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Btd AAe B3 A 2L EAIYAEY
o} oje} B2 BEXo A HAste dEAHQA WY o2& Kolmogorov-Smirnov 2
8, Shapiro®} Wilk (1965)2] W 4, Dyer (1974)2] Anderson®} Darling (An?) A& Fo]
ATH o] 9} o] iAW ol o3 BAFoz Exo) AL A= Y 9o %,
gHAME T Tof] 93l Azt oz Bxe] HFAHL A3 Wi A7st Ady
of ot HEHA AU 2E PP EF, QQ EF 18l1 FTFE 1= Fo| 91, 9]
23 A7 = Wilkel Gnanadesikan (1968), LaBrecque (1977), Gnanadesikan (1980), Mage
(1982), Neter et al. (1990), Johnson et al. (1992), Holmgren (1995) 18] 31 Fang¥ Case
(1996) 5ol oJ&l TH =] gy,

T, ot Fo = o B3 w2l (Caucasian) ] debrisoquin} mephenytoin hydrox-
ylation®] Bimodal* ¥ (1985, Nakamura et al.)& ¥}&}x] 3 %91 (Ghanaians)3 =<l
Spartein Oxidation®] ¥ (1985, M, Eichelbaum and N. M. Woolhouse) $} Cuna Amerindi-
ans®] sparteine metabolism®] # ¥(1988, Aris et al) £°| Bimodal ¥ ¥ S Veldtis 9
A A7t AU P FE L9 Bimodal ¥ Eoj thaled Be WAL 24 =)
3 2ol Jackson et al. (1989a, b)& S| AE W3} Probit &S ©] 43 Bimodalitve] 7]
gl thated €78 A3, Endrenyit} Patel (1991a, b)2 % 774 2} Bimodality 7 %< 9]
gk NTV(Normal Test Variable) & %2 7028t th. 218) 11 Lee®t Rhee (1997)% % 374 3}
Bimodality2] % ol Al8-5= 2R E9 Felel SAo gk 42 8},

© A7e TG AU AT A Te] REA 2 1(971-0105-032-2) 0.5 B0

T
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L= VAL
(T12-749) 255 244 A 214-1, S dhetm EA ey =
(712-749) B4R = 7oA i § 214-1, Gl stn At 545
(702-701) Th7+ 2] &+ 44 & 1370, AE g T AT A}
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B xRt Atz A4 AR el H 2o HEE NTV EXIAM H 28 2
=] 2AA 3 o] g tietel] thate =ojs) Buxt drt. AA NTV Z 3o W A
stA ol AJHE #h(24). ol NTV;el gkol tizk 0 FH 9] g, 5 NTV=0 FHo| ghg 7
oW FRo| AREYE adix JIWs 3 NTV;S) HA % Hngkel A AR
z2x7 gotn G A gom, B8 NTV; gl -0.032t} & 3= 71A W& Foi3 &
¥ 7} Bimodality® JeEhAThE €alA itk 71eA & =& NTV Z&3 NTV;7h vt
BE 2818 g9l 0039 71EHE FAR 5 BAMS 2o dH AAE u}
Boz oy 54 E¥Hz Az 1 HZ2 e AHET F, A8 GERITENE
SAS T2 WS E5tod A E EES S AE3HA Shapiro-Wilk 73 3 vlasted NTV &
2ol EX 7} A S M2 228 21(33), O Yotrt 488 oA 24 A st (43),
nlxjeto 2 o) & B el g tiehE AATTHGE).
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old], NTV E£L (z,y) BHA |,
(f, NTV;)

g BAdke a2 zE TP ojZe] FoE FelAQ J4EA A& 53] Michaelis-
Menten W7 A o] ] E&3tm FA) A2 )4 2 Endrenyi¢} Patel (1991a, b)-& 22 3}7] ubet
t}.

