCs$ HP 24 ¢ 1 2EA oA o
gt @ Agste 29 Ax4H e A3 F
229 ERagsUge AN AHE F A4
# 2ok (A-state) 8 ARGt ALZE Adlel
=939 Agsts FA EEE 33 ool A
el gEAE FAF F LA cuff & &
o BEF Adz T 1E7 &4 ANY &
e cuff o] 371 gl 250mmHg 7z & &
22 Adaz ¢ U FAEAE FAs =2
A9 Hxntde 1/28% £7 light & %5
o] o utae] o= TETE A AR <
o B ol A FHol AN H 24
9 1/2 Ao 2 ol AAA sojgl7) HE
o o feAA ge st o] F 163 413
A SR

ofd ¢35 s EAe| Stop watch & AA
ol Aol Agez FEFE w77 ARSE
A(FEA4)% ¢#A stz A% A 1 ¥+t
tapeol A A& FAH s AEel] 2 A7t
o 35459 EAAAEE AEHA %4 A
ARz o4 Al 4 e AdAA A&



Aot F 250 A4 =X Ryt H439 ¥
4A% Zo F3xz uta A9 4 ReH; Ay
1038 Axstz 104 ¢88 49 o4y
= FEHAA 2 2Feg

m{o

4. NEEM WY

SPHTFE 3P 279 A9 = £ H
3] Cronbach’s Alpha & # Astg 2 7-} E:f’-%‘-g
E T EAE AA8g
FEAESAA L 2A40SH AYwe pEe
B H¥Y 5EAE ol &l A s

7} ‘1 & Fisher’s Z-transformation o2 A
FHE L A 2,3,4,58 Yl A= Stepwise
multiple regression w4 & A}8-35193 . 7} 4
59 4A A §9% FolF melpxE

#<l8l7} 93] Fisher's Z-transformation < £ o] &
4 =
V. 2 3
. EF84

1) HE(Aact)
TEEAC] A A=FHEFE 13424 3

W3R A13d A 23

A 13/“@0314 Ha 9l eg go}glx Cronbac-
b’s alpha & 0.91 ¢} 9]t}

2) 7HQITHEO cHEt X|Zt(NBp)

88 REgom 9@ o % 2] Cronbach’s al-
pha & 0.60 ol vl A7 5= 149 B
A AL o Alpha &= 0.66 0.3 F718l gl o}
et T A Fag o) gute B s )

3) IR m2MEs 57)98 (MCp)

449 £geg solgE o Azl Cronb
ach’s alpha & 0.81 0|31z 24 £ & 94 Z

S HE 0.820] o Zyc},
4) AB|Roll that x|zt (NBs)

8709 ¢z Holoy 179 TEE AA
& ¥ Cronbach’s alpha &= 0.64 0] 4 0.66.0 2
F7Fd o

5) MEITHE w2 $7|94 MCs)

HAS £goz Holglon o 2 g 4
Ho] kgl 2/ 8¢ AAHL 9 Cronbach’s

alpha = 0.8901 4 0.91 & 27}

6) & (HP)

FHE 9N 2oz Holglx ¢]9 Cron-
bach’s alpha & (. 62 o] g o}

Table 1. Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and Internal Consistmcy Reliabilities for

the Instruments

Tool I\igémosf No. of Subjects Range oi 813011'; Mean S.D. Alpha
Aact 13 62 13-52-91 -60. 60 - 10.16 .0
NB, 7 62 7-21-35 26.68 3.15 .66
Mc, 12 62 12-48-84 51. 84 9.27 . 82
NB, 7 62 7-21-35 26. 39 3. 14 . 66
Me, 12 62 12-48-84 52.79 9.86 N3
HP 9 62 9-27-45 26.79 3.77 .62
A-s 20 61 20~50-80 32.32 9.06 .92

7) AMEHEOH(A-state)

BEEGL 20749 Egoz 5elglen o9
Cronbach's alpha = 0. 92 ¢ r}.

