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The Social Cognition and Object Relations Scale-Global rating method (SCORS-G) is a coding system that assesses the cog-
nitive and emotional aspects of interpersonal functioning in narrative materials. This study aimed to validate the Korean ver-
sion of the SCORS-G using card from the Thematic Apperception Test (1, 2, 3BM, 4, 13ME 12M, 14). The Personality As-
sessment Inventory, NEO-Five Factor Inventory, Inventory of Interpersonal Problems, Interpersonal Cognitive Distortions
Scale, Difficulties in Emotional Regulation Scale, and Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) were administered to 215 under-
graduate students. The reliability and validity of the SCORS-G were tested by rating TAT protocols according to the scoring
criteria. The level of interrater reliability for 8 dimensions of the SCORS-G was mostly acceptable. Based on existing literature,
we established a two-factor model consisting of the cognitive and emotional factors and verified a model fit using confirma-
tory factor analysis. As a result, the model fit was good, which suggests that the factor structure of the SCORS-G is valid. Fur-
thermore, the cognitive and emotional factors of the SCORS-G had a significant correlation with various psychopathologies,
personality traits (Big-5), interpersonal problems, cognitive distortion, and emotional dysregulation. We provide an interpre-
tation guideline for the clinical utility of SCORS-G based on the present and previous studies, and discuss the clinical impli-

cations and limitations of this study.
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Table 1. Component of the Social Cognition and Object Relations Scale (SCORS-G)

Bram, 2014 Lewis et al., 2016 Stein et al., 2012
Emotional P ccts of - Conitive aspe cts of Affective- Cognitive Relational Self-affective Cognitive
representations representations Interpersonal
AFF COM AGG COM AGG SE COM
EIR SC AFF Ne EIR ICS sC
EIM EIM EIM
AGG SE AFF
SE ICS
EIR

undergraduates (1= 63)

residential patients (n=131)

outpatients (n=59)

Note. AFF =affective quality of representations; AGG = experience and management of aggressive impulses; COM = complexity of representation of
people; EIM = emotional investment in values and moral standards; EIR = emotional investment in relationships; ICS = identity and coherence of self;

SC=understanding of social causality; SE = self-esteem.
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PAI= AAIHE|E 24, W71817] 913 Morey(1991)7} 7Hrst 21
0 g, B &J7Lof| 4= Kim, Kim, Oh, Lim¥} Hong(2001)0] 3+
o & FFoFE A E AHESIGITE PALE F 34420 2, 47}
A BHEE Ak, 117FA] A, 5714 A= alef A, 2714] o
AIAAE 5 F 227k Az HAJE|o] 9lom, 47 Likert 3
TApollA 7t £k BT 7 Aee A4 TR W
Eo] AAEH, M7t w5 e G990l Bkt 44 54
o] o5& 9Ju]gtt} Kim 5(2001)2] Aol 4] HIYT(ICN) 2}
AR (INF) H=E A|9fg Y A] A= 0] 4] 4| &= (Cron-
bach’s a)= .60-.880])a1, AAF-AAAF A2 == H|ATHAJ(ICN)
I} AR (INF) 2= 5 A|€Jaar 77-.91 W= Bl 2k |
oJ3itk

NEO MZAZAAHNEO-Five Factor Inventory, NEO-FFI)

NEO-FFI= A4 599] 23(Big-five Personality Model)2] 34
K018 =A57] Yl Costa2} McCare(1992)7} 7JiHst Ao &2 H
Aol A= Lee(1995)7F -2 2 & Hicksto] B3kt =& ALE-
3}%ITk, NEO-FFI= NEO-PLR 2405512 Q01542 A1A|5}0]
605750 2 7+ NEO-PI-RQ] th&3lo|c) NEO-FFI= A=
(Neuroticism, N), 2|84 (Extraversion, E), 7llH}J(Openness to
experience, O), 9-3/J(Agreeableness, A), /J41/J(Conscientious-
ness, C)2] 57}2] 8210 &2 JLAJE|o] Q) 0m, 574 Likert 2] T=A}of| A
o BS W W 24 AT RelolAle] 57 54
o) Ao 2 o AL olujgiel, NEO-FFIe] U4 9%
(Cronbach’s a) = Lee(1995)2] &1--of| 4] .83-92& YEl AL, & &
oA 60-86.0 7 LrepTE

525 CHOIZAIZ M| Z AHKorean Inventory of Interpersonal
Problems, KIIP)

elBARAAAL thelA BALE B71eb] 18 Horowits,
Rosenberg, Baer, Urefio®} Villasefior(1998)7} 7H%s}al Alden,
Wiggins©} Pincuss(1990)7} A A3 8 210 &, 2 o A= Kim
5(2002)0] Fr=o & OIS tRITA A AL U A = (KT-
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IP-C) 8032 AH&-SHITE KIIP-Ci= FAIAH, 271540, ¥
o ARRA A, v, Thead, A 1814, kel 9 871H4] B
91aglo = FH/dw o] It} Horowitz(1988)7F A2kt HEof| whe} of
ol3A| £A4| & AHll(dominance)?} 9| (nurturance) AFL0 &2 L}
ok, SAAE, A 1S4, IS, -6/ ATl 2k
O 2, Wk ALS]A] oA, A1 8]y, 2hkod = Hoff Akl o = Thgk
= YO B2 (Lee & Sim, 2011), & A= HiRJIAAZAIE A
it Zloff = 2910 & J-Esko] ARSIt 2F 13 534 Likert
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QA AR A 159 F3} 198 732 Al efstar
o E U ke 2 A 37| allo] &L
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gk Ao gt =)o Abz} 55 A Aol theh w84, XA T
9] 325, N2 o] theh Y ARk BHEAFRES ol
291 6744 5F910910 2 TAEI0] Sk 2B 54 Likert A=
FolA BAsH, A4t 2o ANRELTY A=t w5
2 9Jugtc} K-DERSS] WA 1] &= (Cronbach’s a)+= Cho(2007)
Of Aol %14 .92, 519 919 76-.895 LFERHAL, 1 Lol A]
A4 90, 5+ Q01 50-.930 & LJEFITL