AAZ FEFFREN(O, 1))25E A9 2717} 200(n = 200) Q ELgoR 3
HENTV EX9 2 Ze 3 2% Fo2 93X glon oy m3de AFELEE @
TOn 228 W23 2.1). = 38 mEao] 23 2ufo e & ;S]"I:I"IEC‘]]/\‘] z
S HE2 44E =7 20090 EBENA YEIG NTV SR 13 229 Zon 3
HlE=0.58 F4 o2 5o olgjZ o2 AA st }4 e B3 (peak) B 71 WAt )2
Fd3tAth. 7]l Endrenyi®} Patel (1991a)2 ©] ¢}zto] Bimodal¥ ¥ o tf& NTV7}
Q-Q EX¥ 22 F 7 2 ZolA Yethube gwhE Q) ©heba (break-point) R UF 4 217k
e B o] A3 #¥E o8 5 EXof thg AT} Leest Rhee (1997)9] 2 )
A7 At AT B =82 Endrenyi®} Patel (1991a, b)o] F 2] 3 NTV Z 50 tf 8t o
H7HA 2z 5 UAEdE FoEA T dHo 2 NTV,o] HAglo] 150
A A& A% -0.038. T} 2HE o) X7} BimodalityE JEFATHE Aol oJo}Al L 23
olEc W AP E ZAHY ZAHE F8lo] A Hn o EAY LS walvh3).
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31 ATFETN 449 FEXE S| B3 Shapiro-Wilk(S-W) B4 2738 2%
Generated Distribution | Sample Size | Level of Significance
0.1 0.05

Normal(0,1) 200 911 955

E 32 AFELNM A4Y HETL S W NTV H243n S w H5e) via

Whole Normal Samples Accepted S-W Test
Generated | Sample Samples at Level of Significance
0.1 0.05
Distribution Size minimum NTV | minimum NTV minimum NTV

<0 <-003|<0 <-003 ;<0 < —0.03

Normal(0, 1) 200 1000 822 911 738 955 780

3. DO|AIE Z 0| Qg NTV ERC| EME

o3l= 7olAd A} (simulation results)E &3+ 9l 4] A A8 Endrenyi®} Patel
(1991a)¢] A2l WAE B7H] EAH & A A BHek

3.1. A 2F0l Uis 2laE 2t

AR AFA AA ol Bl GolErh SAS TEIWS Fated AAE 27172009 RE
o U NTV,; 2 A2atn 2RE FolA H23E 78] 034 -0.033% vlmaste] 232 7
230} ologre ez 2R S 100094 wrEstth WHeF Endrenyit Patelo] A
Ag AFAe AR 7129 0, L Bimodality 23 9] 713 -0.030] S8 vl E 7HA
7 o molAd AFe} ojw AdAe] itk ZthE & Urh BA HEFE B
Y5t Shapiro-Wilk(S-W) B T#4 HA < Bt o] BEEo] FFEEAAN 4EZFE A
dg EAh

318 Z7e] §ol5Fo N AFEL 717AeA £ B 8 AT At #
o2z 013 0.0590 A 71 E EX7 AFEEH FFA L dehlle B8 71 A4
9007} 950 A =7t 71 s}, B 3.1¢ $AE RS 2F dolMde AxE ez 3l
ol AAAE B¥st AFAL Uehdda B F it ¥ 328 7 B&] AL NTV &
5} Shapiro-Wilk 2% ZA3bole] Aolth o] A& AHEHE BE 2T NTV ghol 00]5t]
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¥ 3.3: Bimodal2 oA AAE FEFEE g NTV J 2 g3 SW 2 vy

Whole Normal Samples Accepted S-W Test
Generated Sample Samples at Level of Significance
0.1 0.05
Distribution Size minimum NTV | minimum NTV minimum NTV

<0 <-003]|<0 <-003|<0 < —0.03

Mixture Normal* 200 | 1000 988 493 482 630 618
Mixture Normal** | 200 | 1000 824 897 724 943 768
*IN(-1,1) + §N(1,1) ** LN(-0.5,1) + 3N(0.5,1)