2. JHdHS

7HE 1 $EUAE(FE) 9 2k 2443 (SR) 79



Table 2. Intercorrelation among Dependent and Independent Variables

Aact SN, SN,

A-state HP SR AR

Attitude toward Pain
Expression (Aact)

Personal Subjective
Norm (SN,) . Gg¥ex

Social Subjective
Norm (SNs) L Gk

State Anxiety -. 01 .00 -.03
(A-state)

Habit of Pain 27> ) .01
Expression (HP)

Sensory
Response(SR)

Affective
Response (AR)

Pain Endurance
(PE) —. 05

| AGHH*

!

.19 -.11 -.01

.03 . 06 —. 08

1

-.02 ~. 04

.01

.01 . 28%*

.06 B L Gg¥R*

.18 -. 14 —. 26* —.24%

#A e SEAZE AYS(AR)FH A %
W Zge $d ol & vEdA & Aolth

2Enzzs F4d-de ARATE r=—0.
260] = EE st Autgd] ARATE 1=

0.24 24 BE 5% 4FdA {48 44
A & e 2 g ek (Table 2). o] 549 Z#A
£719] o] & Fisher's Z-transformation & 2
A9 9 ¢ FFo olz2A XAHHE
=1.05), @A o AL AFAYR F F
Euzts)l obd AgdeE ghAuS Ao
2ol 2% A e+

9 A A ukgte) A r=0.69
24 0.1%5204 §98 AxdA o =3
7re] 47.6%% 77gd g4d Ad#Ldn ¥
G g/ AT A FEEE Er) kAo
Qo] AzAgstz gl AAHT

714 2 : Fishbein & A 744 W 4 (Aact, SNp
1w SNs)¢] 774u&(SR) dAAEE 437
%g Aoloh

74712 (SR)ol W 3te] Fishbeind] 3dFE
o] &-3}o] Stepwise mulﬁple regression & A4
3 As Ads 25§98 FAE RolA X
glch. Table 3614 2E ke ol Pa AL 82
4.3%5k0] 3d 5ol a A e 25 37%
7 = (Aca)dll sl A AFelh <ld

A5} Table 20] 48} 7to] Fishbein g A ¥4
Aole] A@sA s E7] dEd fIF o Fol
JEYL Aoz A=At

Table 3. Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression
of Pishbein’s Variables on the Sensory

Response to Pain

Step Variable R R* R?  Overall Significance

change
1 . Aact .191 .037 .037 2.01 .61
2 SNu* . 207 .043 . 006 1. 16 .32
3 SN** , 208 . 043 .001 77 .52

*‘SN. == NBI+ MC;
**SN, = NB, X Mcp

#4a) 3: Fishbeing] Al W49 55 Aduts
(AR) AR =E 314 & Aol

A ) uk-go] o g Fishbein 9 A "4%E Step-
wise multiple regression & 2 3 2{ ¥ 2 | A
W o e 2.1%¢ sz FATE
n %A %3tk (Table 4). |24 AdFE &
g7 AT & AL

714 4 : Fishbein 8] 4ol £33 (HP) 3 4%
Zob(A-state)d] F WFE FoHste = LS
dax Z7d $98A dsA *% Aol

t}A 747 o] W FE o] $3hed Stepwise multiple



Table 4. Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression
of Fishbein’s Variables on the Affective
Response to Pain

WA A Al2E

Table 6. Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression
of ‘the Indpendent Variables on the Affec-
tive Response to Pain

R R?

Step Variable R* Overall Significance
change
1 SN, . 080 . 007 . 007 R 35 .56
2 SN, +139.019.012 .51 - 60
3 Aact  .146 .021 .002 .37 .78

regression 2 2 A YL wf o]& w4 7
w}—-cﬂxgw 15.9%% =t (Table 5). 7] d] 4]
o & 1 M} ¥ AL $AHP) 224 72}
% AHYgor] e ¥ wsg g
A oq/ 7.8% Avsdch. Fi44 el
(SNp)# A3 B0k (A-state) & ZHzul-e v
o} Fd wlAlse FA A 79 (SNs)=
&9keh.

f oo JI
mla _x

N e

on'.