e
ay
2
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T 7o1o] BR WPAE 0 2 MERA TATS A5}
o, K 9150) 2}To] Ahehel EgiE FholA] A O“El"*
AF= Teglasi(2016)7} AIXIEE AJ8}x) 0] e} ALK )
S 2 oF3080] £ QFQITh TAT Z2EFof Tt ugxg%
2 ZE7} 20l0] ZFodEte om, HAL 2Rt
Qlck. HAA} 2912 L5 SCORS-G &9 vl
Hilsenroth et al., 2011)2 285} 1 0]A4}9] %53}
3Tt 24 21574 9] TAT A[=5 SCORS-G 7]1—2§ HA
o] Zgld o7 HAS AA|5te] I HHHE HE g A&Es)
L, 2 Aol A1) Fat b A3 ARollA Xﬂ/\l% SCORS-G
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o

B 1o o L 3@
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Hoi'
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o] Pt A4S n|wsto] a4 22 AAEIgIch theo &2, B
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(Bram, 2014; Lewis et al., 2016)2} Westen(1995), Stein} Slavin-
Mulford(2017)9] As|E v}EO. 2, QX Z(COM, SC), AAZ(1)
(AFF, EIR, EIM, AGG, SE, ICS)= 1A% 2-2211 & (Model 1)1},
21X Z(COM, SC), AAA(2) (AFF, EIR, EIM)& 1A% 2-QQ1%
F(Model 2)& 7V7] AAsIGE npr|uto 2 7k g0l 7] Wol
o A S T3l = BdeS ASsI SARE Aol
SPSS & AMOS 21 I & T1#3-& AH8-5}9]ch
2

QR EASHA ME S =20 (2 SCORS-G ¥t &= H|uw
H AILE d|&E5}o] 7]|E SCORS-G BV S} A (Bram, 2014;
Fowler et al., 2004; Stein et al., 2015; Stein et al., 2016)0]| 4] A A=
QI-EAISH] 7 2.2} SCORS-GE] 7|45 875 Table 207 A AI5}31
E}. Atoll ZrofRt A7HHE 1137, o 1027, F 215%)9] Bt A

2.21.6(SD=2.1)A, B+ A-H= 149(SD=1.1) 2 2 VElG
Ek WA Hat A" 22.6(SD=1.9)A], = 141
(SD=1D{0 = LpEprom, o4do] Hat A2 204(SD=1.7)A,

[e] A
o ASES

Table 2. Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations of the SCORS-G Dimensions: Nonclinical Samples versus Clinical Sample

o Nonclinical Clinical

Participants - - -

Undergraduate® Undergraduate” Outpatient®  Inpatient#1¢  Inpatient#2°
Sample size 215 63 208 57 74
Sex ratio (M:F) 113:102 32:31 112:96 33:24 28:46
Mean age (SD) 21.6 (2.1) 19 (2.0) 40.5 (15.0) 36 (14.1) 29.5(11.7)
Education level (SD) 14.0 (1.1) 13.5(0.7) 14.6 (2.8) 13.7 (2.9) 14.8 (1.9)
SCORS-G dimension M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F Scheffe’
COM 3.45 (.54) 3.85(.51) 3.2(.64) 3.06 (.90) 3.2(.66) 18.44* b>a>c d, e
AFF 3.51 (.45) 3.56 (.38) 3.3(.50) 3.38 (.68) 3.3(.68) 6.57* a,b>e
EIR 3.26 (.55) 3.75(.46) 3.0 (.60) 2.75 (.68) 2.9 (.68) 31.45* b>a>c d,e
EIM 3.70 (.37) 3.78 (.26) 3.6 (.39) 3.79 (.44) 3.6 (.55) 4.94* b,d>c
SC 3.49 (.61) 3.80 (.57) 3.0(.72) 2.80 (.91) 3.0 (.66) 32.42* b>a>cd, e
AGG 3.70 (.32) 3.57 (.26) 3.6 (.41) 3.55(.48) 3.4(.63) 7.89% a,c>e
SE 3.77 (24) 3.74 (22) 3.8 (.30) 3.89(.32) 3.4 (.63) 24.00* a,b,c,d>e
1CS 4.65 (.38) 4.46 (.28) 4.5 (.48) 4.50 (.47) 3.6 (.64) 76.27* a,b,c,d>e

Note. COM = complexity of representation of people; AFF =affective quality of representations; EIR = emotional investment in relationships; EIM =
emotional investment in values and moral standards; SC=understanding of social causality; AGG = experience and management of aggressive im-

pulses; SE = self-esteem; ICS = identity and coherence of self.

*present study: Card 1, 2, 3BM, 4, 13ME, 12M, 14. "Bram (2014): Card 1, 5, 3BM, 10, 14, 15, 13MF, 18GE 12M. “Stein, Slavin-Mulford, Sinclair, Chung,
Roche, Denckla, & Blais (2016): Card 1, 2, 3BM, 4, 13MF, 12M, 14. Stein, Slavin-Mulford, Siefert, Sinclair, Smith, Chung, Liebman, & Blais (2015):
Card 1, 2, 3BM, 14. ‘Fowler, Ackerman, Speanburg, Bailey, Blagys, & Conklin (2004): Card 1, 5, 14, Picasso’s La Vie, 13MF, 12M, 2, 18GE.

