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THE DIFFERENCE OF THE BEHAVIORAL PROBLEM AND
MATERNAL REARING PATTERN BETWEEN ADOLESCENT
PSYCHIATRIC PATIENTS IN PEER NEGLECT OR REJECT

AND THOSE IN NON-NEGLECT
- A PRELIMINARY STUDY -
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Table 1. Comparison of the demographic characteristics between the peer neglect-reject group and the non-
neglect group’

Peer neglect-reject group® Non-neglect group®®

Variable N N Value p-value
Sex 0.03 86
M 10(67) 7(70)
F 5(33) 3(30)
Occupation 1.06 .30
Middle school student 2(60) 8(80)
High school student 6(40) 2(20)
Grade 1.98 .16
Upper 0C 0) 1(10)
Middle upper 2(13) 3(30)
Middle 4(27) 0( 0)
Middle lower 0(C 0) 4(40)
Lower 2(60) 2(20)
Socioeconomic status 0.47 49
Upper 4(27) 4(40)
Middle or lower 11(73) 6(60)
School career of father 227 13
High school 6(40) 2(20)
University 7(47) 4(40)
Post-graduate course 2(13) 4(40)
Occupation of father .07 .78
Experts 2(13) 1(10)
Public officers 3(20) 0( 0)
Office workers 5(34) 6(60)
Merchant/services 2(13) 2(20)
Labors 3(20) 1(10)
School career of mother 1.93 17
Middle school 3(20) 0C 0)
High school 5(33) 3(30)
University 6(40) 6(60)
Post-graduate course 1(7) 1(10)
Occupation of mother .88 35
Experts 1(7) 4(40)
Public officers 1(7) 0(C 0)
Merchant/services 4(26) 0(C 0)
Housewife 8(53) 6(60)
Etc. 1( 0) 0( 0)

t 0O by Linear-by-Linear association test
§ 0 adolescent psychiatric patients that were either neglected or rejected by peer group
§800 adolescent psychiatric patients that were neither neglected nor rejected by peer group
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Table 2. Comparison of the diagnosis between the peer
neglect-reject group and the non-neglect

group
Peer neglect- Non-neglect
reject group® (N) group®$(N)
Schizophrenia 2 0
Depression 3 4
Bipolar | disorder 0 1
Brief psychotic disorder 1 1
ADHD 4 3
Developmental
h 3 0
language disorder
Learning disorder 0 1
Oppositional 1 0
defiant disorder
Tourette’s disorder 1 0

Obsessive-compulsive
disorder
Adjustment disorder 1
Social phobia 1
Kleptomania 1
Borderline
personality disorder
Hysterical
personality disorder
Avoidant
personality disorder
§ 0 adolescent psychiatric patients that were either
neglected or rejected by peer group
§80 adolescent psychiatric patients that were neither
neglected nor rejected by peer group

o O O Ww

0 1

0 1

O Linear—by—Linear association test, Man—Whi-
tney U test, Sperman’ s correlationtest 00 00.

2 4

1. B¥RtSe NBIPITSN S4(Table 1)

000-00 0 0000 0000 00, 0/000
0 00, 00 00, 00000 00, 0000 00,
0000 00, 0000 00, 0000 00 00 O
0 000.00,00 000000 0000 0000
0 000 000 0000 000.

000, 00000 OO0 0000 000-00 O
000 0000 000 000 00 000 0000,
000-00 0000 000 0'0 000 150 0
90 (60%), 000D 0000 100 O 20(20%)0
0 0000. 00 0000 00(@80%)0 000-0
0 00(60%)I0 0000 000 000.

0000 000 00 000 000-00 000
0 60%, 0000 0000 80%00. 00 0000
000 OO0 000 00O0-00 0000 53%, 00
00 0000 30%0 0000. 0000 OO0 000
00, 000-00 000 0000 0000 000
0 00000 00000 O 000 000 0000
(60% vs. 53%), 0000 0000 000 000 O
0 (40% vs. 7%).

