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Kim Hyung —Joon et al : A study on family function of the patients with psychiatric disorders

Table 1. Characteristics of demographic data.

. . Psychiatric Control
\% — ‘
ariable Characteristics N=40(%) N=40(%) P —value
Male 19 (47.5) 12(30.0) N
Sex Female 21(525) 28 (70.0) 0.108
—29yr 12(30.0} 13(32.5)
30—39%yr 9(22.5) 12(30.0)
Age 40— 49yr 12(30.0) 11(27.5) 0.730%
50—59yr 5(12.5) 4(10.0)
60yr— 2( 5.0 o 0
Iliteracy 0o 0) 0o( 0
Primary school 1( 2.5) 1( 2.5)
Education Middle school 3( 7.6) 3( 7.5) 0.940%
High school 19 (47.5) 16(40.0)
College 17 (42.5) 20(50.0)
Married 22 (55.0) 27 (67.5)
. Unmarried 13(32.5) 11(27.5) 2
Marriage Death of spouse 2( 5.0) 1( 2.5) 0.436
Divorced 3(7.5) 1( 25)
Christian 16 (40.0) 23(57.5)
o Catholic 3(175) 4(10.0) 2
Religion Budism 10(25.0) 5(12.5) 0831
Non 11(27.5) 8(20.0)
Clerk 6(15.0) 8(20.0)
Manufacture 1( 2.5) 0o 0
. Commercial 8{20.0) 10(25.0) 2
Occupation Housewife 8(20.0) 11(27.5) 0.102
Others 11(27.5) 11(27.5)
None 6(15.0) o( .0
I o — 99 17 (42.5} 11(27.5)
(“i"l‘(;ﬁwon oy 100199 18 (45.0) 22 (55.0) 0.257"
) 200— 5(12.5) 7(17.5)
Lent (monthly) 6(15.0) 1( 2.5)
House Lent (yearly) 14 (35.0) 11(27.5) 0.085%
Own 20 (50.0) 27 (67.5)
—3 26 (65.0) 20 (50.0)
Family No. 4—6 13 (32.5) 18(45.0) 0.430?
7 1( 2.5) 2( 5.0)

" P value was obtained by Chi—square test.
» P value was obtained by Fisher’s exact test.
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Table 2. A comparison of family APGAR scores in two groups.

Psychiatric

Control

Scale Mean +S.D.* Mean +S.D. P—value
Adaptation 1.25%£0.63 1.40 £0.50 0.241V
Partnership 1.13+0.69 1.45+0.64 0.031"
Growth 1.28 £0.68 1.35£0.62 0.608"
Affection 1.03£0.73 1.18£0.64 0.331Y
Resolve 1.00£0.68 1.18+0.71 0.264"
Total 5.68 £2.52 6.56£2.18 0.101V

*S.D. : Standard deviation
Y P value was obtained by t—test.
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Table 3. A comparison of family APGAR groups in two groups.

Psychiatric

Control

Scale N=40(%) N=40(3%) P value
Severely dysfunctional (0—3) 10(25.0) 4(10.0)
Moderately dysfunctional (4—6) 11(27.5) 17 (42.5) 0.145"
Highly functional (7~ 10) 19 (47.5) 19 (47.5)

U P value was obtained by Chi—square test.

Table 4. A comparison of ‘adaptability’ and ‘cohesion’ of FACES III in two groups.

Psychiatric

Control

Variable Scale N=40 (%) N=40(%) P —value
Groups
Rigid 15(37.5) 14(85.0)
Adaptability Structured 8(20.0) 12(30.0) 0.697"
Flexible 9(22.5) 6(15.0)
Chaotic 8(20.0) 8(20.0)
Total (meanxS.D.) 22.48 +6.01 22.45+£6.09 0.985%
Groups
Disengaged 26 (65.0) 21 (52.5)
Cohesion Separated 9(22.5) 13(32.5) 0.551%
Connected 5(12.5) 5(12.5)
Enmeshed 0o O 1( 2.5)
Total (mean £S.D.) 28.98 +8.90 31.356£9.563 0.253%

Y P value was obtained by Chi—square test.
2 P value was obtained by Fisher's exact test.
¥ P value was obtained by t—test.

o] AAA#A} 7FFNA wskod AR
FroJstAl= eksket. (Table 3)
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Table 5. A comparison of family structures in two groups.

Scale Psychiatric Control P—value
N=40(%) N=40(%)

Balanced 7(17.5) 8(20.0)

Mid —ranged 17 (42.5) 18 (45.0) 0.892"

Extreme 16 (40.0) 14(35.0)

D P value was obtained by Chi—square test.

Table 6. A comparison of variables between the patient groups® and the control group.