*p<.05.
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Hlao] -85 A} k] SAE vt Atk WA, Stein &
(2016)] Aol A AAJE H A1} ef2ebAt(outpatientc) 2087->
& 7oll(44%), =2t Aol (17%), F=4 AR17%) = ?J‘I:}‘%':P%%}
AER 5] Utk 20 =, Stein 5-(2015)2] ¢FoflA] A|A]
= AT Q1S Hinpatientd) 57782 -9-& AFof(47%), 4154
ZHol(18%), F=d ol17%) 5 Xk TSR FHJE] o] Qlrt
ulR|uko 2 Fowler 5(2004)2] Aol A AAJE HAIT}; L5}
(inpatiente) 747> 2HY £ A5 A 252 E3tot= A4l
A X“’HC”O%) A2 A7l (60%), HARE o=

7oll(10%)E

9l
o] 31of w2 SCORS-G 871A] A

Table 3-1. PAI and NEO-FFI Means and Standard Deviations

Test M SD

PAI
Inconsistency, ICN 44.67 8.76
Infrequency, INF 47.97 8.94
Negative impression management, NIM 45.82 9.87
Positive impression management, PIM 48.84 10.64
Somatization, SOM 46.78 9.37
Anxiety, ANX 49.39 10.65
Anxiety-related disorder, ARD 49.66 10.16
Depression, DEP 49.27 11.37
Mania, MAN 49.65 10.72
Paranoia, PAR 49.63 11.43
Schizophrenia, SCZ 46.92 10.84
Borderline features, BOR 48.80 10.04
Antisocial features, ANT 47.26 9.43
Alcohol problems, ALC 48.76 10.48
Drug problems, DRG 46.68 7.16
Aggression, AGG 43.90 9.50
Suicidal ideation, SUI 46.07 9.01
Stress, STR 48.77 10.57
Nonsupport, NON 48.37 11.36
Treatment rejection, RXR 51.07 10.52
Dominance, DOM 49.43 11.20
Warmth, WRM 50.87 11.69

NEO-FFI
Neuroticism, N 33.13 8.30
Extraversion, E 39.08 6.98
Openness to Immediate Experience, O 37.62 5.88
Agreeableness, A 43.43 6.21
Conscientiousness, C 41.28 6.92

Note. PAI=Personality Assessment Inventory; NEO-FFI=NEO-Five
Factor Inventory.
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o] F4=E s ffell F5-& AAgH 21} COM, F4, 612)=
18.44, p<.05, EIR, F(4, 612)=31.45, p<.05, SC, F(4, 612)=32.42,
p<.05, oA FAZH LR 23t 2po] 7k Lreptom, AR A 2
3} 9JAH(clinical) 20| Bt Ho] v Hl%%(nonchmcal) b
Ho| g A4} 9o =& 7o 2 yehdt) AFF, F@,
612)= 6.57, p<.05, EIM, F(4, 612)=4.94, p<.05, AGG, F(4,
612)=7.89, p<.05, G| BAZ 0 & Jol5} 2}o]7} Upeltom, A}
A A AR QA ] et Faoll wlel U HIYAY
o] i Aart §ol5H = o Z tpEbyttt SE, F4
612)=24.00, p<.059}ICS, F(4, 612) =76.27, p < .05, E3+ EA K ©.
Z oIt Afo) 7k Urehto), ARgA] At shte] o - et
Z}(inpatient’) 420 Ht =5 A Q]otili= A2 ko] ul2
Bt 2] Zpol7} f-olohA] G2 A0 = UrER T,
S5 Holo| 71284
PAIS} NEO-FFI2] 7|4 57| 4 K= Table 3-19]] A|A|3}%]L, KIIP-
C, K-ICDS, K-DERS?)] 7]4: %7 % 1= Table 3-20]] A A|8}5ick.

SCORS-G2| 4l2|=

TAT 2 EF°| SCORS-G F7gol| tgt A 7H A= =g 29

fEs

it
ot

Table 3-2. K-1IP. K-ICDS, and K-DERS Means and Standard Devia-
tions

Test M SD
KIIP-C
Total score 110.38 35.09
Dominance 51.92 18.12
Nurturance 58.01 18.11
K-ICDS
Total score 31.01 8.08
Interpersonal Rejection 10.77 4.51
Unrealistic Relationship Expectation 16.26 4.50
Interpersonal Misperception 3.99 2.16
K-DERS
Total score 89.48 15.73
Difficulties controlling impulses 21.67 3.35
Lack of attention to and awareness of emotion 19.97 4.83
Nonacceptance of emotions 16.65 5.88
Lack of emotional clarity 6.83 2.24
Limited access to emotion regulation strategies 14.25 4.20

Difficulties engaging in goal-directed behaviors ~ 10.12 243

Note. KIIP-C=Korean Inventory of Interpersonal Problems—Circum-
plex; K-ICDS =the Korean version of the Interpersonal Cognitive Dis-
tortions Scale; K-DERS =the Korean Version of the Difficulties in Emo-
tional Regulation Scale.
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Table 4. Interrater Reliability the SCORS-G Variables for Thematic
Apperception Test Narratives

SCORS dimension M SD ICC (1) ICC(2,2) a
COM 3.45 54 .70 .82 .83
AFF 3.51 45 .84 91 91
EIR 3.26 .55 .85 92 92
EIM 3.70 37 .80 .89 .89
SC 3.49 .61 .66 .80 .80
AGG 3.70 32 .84 91 91
SE 3.77 24 .75 .85 .86
1CS 4.65 .38 .74 .85 .85
M 77 .87 .87

Note. N=215; 1505 TAT narratives; ICC = Intraclass Correlation Coeffi-
cient; (1) =Model 1, one-way random effect; (2,2) =Model 2, 2 raters,
Spearman-Brown correction for two-way random effect (absolute agree-
ment).