He 71 e & 4 Q3 ok -0.03 o] &S} FE 80 % ©] /(1000 B +F 822)9 EE]
A Uebygth o] A& X 3.19) Shapiro-Wilk %3 Azste oS & & Utk A& Eof
Shapiro-Wilk A% 23, F&+F 0. 19 A %ﬂ'ﬂ"‘q ol 59l R E 911709 th3lod 911 F
© w0 olshel NTV ol et A4 & S Al ZEE dEhis, 2304 7380}
7]— -0. OSO] &te] 7t-2 7}A Shapiro-Wilk 7% #& o} F th-& Bimodality & Ueldctes 2 &
< WA gt

3.2. BimopaLiTy A&0| [HSF 2olald Al

t}&© & Bimodality A&l g 23S 913t RIHR] EFA T E E(Mixture
Normal Distribution)& SAS T2 13§04 -',131‘_6}04 z} B3 thsled =717} 20091 &
%ﬁ%é 10007 A4 st o] meldF 3 Zo| 74 B et NTV;E Adsz,
AE Zo A HARS Fobel 2 g 07 -0.033 vl Wty ARE 7|53t FollA et
QOI Endrenyi®} Patel (1991a)c] A A3 A2l 2% 71E< 0 22 Bimodality A3 2
71220) -0.03% 2o AR AE ¥ wate] ® 3.3¢ YERAIT E 3.34M & 2 Ve Q)
A @Aw 7hE 9 2% e /18] A (column) - Shapiro-Wilk 218l 242he] £
o)2Zo| A HATFELE 712H81x] £& FE thste] NTVE HAGS vnd FEo|t
0] -2 ¥ Bimodal® Zo| 4 F712] % Zk(mode)°] 7}7H A ¥ Shapiro-Wilk 774 & %
T4 81400 Rare AE wolm slok o9 NIV E£41E BT 4 £
2 .0.03 o|3te] NTV #< £33t 31222 BimodalityE YebdTI B 4= gqlt}. 9]
Ae b€ T ERATEERE NIV SRel49) 2o/l B0 A2 e & 5 3
pei=g
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E34: SHEFEANM YHE GEREE e NTV H4 3%

Generated Sample | Minimum NTV | Minimum NTV Shape of
Distribution Size <0 < —0.03 Distribution
Uniform(0,1) 200 1000 1000 Short-tailed

Exponential(1) 200 1000 840 Skewed-left

Beta(2,1) 200 1000 1000 Skewed-right

3.3. & "EiQl 20 &8t DolalE Al
A7lelN BFE B4 FXe PARES vmsted £x Pt Oe 3 K 2

T E gt} &, T2 AL 28l E 7N e B E(Uniform(0, 1)), 9&oz2 293 &
X (Exponential(1)), 22|31 L 8% 22 X3 £ E(Beta(2, 1))t} U9 2olddn 2
S AES ¢ Z2HAE E 349 YA A7 e FFEE7} ol 22 Shapiro-Wilke]
B 23 Ade At o] BE 2Y B d ©-2 Bimodali# ¥ 7} obd B & Bi-
modalityE YERRE -0.03 ©]8te] NTV o] Aol BE BEoA B2HG < 4 919
c}.

Ol/\l’X'.§0| /\Ia;"

AA 9289 82 & 4.1 Hodgkin’s ol Al 3128 229} Non-Hodgkin’s H ol
A BB 82} 2tz 2080 HE A ME A mm® & T4 M Ee 522 Log ¥ 8HA7]
#< Yerd Zolth. Alterman (1991)2 o] ¥iglo)] o]t R o] HFETLE WEin 3
3t 3, A A Z Shapiro-Wilk B 714 A4 23}, P-gtol 24zt 079507 0.43542 -84 A]
FEEo] AFETE gEdE a8 wolsolrt el 13 4104 EE ulelzto] NTV
E% 2 F¥l < Endrenyi®} Patel (1991a)0] 913 FFE X thg 2 T ot tha x}ol 7}
lem, NTVel H2gk B8 Bimodality S VERATHE -0.035 0 I4 3L 32 7lxthe
A S & & St o] oA & F3) o 7|9l A = Endrenyi$} Patel (1991a)] -0.03 7] &3t
2 M go] ojAThe A S Bl & Aok