34d 2¢EAE

Table 5. Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression
of the Independent Variables on the Sens-
ory Response to Pain

Step Variable R R?! R? Overall Significance
change F
1 HP .278 .078 . 078 4. 45 .04
2 Aact .394.155.078 4.77 .01
3 SN, .399 .159 .004 3.22 .03
4 A-state .399 .159 . 00 2.37 .07

Fishbein o Al <9} 7Hzbulg3te) otk
T R=0.208(Table 3)o]n] 57}] Wl b
Zub33e] B A 4= R=0.399(Table 5) &
A olE T Zte] o %% Fisher’s Z-transf-
ormation 2. ¥ A& §-¢ W Z=1.12 24 ol
o AR EYo. w4y 4= & =)
et

74 5 Fishbein o W 4o] ¢3ba) FEES
€ Tt E 494 g g (AR &% F 7}l
e SA Aot g Aolr).

AR W4 E o B5to] stepwise multiple
regression 0 2 A& w o] Hye] Ao
A FEE 14.7%% o} (Table 6). o] = &3e
B4 12.5%, Bt 1.8%, 252 A5l
+ 0.3%8 HuE & gz o A HFE 1%

Step Variable R R2 R? Overall Significance
change F
1 HP .353..125 . 125 7.56 .01
2 Aact .378.143 .018 4.35 .02
3 A-state .382.146 .003 2.91 .04
4 SN, - .383.147 .001 2.15 .10
5 SN, .384 .147 . 001 1.69 .15
FEIA F9% BAE dege o Sy

ol R4 A °‘ﬁ‘ﬁé3’»¥ F2d A3 e A
Y r E3t 3 9ir}.

Aoluk-8-s}h Fishbein w4 ots] chadgta) +4-
R=0.146 || (Table 4), 57129 We 2
et dBATE R=0.384 24 o] &
% Aol 2 %87 9 4] Fisher's Z-transfor-
mation © 2 A2l ¢ v Z=1.37 24 59 Sz
A4 F8 Gyt & Fass 2oean
FE AL AT + gy

T dTdA FEEE A o % (Aact), =
A Ml (SNp), Fa4 13 4 (SNs),
380k (A- state) 3 HEHP)E WA Ay
Ee ddd AFoz 7}?‘%3@"% olEo] 7+
kg3t Ao ut ~Jr Ad FAA o] ik nb
M%’ﬁ"é‘?ﬁ. 71:6*7‘:?‘-1”3"—3 2 I8
ddel Aw A e pHHon &
T A PEL AAe 24

A B Fhed o o] Fite SAESF pAug
F AR BF AL 5 gt AL &
# AEEATFNE 3 UA 454 439 =
A 7k 22 = R o}, Triandis(1977) & FHE Ay
4214 2ol 95 e Agss TadA et
8 0 o Melzack %} Casey (1968) = HE R R
9 7?“"5'*1 HAAZEY 7193 3AY v
FAd w2t A FEL YA 3131 e}
CIHRE FHE B ATl Hube] yuin

_ﬁio}_".p‘;i

0

o) = 7] E.

.:1}4‘ RN

il



@ A s e Asetn & ¢ Ak WA &F

& A Ad AFesd AARstEge 4
Gt Aol AR

Triandis(1977) = 5o A& =L F7HA
B FEE F 244 3ae §%d AT A
oz A %A% A e Feld. oA
< pw AW AL B/ iR F3n T
A A& dAFAGA] Fite 7;4\9_3% T 9
onl o]Ae 2% dxg Aozt o dEE
WA Ads AFezA A ’371 iAo g
g3} QAHAGGe] DA AdeE FAH £
o} olgtpe 2% TR3H G W= T
ket Aot g BF FFEAA A%
=.(Table 5,6) 9= A2 4% A= 00