317] Y3 A A4 (Intraclass Correlation Coefficient, ICC)
AT 2 Aol 250 B} BUH TAT ZRE
2 Bystgonz Ay v Byl ICCWT B o3l
2wl 100(, 92 B4} 7 A= 2 SISt ICCE
A0XT} 20T L} 31 (poor), .400]|A4] .59 Alo]o|H L}EEZ] Ok
(fair), .60 4] .74 AFo]oHH 231 (good), .74 H T} T 19 Z2(ex-
cellent) 7S 2 & A3} (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). & &15Lo]| A]
ICC(1)-& 6694 852 A= €2 Z o & velyom, ICC2, 2)
= 8004 922 | £ 710 & YEGTE SCORS-GE] 8714
A} o]] TR ICC= Table 4] A AT

SCORS-Ge| 22I7x
SCORS-G2] 8714] &2 5714] 31918916 2 44 2-8917127}
AR BHgobA kAl Asl] sl Eel aqle e A
ABEE A% 1ot o] 2] wi7goll whet 8714] Ahle] Q1214 &
°l(COM, SC) AA1Z QI(AFF, EIR, EIM, AGG, SE, ICS) 2.2
44 2% 1(Stein & Slavin-Mulford, 2017)3} 57}2] 2} o] 17|
Z] 221(COM, SC)¥} 4|2 Q2(AFF, EIR, EIM)©. & /d%
3 2(Westen, 19955 A5l 28 A3t S AS5I0h 2 &
0] A7)0 wIgtete] A 712k = QLo B2 Ha1e)al, Hat A
710 HlaA 9 Izket A3He 24291 sRMR, GFL NFL TLI, CFIS
343& 753191 cH(Hong, 2000). SRMR-2- .05 ©]
tolm ¢ F-& 710 2 j4J&c) GFI NFL, TLI, CFI= 0-1 A}O]
532 2gE Oujsh, YrkHoz 9
ojXfo|H ok &5k # 0 & Hrtslth(Bentler, 1990; Moon, 2009;
Tucker & Lewis, 1973). 0|83} 7|2-& vlgto 2 A2 Amy
1 W) AR A 2 =88 gt R0 2 et oL,
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Table 5. Model Fit Indices of the SCORS-G

Model X df sRMR GFI NFI TLI CFI

Model 1 (8-dimension) 120.941 19 .065 .88 .90 .87 .91
Model 2 (5-dimension) 17.787 4 .046 .97 .97 .95 .98

Note. sRMR = standardized Root Mean square Residual; GFI=Goodness
of Fit Index; NFI=Normed Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI=
Comparative Fit Index.

g 10] W] 2y 2] AJFETL ANbE o 2 o oFedt o2
Ehton, & BEge p ol FAR SR {oJ7 o7t yehyt
th Ay = 6.88,p<.05. 23 X3 24 Z1}HE Table 50 AAIEF
a1, 1% 13} % 25 7}7) Figures 1, 20] AIAI5FICH

SCORS-Ge| &/ ElE=
SCORS-G9| =7 BHgt= 415 fIaf] 2 Aol A At ¢1A4]
(COM, SC), AAA(1) (AFF, EIM, EIR, AGG, SE, ICS), JA14(2)
(AFF, EIM, EIR) 8213} PAL, NEO-FFL KIIP-C, K-ICDS, K-DERS
T AATEA S AASHTE A PAIRNS] AT A E A,
SCORS-G9] Q17| W A2 221(1, 2)-> PAIS] B E A= F
ICN, NIM¥} 3-2J3F £-4 A& Ho|al, r=-.29--21, p<.05,
PIM¥} -0 A4 A2 Hole AC = Yyt r=.32-41,
p<.05. SCORS-G2| = Q212 DRGE A8t 10714] A=A =
2 oot A AS Holil, r=-14--47, p<.05, 574 A &1L
2] AL RUEe Fofgt A kS Hols Ao UEton,
r=-16--31, p<.05, Q1A A= 5 WRMZ} {213t A4 At
S Hol= A0 2 YERT, r=.17-25, p <.05. T}3-9 2 NEO-FFI
QFo] AHIAIE A HH, SCORS-GO] K= 2218 A F(N) 2
O3t A ARHS: WO, r=-29--41, p<.05, -(A) L A
AC) T TRt B2 At Hole AC = Yy, r=119-
22, r=18-27, p<.05. T, F(E)}S AAH 2210, 2)7} 7]
g2 S Hol= A0 2 b uhg, r= 23, p<.05, 79
(0) XA 13t Folgh A2 S Hol= 2O = Uehyith
r=.14, p<.05. KIIP-C9] 43} 5}9] 9212 SCORS-G2| & 8
A7} F-oJgt HA oS Hol= A0 2 YL, r=-32--37,
p<.05,K-DERS®] 77} 5}9] 2.01.2- SCORS-G2] & Qo) &
Ot A A5 Hol= Ao & UEiT] r=-18--41, p<.05. 1}
Zufo & KICDSO] 243} tholehA 74 (ICDS-1)S SCORS-G
O] = R} o3t A A Hol= Ao 2 YEyANL
=-16--.36, p <.05, H]|& A A TA] 7||(ICDS-2)= Q1x]4 Q2l1vt
Frejet £-4 Adatko] UepRd v, r=-26, p<.05, Q1A 22|17}
(ICDS-3)-& SCORS-G9] HE @01y} §-2Jat AFhS- Ho|z] 9kgk

{
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Cognitive

AFF EIR EIM AGG SE ICS COM SC

OO OO

Figure 1. Model 1 (8-dimension).