Variable Scale Schizo. Mood. Alcohol. Others Control
N=16(%) N=9(%) N=10(%) N=5(%) N=40(%)
Groups
0— 3 6(37.5) 1(11.D) 1(10.0) 2(40.0) 4(10.0)
Family 4— 6 7(43.8) 0(0.00) 3(30.0) 1(20.0) 17 (42.5)
APGAR 7—10 3(18.8) 8(88.9) 6(60.0) 2(40.0) 19 (47.5)
(P —value) 0.029" 0.028" 0.875" 0.193" -
Total(Mean+S.D.) 4.63+236 7.00£200 650+232 500x3.16 655+2.18
(P —value) 0.006? 0.5673% 0.949® 0.161% -
Groups
Rigid 5(31.3) 2(22.2) 6{(60.0) 2(40.0) 14(35.0)
Structured 4(25.0) 3(33.3) 1(10.0) 0( 0.0) 12(30.0)
FACES 1II Flexible 6(37.5) 1(1L1) 1(10.0) 1(20.0 6(15.0)
Adaptability  Chaotic 1( 6.3) 3(33.3) 2(20.0) 2(40.0) 8(20.0)
(P —value) 0.281" 0.891" 0.5637" 0.447" —
Total{Mean+S.D.) 2225+5.51 23.89+647 21.10%578 23.401+832 2245+6.09
(P —value) 0.910% 0.529? 0.630? 0.763% -
Groups
Disengaged 10(62.5) 6(66.7) 7(70.0) 3(60.0) 21(52.5)
Separated 2(12.5) 2(22.2) 3(30.0) 2(40.0) 13(32.5)
FACES III Connected 4(25.0) 1(11.1) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0} 4(10.0)
Cohesion Enmeshed 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 2( 5.0)
(P ~value) 0.347" 0.893" 0.674" 0.832" -
Total (Mean+S8.D.) 31.13+10.1 28.67+8.83 25001678 30.60+:8.02 31.35%9.563
(P —value) 0.938% 0.444? 0.054% 0.867% -
Balanced 3(18.8) 2(22.2) 1(10.0) 1(20.0} 8(20.0)
Family Mid —ranged 10(62.5) 3(33.3) 3(30.0 1(20.0) 18 (45.0)
Structure Extreme 3(18.8) 4(44.4) 6(60.0) 3(60.0) 14(35.0)
(P —value) 0.461" 0.893" 0.414" 0.599Y -

*Patient groups: Schizo.=the group of schizophrenia, Mood.=the group of mood disorder, Alcohol.=
the group of alcoholism, Others.=the group of the other psychiatric disorders.

D P value was obtained by Fisher's exact test.

? P value was obtained by t—test.
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Table 7. Distributions of variables by duration of psychiatric disorders.

<lyr  1-4yr  5-9yr 10— Ildyr 15—19yr 20yr— >
Variable Scale N=6 N=5 N=9 N=6 N=5 N=9 value
(150%) (125%) (225%) (15.0%) (125%) (225%)
Groups
0— 3 1 1 3 1 2 2
4- 6 2 1 3 3 1 1 0.921"
APGAR 7-10 3 3 3 2 2 6
650 620 478 550 480 633 "
Total Mean+8D)  oge 1917  +164 4274 4250 +316 OO
Groups
Rigid 1 1 4 2 2 5
Structured 2 2 2 0 1 1 0.708"
Adaptability  Flexible 1 0 1 3 2 2 :
Chaotic 2 2 2 1 0 1
, 2367 2500 2167 2400 2200 2033 .
Total Mean+8D) 4 oor  16es  +632 +522 543 +644 O D
Groups
Disengaged 4 3 5 4 4 6
Separated 1 2 2 2 1 1 0.948Y
Cohesion Connected 1 0 2 0 0 2 :
Enmeshed 0 0 0 0 0 0
2950 3140 3267 3017 2280 2622 Y
Total Mean+SD) oo 1904 +860 +728 +823 4985 O
Family Balanced 0 1 2 1 1 2
Stctre | Mid—ranged 5 2 3 3 2 2 082"
CUIe  pxtreme 1 2 4 2 2 5

Y P value was obtained by Fisher’s exact test.
» P value was obtained by ANOVA.
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A study on family function of the patients with psychiatric disorders

Kim Hyung —Joon, M.D., Jung Goang —Eun, M.D., Kweon Hyuk—Jung, M.D.,
Kang Hee—Cheol, M.D., Youn Bang —Bu, M.D.

Department of Family Medicine, Shinchon Severance Hospital,
Yonsei University College of Medicine

Background : Psychiatric disorders have been known to occur by the interaction of biologic,
psychologic and social factors. A family can affect the occurrence of psychiatric disorders as a
primary social factor. On the other hand, psychiatric disorders can affect family function. There
fore, we studied to compare family function between the families of psychiatric inpatients and
those of normal persons, using Family APGAR and FACES III.

Methods : Between July 1, 1999 and August 31, 1999, we examined the subject group as 40
relatives to visit psychiatric inpatient and the control group as 40 persons whose family members
did not have chronic diseases or psychiatric disorders, using questionnaire of socio—demographic
factors and family function.

Results : Family APGAR scores in subject group were lower than those of control group, but
not statistically different. But the degrees of ’Partnership’ of the Family APGAR in subject group
were significantly lower than those of control group. (P<0.05) Adaptability scores of FACES Il in
two groups were not different. Cohesion scores of FACES III in subject group were lower than
those of control group but not statistically different. The Family APGAR scores in the families of
the schizophrenics were significantly lower than those of control group. The duration of psychiat-
ric disorders did not affect family function.

Conclusion : The family function of subject group was worsened but not statistically different.
But in the families of the schizophrenics, the Family APGAR scores were significantly lower than
those of control group. Therefore, we should consider serious family dysfunction in the families
of schizophrenics. (J Korean Acad Fam Med 2000;21 : 645~ 659)
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