5 48

Endrenyi} Patel (1991a)c]] W2, H ¥ Xl thgt NTV ZEo)M 2 NTV, & &
BEHINTV = 0)ol A9} H2HojobT st o] & Fote] 2 ZAA SHM oj$ 9
AEe BT om, w3 AAZ Probit EETe] HE SHME FME EAAT
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E 41: Hodgkin’s ¥ ¥} Non-Hodgkin’s HolAx 3HEE #x S g o BEEA
mm3 % T4 A 9] ¢ 24 9] Log ¥ ¥k (Alterman, 1992)

Raw Sample Log Transformation
Subject Hodgkin’s Non-Hodgkin's Hodgkin's Non-Hodgkin's

Disease Disease Disease Disease
1 396 375 2.59770 2.57403
2 568 375 2.75435 2.57403
3 1212 752 3.08350 2.87622
4 171 208 2.23300 2.31806
5 554 151 2.74351 2.17898
6 1104 116 3.04297 2.06446
7 257 736 2.40993 2.86688
8 435 192 2.63849 2.28330
9 295 315 2.46982 2.49831
10 397 1252 2.59879 3.09760
11 288 675 2.45939 2.82930
12 1004 700 3.00173 2.84510
13 431 440 2.63448 2.64345
14 795 771 2.90037 2.88705
15 1621 688 3.20078 2.83759
16 1378 426 3.13925 2.62941
17 902 410 2.95521 2.61278
18 958 979 2.98137 2.99078
19 1283 377 3.10823 2.57634
20 2415 503 3.38292 2.70157
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a) Hodgkin’s Disease b) Non-Hodgkin's Disease
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1% 4.1: Hodgkin’s ¥ 3} Non-Hodgkin's oA 3)&EH 3z} ztzt 208 o] o3
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(Endrenyi and Patel, 1991a 712} 31 Lee and Rhee, 1997). 2181} 25 ©°| Bimodality & 1}
Blle ZAgeR F4¢ -0.030] ¢kl X 3.29 F 34149} o] Bimodality?H-& e}
doizn B 4 A ek #X42 S fst 21A] A7)0 2o sl mejal
2= AAse. HY, E2e] 37171 1003 20091 B S AFREERE Y RO
2 URH10000)H o] oA & 3t Ax}, BE A7]7F 1009 AFAME 25 % FE7t
-0.11 o] &te] NTV;gt& T stz AU, FEo] 277} 2009 ASolMe 5% FE
7} -0.08 ol 8te] NTV;gt& st AU} o] AL Endrenyi®t Patel (1991a)¢] 43¢
-0.03°] Bimodality ¥rtol gl F A S HA et e £ AAge] 4] 2L 437
22k BAF3 gtk A7ldA §3 AAEE A se Z1Eake] EEY Ao uaiy
DAsHA Hatata gleS AAEAT. 2 B dFAME 23 2L ARSI £
DA NTV] gt H A5 T8 7)o sf¢ o220 AL Jehgz glojA
A 4 o1} Bimodality S % & 7%l Endrenyi®} Patel (1991a) 712} 1 Lee2} Rhee
(1997)7} HojE NTV E 2] T2 Z 29 S| Mg Behg gofsict,
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Using a Normal Test Variable(NTV)
for Clinical Research

Jea-Young Lee | Jungsoo Woo } Dal Woo Choi

ABSTRACT

This article examines the use and some difficulties of Normal Test Variables (NTV)
plot for clinical research. Monte Carlo Simulation results are presented based on Nor-
mal, Bimodal, Uniform, Exponential and skewed-right distributed Beta Distributions.
Further, some solutions are presented and illustrated.
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