Note. AFF =affective quality of representations; EIR=emotional investment in relationships; EIM = emotional investment in values and moral
standards; AGG = experience and management of aggressive impulses; SE = self-esteem; ICS = identity and coherence of self; COM = complexity of
representation of people; SC = understanding of social causality.

Emotional Cognitive

Figure 2. Model 2 (5-dimension).
Note. AFF = affective quality of representations; EIR =emotional investment in relationships; EIM = emotional investment in values and moral
standards; COM = complexity of representation of people; SC = understanding of social causality.
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Table 6-1. Correlations of the SCORS-G Components and PAI, NEO-
FFI Scales

Table 6-2. Correlations of the SCORS-G Components and KIIP-C, K-
ICDS, K-DERS Scales

... Emotional Emotional
Scales Cognitive

1 )
PAI

Inconsistency, ICN -21% -.26* -27%
Infrequency, INF .03 .10 .09
Negative impression -.29% -.28* -27*

management, NIM
Positive impression 32% .39 Al*

management, PIM
Somatization, SOM -.20* -28% -.26%
Anxiety, ANX -32% -.34% -.33%
Anxiety-related disorder, ARD =27 -.35% -.32%
Depression, DEP -37* -42* -.43*
Mania, MAN -23% -17* -17*
Paranoia, PAR -29* -.33% -.33*
Schizophrenia, SCZ -35% -.34% -.34%
Borderline features, BOR -35% -46% -A7*
Antisocial features, ANT -25% -.20% -21%
Alcohol problems, ALC -19% -13 -.14*
Drug problems, DRG -.09 -.06 -.09
Aggression, AGG -.20% =27 -.30*
Suicidal ideation, SUI -25% -.30% -31%
Stress, STR -22% -31* -.30*
Nonsupport, NON -22% -.29% -.29%
Treatment rejection, RXR .16* 25% 24*
Dominance, DOM .07 .10 .10
Warmth, WRM A7* 24* 25%

NEO-FFI

Neuroticism, N -29% -41* -41%
Extraversion, E 11 23 23%
Openness to Immediate .14% 12 12

Experience, O
Agreeableness, A .19% 20% 22%
Conscientiousness, C 18% .25% 27*

Note. Cognitive=COM, SC; Emotional (1) = AFFE, EIR, EIM, AGG, SE,
ICS; Emotional (2) = AFE, EIR, EIM; PAI="Personality Assessment In-
ventory; NEO-FFI=NEO-Five Factor Inventory.

*p<.05.

17, SCORS-GE] 84 748 AAI3P7] 918} 2 ¢110] Zoiat
JAFAE-2] SCORS-G At} v 7F4] A8 ¢45L(Bram, 2014; Fowl-
er et al,, 2004; Stein et al., 2015; Stein et al., 2016)9]| 4] A|A]= A3}
£ B|ws3ick 4] 23} SCORS-GE| 87H4] AFd B ek 7t 5
AR ez Fogt Zpo] 7k Urehgtom], ARA] A} U A
Qe eba}) ko] Bt ol vish () Fee] B+t Ha
7oA 2 =2 Ao 2 UER T 53], 21t 3449 54(COoM),
AIS et HAA FAHEIR), ARRA Q1ap/de] ofsi(SO)= A
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Scales Cognitive Emotional (1)  Emotional (2)
KIIP-C
Total score -.34% -.37% -.35%
Dominance -.34% -.36* -.34%*
Nurturance -.32% -.37% -.35%
K-ICDS
Total score -.36% -.18% -.16*
ICDS-1 -.32% -.22* -.20*
ICDS-2 -.26* -.07 -.06
ICDS-3 -.12 -.05 -.05
K-DERS
Total score -.34% -.39% -41%
DERS-1 -.24* -.26* -.26*
DERS-2 -.19* -.28* -.29%*
DERS-3 -27* -22% -.25%
DERS-4 -.25% -.28* -.30*
DERS-5 -.24* -.35* -.35*
DERS-6 -.18* =21 =217

Note. Cognitive= COM, SC; Emotional (1) = AFFE EIR, EIM, AGG, SE,
ICS; Emotional (2) = AFF, EIR, EIM; KIIP-C=Korean Inventory of In-
terpersonal Problems-Circumplex; K-ICDS = the Korean version of the
Interpersonal Cognitive Distortions Scale; ICDS-1 =Interpersonal Re-
jection; ICSD-2 = Unrealistic Relationship Expectation; ICDS-3 =
Interpersonal Misperception; K-DERS = the Korean Version of the Dif-
ficulties in Emotional Regulation Scale; DERS-1 =difficulties control-
ling impulses; DERS-2 =lack of attention to and awareness of emotion;
DERS-3 =nonacceptance of emotions; DERS-4 =lack of emotional clar-
ity; DERS-5=limited access to emotion regulation strategies; DERS-6 =
difficulties engaging in goal-directed behaviors.

*p<.05.