F37 QTR FAY AR TLE FEF
& dFAE Ags §5& dAstes 59
otte Aol HAHG o FEEHE dASE
= @%»M = 7 AFe] T3] FHRAL F
1 AYFRL A 2o H2AE
71 & ;’6}@1 AAY Azg WMoy ALl
AeltdelAt 2ol wEHE 719 AAES
egrot A zol FAH WFY AHEE TET
Q99 Aol shre] g o)z WA Fol & A3
F9 dAe dal AFY F& F7 AFHL
AAE ALl FA & AR ElT T
A AQFH 238 AgFHed HE FFE
Fr o gt $ger FANA AAAT
B9t bz B

Aguole oA AT o3 A AL =
Az 2d g& dehte AAdEeE AAH
2 Qe a7l WA 9389 dAL dA
A44e Nses & 4 Az 22 JF B
& T H&%Aﬂ"ﬁ«l Aol & F 37
B Eo AFEQE o] T g &I W3 A
g4 AFolgtz By

add A4S EE AFELGE FEE 7
k7] @ Eof (Table 1) o] AFAAE FEE W
A AFoaAd Asg A £ AR B
. o]t B Adel qddd AP4 AFo=
A AR E FAA JAFF oh7] w el
Bt g4os noly] Wi 442 T35 3
r AIAE e A3E 20 Y Ao F5

Bk
QARAG R $T FBSE WA A8A
ATz ZAATEIY A FARE vehd

AASS A2E & Q7] AL AAG
Jgst FATFEGA) ArdRAL BEH
2 A=} =3 dAFAdgS 2
Aogg e FAE @t 2ok A4S
dagtozs REHOoR AXHG G ERoH
3 Bl gAY ds gaATEGse A4
T 7tk gat Aol 4ol A g o
3 FEAoz A3t

. 2 £
2 ERe FEEAFEES FANS AF
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— Abstract—

Prediction of Pain Expression Using the Extended
Gate Control Theory of Pain and Fishbein’s Model

Eun-Ok Lee R.N,, D.N.S.

Department of Nursing, Seoul National University

The purposes of this study were to(a) develop theoretical modifications of the extended gate

control theory of pain using Fishbein’s model and(b) test the efficacy of these modifications.
Attitude, social subjective norm, personal subjective norm, habit and state anxiety were operat-

ionalized to represent internal stimuli for the cognitive-evaluative and motivational-affective di-
mensions of the theory. Pain expression was operationalized as sensory and affective responses
to pain, and pain endurance.

Sixty-two female nurses from 20 to 50 years of age participated. A semantic differential scale
measured attitude and motivations to comply; a Likerty-type scale measured personal and social
norms and habit. Spielberger’s STAI measured state anxiety.

Pain was produced using a modified submaximum effort tourniquet technique. Pain expression
was measured using ratio scales of sensory intensity and unpleasantness developed by Gracely
and his associates. Pain endurance was measured by subtracting time of pain threshold from
pain tolerance.

The first hypothesis examining whether pain endurance would be more significantly related
to the affective response than to the sensory response was not rejected. Four remaining hypot-
heses, testing the ability of the five variables to predict the sensory and affective responses
were not rejected. However, the habit of pain expression and the attitude toward pain expression
contributed to the prediction of both sensory and affective responses to pain. The interaction
between the cognitive-evaluative and the sensory-discriminative dimensions and the interaction
between the cognitive-evaluative and motivational-affective dimensions - were partially supported
by the data from these two variables. The interaction between the motivational-affective and the
sensory-discriminative dimensions was also supported by the rclationship of sensory w0 affective
responses.

The variables which did not significantly predict pain expression appeared to have potential for
prediction. Revision and testing of the tools for better reliability, validity, and clinical usuability
are needed. The study contributed to theory building. The identification of variables which pre-
dict pain behavior must ocenr hefore effective nursing interventions can be developed.