(U1919) Wekst 4 ek 7 Aol ZARHE A0 Uepeh
Stein 5(2012)2] &ALl A= COM, SCE 4% Q1A 83l0] 4]
Al SIS 59)] 1] 2138 71532k o] Qi e Al
34 A= o] Ql= Ao = YA, ol2feh Aif= o
A ZAE Taskal Qs A WellAe] Ak hefet
2 Q9] A2k (restriction of range).ﬂr THE o2 = 1
5 9J w912) Alefolgh A4 % el 7o) Bl B
T{_};}s}ﬂ Qlell Fagh A &% 7} 3F 9] N
A7t A 2ofrl A5 2= A4 7idolthMoon, 2009).
Stein 5-(2012)] Aol A= ofu] A4laka ZA|7F Sl ettt

lﬂn
mlm_&a
o o
£L>i_

i
ol

of r
o
o

o
B\

&

O

£ F55H7] wizell, s kol A= SCORS-GE Q1A|4], AT
2 9lo] Held EAlsh Balo] gl 2102 ehgort Byt
OJARS o} 22 QubA o] HEA = AP defd 4= Q) B
A0 A}, COMI} SCE 3= QA4 Q912 i F-22] 4le]
2 EAICdAER], HABAEA AN, A zd ot A
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T UE R R Ane, ZAEH(SE) Y BA A A
(ICS)& H+t AlpollA] At 7+ SAA 2. = {23k Zfo] 7k et
4] A7} Fowler 5-(2004)0] HAIgt AL A9
FoIRE A7k UrEhA] o okth BlE o] 344
(AGG) S| B, A e 2F 2folof| A thar 29k Axprk
EF] oje2fet Axtol et Ao ®, thrhaprd] R EFoA T
& o] HarEA] gkol St J4E Fofst= A9-(EIM, AGG,
SE, ICSOf|A] ofefqt @ o] A} )7t oo, Bato = 4+
St ARz Qlsf Atk 2F Aol 7k UehubA] 92 4= Qltt o=t
£ 57 ZF(SD =.37-61)0]| H]sf o] A 7FA] Z-A(SD = .24-.38)
O] RFHAP A 0 &2 Y= ol Eefidt}. SCORSE] 5
712] ZF(COM, AFF, EIR, EIM, SC)-& Westen(1995)2] ufj7d-S-
g 79 Hop A Ao |3 AR AR A7 7159] 280l 7hHeRt
W, AGG, SE, ICS= A A 0 & 7]Zo] R E5to] AR} 71 A
UHE A4E Fofshs 397 T 2ol = sk v
F Aol A Al 7HA] AR ] sBAgAL 7 AR =7 =A] BAE o)
7 8ol HIEA] b2 9 2 ) E Foiskz] o
Aoz I E: & Atolal= o=z S %l st =
] SCORS?] 5714] 2Hdof] gt a5 A7kl Ages 4
Sorlom, g4 QA Ant 57 Ao ®
87HA| AL A0 & Sl mRdof| uis) thA o TS of ot 1Y
ALwE Hol= Ao = UEhyith
S} Bram(2014)2] Ao Al AGGL} SES 3351 = A9
M2 ZHo| Q&2 W AIAS S T Qs 7/10 = ‘%EM
7, 1831 B QLo A% AGG, SE, ICSE E315}= %
choFeh el A EA|oF e Gl A0 & U S At ), A
AN O] AT O 2 e ) thefet Al e et o
Ho| 1S3 AJAFSITE I Stein 5(2012)2] ¢1+-0l|4] SE, ICS= -

b ﬂl‘l

=
-

Hoorr ot
o)

N

)

A A7) A agluto] ATk olehekte] hope el o
7% HASAT B 9 A0 2 vehd Hak Stein $(2015)
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SCORS-G and TAT

of ATOA] AGG7F AL SlehekAte] oFE W W A4k Abe
2heto] 91t QABkAIe] A1) Sleheh b4k A 9 Aok 2 9)
t o2 ekt 48 meatehd, 94k
(AGG, SE,1CS)°] $:4} At A a0 2 421et 42e) &
$17) 7Hs RS ARFBHE A0 24T 5 9lrk o) @A
= Y213t eld BAIE Bashs

7t kg A AR B9} E5HA
AT _04 2749} Fowler 52009 4\1% W o, 4 7

KD
e
o
rir
jaln)
X
o,
e

E@ HJolh etk ol ‘:EME} S} olefgh
A1 o] Aol & e Auel xpolo] g sfLte] 44
Batelo, teha) QU HelARS ofoa s theket S
© 2 A 2AFA(AGG, SE, ICS)T} Ale) 2] FA)|2] A1z+A] 1l 915 Ao]
A2 o] A 54 7S B3] 4wl Bt ek
o2, Stein 5(2015)2] ¢1tof| w2t 7]E2) 57RA] el
Tejsteieke iR Ee] QA Aok olThE Ae AR
8R4 A1, B RIS, 1] ) A SIS 2 LA
AGG(EAIT Y dhAte] AlA) atl) B ICS(YH & <fefebAte] X}
B9} 72 212 271 je) HRE A | Tk A AL E
S AFF(E54 £4)9F HE0] AGG, SE, ICS B9F hd Ql=
o2 Uit o Y] 714 FeloMe] AR & AP Ao )
WASH Ao Q= Ao &2 ) oot Al= Q8 57| A}
2I(COM, AFF, EIR, EIM, SC)9]| t]a}¢] 37}4] 2+ (AGG, SE, ICS)
= oA alEshe Aol R AEE AT R R SR EEE
(incremental validity) & &% 4= 3132 AJA}SIT) whaba] SCORS-
G2 QA 9 AT oA 288 49, WA 72 L 44
(COM, AFF, EIR, EIM, SC)2 5410 &2 B7}38}E], o] 2 x}-¢9]
A EAFol Ueh= 49571 2. 2 AGG, SE, ICSE 112{6}= 7
o] 714 ALgA, 84, AAHRl I A0 Al
Th0. 2, SCORS-G2| EFF3HE Aslr] 9fsf Al# = E4=
A3t AT, 8714] AF oA AR} 7F AR 27} .80-.922 LFERG
o, AA AR} 7F A2 = 872 LERGT] Shrout®} Fleiss
(1979)°]] 710l w=H, & Aol A AR8-gH SCORS-G| 412 5=
20} £ 9 A10.2 715, o= SCORS-G7} - U]
PR A HEIS ARl
A= AT S g R o] 24 Wiy A Aol wE
801720] Bl ol 7] 918w 45
A= 87H] A AIE(COoM,
SC), X4A114(A F, EIM, EIR, AGG, SE, ICS) 8210 & o] =g
(model 1)2 G455 2™ (Bram, 2014; Lewis et al., 2016; Stein &

2 rlo A

L rﬂlo
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Slavin-Mulford, 2017), 57}4] A& IX]H(COM, SC), A1 2]
(AFF, EIM, EIR) 2210 & }+0] X8 (model 2)2 1A%
(Hibbard et al., 1995; Porcerelli et al., 1998; Westen, 1995; Westen
etal, 1985), FQ14] QOIEA1S AA|6l9t) 1 A1), 8714] 31918
0l0 7 JLAH 2-291% 3 (model 1)9] A3 tha TS Tk
20 2 Yehton 5714 d9jQolo a JLAE 2-Q011F
(model 2)2 HrESh ksl 4220 & YERGTh W 7F Hel: 2jo)
AT Ak 1 271 2y 1] v]sf] SAIA o2 7ot oM o
FoRh A=E UERTE 5714 shelaglo = HAE 2-8Q1 1
oA t% Bl A Uehg tlEo] oA =i’k AGG
SE, ICS&] AAR T} 1A A 222 wf, SCORS-GE ¢1+o]]
2-831o]| Qlo] 5714] AFA(COM, AFF, EIR, EIM, SC)& Hj&o. 2
A= o] S o' v et AvE =5 4= 9l
= 102 Holrk
& AollA QIAA, A A gQlo & SR 2-91 o) Al
£ s At Aoz vehd e A ARl AlAE
SCORS-G9] Q914-2E AR5} ATH(Bram, 2014; Lewis et
al,, 2016; Stein & Slavin-Mulford, 2017). ©]Z5% SCORS-G7} 214]
A, 404 09102 Urlis ol /1] 2210] thas A= b2
e A2 S Z2)7] wl2o]th(Bram, 2014). ¢ =, Bram, Gallant®}
Segrin(1999)] FELoll A FLELO| AT} 1A 2] AH O AF
£ COM, SC2} -8 QIX|2] SRS o] 25y, 51 0] w2
Sh} BLu o) Hd(separation) ] A% 9 A]7ko| AFF, EIR, EIM}
22 A ZHL o Eahs A0 etk ASA AT 8
oboll A= Mok QL7 A S8R AR 52 el AlA

o] &Jsf) 7-3lo] Agstar FSlo] Fuf== AupIA|of| gt =2
7} ZA 5t} Fiske2} Taylor(2013)= E 2% 0 & O]Eﬁiﬂ' BA7} ¢l
Ao} A2 o) elhoriol 29 Slek FElgen, o1

o ME 5HA 02 56k A E—fﬂﬂlﬁ}l M= e
stuf BdElo] Qe WA Wl Aol S83k-& ZEsigith AL2]
QAR| <} o FaA 2] FAollA A WW oA WL =A &
S A2 HE AZE AR A A= =] oA7HEESHA
ok, ohekst ko] Avl= SCORS-G7f %‘Hﬂ‘r A= F 714
[A4E T S AR} A S B A
st

3, Quk kS giAke & SCORS-GO| 89122 ufofal &
5L 9 Bram(2014) 2] A1t} e, YA} A thAkS 2 St Stein
5(2012)9] A A= A 7HA] 8l
O 2 UHSICE sl o] 82 o Hel a4e] F3ke A
2|4 4] A2 Tk, Fash A Aagole] #4

AA, A7 |-A =4, 0l

o
i
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e = L}E}“:‘r Hog %—%‘EIE}(Bram 2014).

OpAako 2, SCORS-G2| 7 Eb g 45517] 914l SCORS-
GO ola} ne) WS4, ielak] 24, olxjops 2 AA%
Aatet ko) /S EAskSIek WA SCORS-G2| @
2(1,2) 8918 BE PALE ZAH QAHHE, Az ae] HEot i
A S HoliL, 274/ Ao A S Hol= Al s U
ERstTE o]213t k= SCORS-GE S74¢ Pﬂ A&} oA
O] 2kl Agho] thefet AAwAl 9 U/ AZoA 2 A5 =
Ak o] QJct= ot Ao} H?FLU}E]-(Deﬁfe etal., 2015; Stein
et al, 2015). ©|= E3F ARBIIA] 9] Agto] A A4 ol (Pre-
iffler, Dziobek, Ritter, Heekeren, &, Roepke, 2010; Roepke, Vater,
PreifSler, Heekeren, & Dziobek, 2013), BIAFE|A] AJ AR} ol (New-
bury-Helps, Feigenbaum, & Fonagy, 2017), 3|94, &]&A], &g,
AFA] AR of|(Fossati, Somma, Krueger, Markon, & Borroni,
2017), Z3§A} ol e} Ay 2] Hlie}Atof] £2] 983} Afofi(Zadeh, Im-
Bolter, & Cohen, 2007), & (Couture, Penn, & Roberts, 2006),
472 A& Aoll(Le Berre, Fama, & Sullivan, 2017) 53} ¢134-0]
-2 8H A7k Bt s 2 @] AR Al
jAkakA| o] Wkt Alsfut 7331—0] Az thofst AR E o]o]
ot TRt ARRIQIAI &} i 2t o] 2ol A
S Al

B o2 A3z, SCORS-GeF 4/ 4454
wlo}a}7] 9J5] SCORS-GO] 2917} NEO A4 58
2 A48t A, SCORS-GE QIRA, AHAZ(1, 2) 891
7Zt 5 RS Bl 210 2 Upehydeh, Clark, Wa-
tons2} Mineka(1994) = A7 Z0] E0la} Q-2-9] oAl o & 2+
sk, Tlore AegoRel Aol 4 vl HE Ao
o, Barlow(20040= A1350] HlHe]) ALz 22 171 2213}
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T} Axje} 235} (Nettle & Liddle, 2008), A4 z2]5}0}
38 5 TR U, oA sk AR olopr] B

A== AgFo] 2415k (Stein et al,

SCORS-GOJ|A] =& 4=
5 810l 710] fLofat PN S B
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= ﬁJ—]-(lehng, Hemenover, & Dienstbier, 2002)9} Halsio)

A, A B AgATA Aok et ATk, SCORS-G2 9
2)A, A, 2) 212 hRITHAEA), HhITHA XY, ANz

ek mro} 2 Aol Utk Q1913 el aglol 4 o
A AEL SCORS-GE E= aglo] i Q= Zo.= Uyt
A9k, BIEAA B 7|dh= oIA14] a0t B
WAL, il @A ZEE B el e gl
el A o] A Relat Beel Lk
= AR 0]%% 223 4= It} Pietrzak, Downey2} Ayduk

AR =

ro, mZi

S Ao 2 R
o o] Pt Aol

X = A Afelo] A8 o

W o)tz 2 el AN uh.0.2 olojd] Jo] T A o]
Lhebe2 ARtalsick QX913 2w sh9laclel thelziA A
© AdugP BAE 802 TAEe] ong, o] By
A7 ol HAIA Aclo] QXTI A = Ao vt
e g 0

il PG I P B Bl S
SCORS-GE] 91|, 4 17} 77l 9l
= ATE IR EINE e 344 S0 425 e
7% @ A2 2o} Pelo] 9k A8 ¢15(Bram, 2014; Hib-
bard et al., 1995; Porcerelli et al., 1998; Stein, 2012)2}= = Ay}
tf. ofefeh Axte] fojof gt d o = & At R o) A3
el e GHmIM) A aFolM = 53] Aeikelrl ez
HA =8 7|5 =28 Hol= gk HE S HlElo g2 o LE

3T T

o2
ofr
b

Qoo 113} o, 7] AA o, :nf‘s_}% = 2 A1) g A

N =
7Fs7gel éXH gt wh

Your, 1990)7+ 2 0= o 4 sk 48 A g
FHHEIE, & A7 2ok B BUNSARIGIDS we
B4} o] 1E S
(COM, Syt 213 2

PRl <144 5 2olel 4o Aol TR AT A
o GEL vIX|= A0 2 2 4= 9Irk olo} §-Ak51 Sharp, Fonagy
S} Goodyer(2008)= T} §14]2] T4 2 (210, M), 3]
X, B AT AR WGBS P glom, S

71 AT BRI W TS A A K 0 2 B R4S}
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(014)2 tjehS Hde 2 -5 XS AR
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shpo ne, 71 A9kE cha Al 4 gl
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L A SRS gAfe 2 AFLE 2
Yol gt Azte] sjado] oJul 2 2|k m}a} ] Rkl
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Asjr| vjokeh 4 ik TP E R o) 23} A S vt
AFA| Q] Q1R A, A A Q0olo] o TAL AA q.
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B4 e AT ALGSHE o] FEH TAT IS AH83
AN} o] e WS- E55H 28 A0 2 et h(Teglasi

2016). weba] WA= TATE] E-goflA] F4, o/, 24, &1, o5,
ol EX o]_,_oﬂ;" Aglel Ao 2 x]xﬁgﬁrﬂ 7]_,__,] HRAl S tq.e
%) oo, QAble] T 5.0 54 g A7 of ol A =S &
046]-7]] g-gsjar Qlt E thE A2, Hong¥} Park(2017)-2> TAT
& 4] 4:71240] whgo] ok vl whek Hebaien) Lob
7] Sl FA AT (Patton, 2002) & HFRHO. = Qb= T} O] TAT
FA| 2} 1]=EQ](Stein, 1981) & UE EHOW(Gray, 1998)2] TAT ¢
AE wlarskgick 71 Ax), A5 =HEBM, 7GF)9| - tha 2o
Ho| Yeh | = a19d out tiFEo] w3k, 2, 4, 6BM, 8BM, 10,
11, 14)0| 4] A2 thE Z3HH 7F TAT A of] =513k 2fe] 7} §l=
Ao ety ofafat e gk, & Qole] Aute
Ay Ao} ulmsto] 1 Aol S sAlsHE o] 1814 wisle] o
a0l 2 2§51 LS A0 2 T
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9o, SCORS-G] 5714 £ 871A] AL 2z 4. A2 =
717 RQIFEE FAETL, ofeiet 218 4, dlelik, a1, 4
Kok Bl chogl 9] A2 A} oipkslo] Qe Hol A
WA 2 e A A A B AN, B AT
o A+= TATE -85 SCORS-G] EFS} L5 =35} A |0k,
SCORS-G= TAT A= @fof| &= thefgt SAjofl A v]5tE oopr]
£ sYUstulA o 2 H7lal 4= QIt)(Stein, Hilsenroth etal., 2011).
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al,, 2011; Stein et al,, 2016)3} Gl&Eo] A=A 5ot AAE2] 8 A3}
2|32 28l (Fowler et al,, 2004; Mullin et al., 2016; Porcerelli et
al, 2006 T215F o, SCORS-G7} E1oeh Q1A 8 Af el
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OWOM Uehd sHA1H-S Rkl A} whe A9} thofat 27
2 uigko. s AEsi9lon], Sl A0EA S v
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