2. §AEES| FH(Table 2)

DSM-0%0 000 00 00 (comorbid disorder)
b oodb b 0ot oo gogouo. o goog
0o0db0O 0obo Oooo bobo ooo. oo, oboo
00O 00 (developmental language disorder)C 00
dood-00 oooo 3000 oo ooboo ooog
OO0 OO0 DODOO. OoOgOd(schizophrenia) 0 O
O 0000 O0 (brief psychotic disorder)d 00O O
do-00 oooo 40, 0oodg oooo 1000
O.00 OO 00 00 (adjustment disorder)d 00
dood-00 oooo 100000 ooob oooo
03000 oood.

3. F U9 MEA| f4 Hul(Table 3)

0 000 0 000 000 00000, 00, CBCL
80 0O OO0 O0O(p<0.05), CBCLO 00/00 OO
00 (p<0.05), CBCLO 00 OO0 OO0 OO0 (p<0.01)
00 000-00 000 000 0000 0000
0ooo 0o0.

00 MBRI OO O 20 OO0 00,000 OO0 O
0 00 00 0O 20 00 00000 O 0000 O
00 000 000 0 000,

4, 9E°| MEX|, P MZA|, CBCLM AT
(Table 4)

go,0d00 oodbo 0o ooo oooo oo g
0 00000 D0O000 (r=.816).

go00o Ooooo ooo ooobob oo gog
00 0000 00 Oooo eeCL 80 OO OO0 O
(r=516), CBCLO 0O/00 OO 0O0O(r=.438),
CBCLO OO OO OO O0O(r=.651), CBCLO OO
O 000 00 O0d@=517)000. 00, 0od oo
00 000 oobodbo Oobo ooo oo oooo
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00 000, CBCLO OO0 00 00 00(r=414), 5. 9IE0| MEA|, Yt MEA|, Lo At S Ei-t
CBCLO 00 OO OO O0O(r=.446), CBCLO OO AME MEAS | YU (Table 5)
0 000 00 00(@=531)000. 000 000 O 00 0000, MBRI, OO0 O

0 000 oo oo oo oo, 000 boooo o

Table 3. Comparison of the score of each scale between the peer neglect-reject group and the non-reject group!

Peer neglect-reject group® Non-reject group®s
ieoni JS.D. e mejoni g';S.D. i p-value
Peer neglect scale 43.53+ 10.45 23.10+ 3.41 .000***
Peerreject scale 20.20+ 12.10 6.00+ 1.45 .000***

Part of CBCU 145.38+ 20.38 124.78+ 15.01 021*
CBClL-externalizing problem 42.54+ 501 38.80+ 4.47 099
CBCL-delinquency 13.57+ 1.55 12.90+ 1.85 256
CBCL-aggression 28.79+ 4.11 2590+ 3.87 .106
CBCL-internalizing problem 57.21+ 12.81 49.11+ 10.37 .088

CBCL-depressed/anxious 29.57+ 6.31 2430+ 5.33 .040*
CBCL-withdrawall 13.57+ 3.94 11.60+ 3.53 .181
CBCL-somatization 14.07+ 3.85 12.44+ 4.18 156
CBCL-attention problem 18.93+ 3.89 16.80+ 3.12 051

CBCL-thought problem 11.27+ 274 8.20+ 1.32 .004**
CBCL-social problem 1420+ 3.84 11.50+ 4.12 062
MBRI 19.79+ 3.26 19.80+ 2.20 .905
MBRI-love 11.86+ 2.25 11.90+ 1.73 953
MBRI-autonomy 8.07+ 1.53 790+ 1.29 841
Concern-social’ 23.20+ 4.65 21.60+ 2.83 594
Concern-friendl 16.67+ 3.42 18.80+ 3.26 065

t 0O by Mann-Whitney U test

§ O adolescent psychiatric patients that were either neglected or rejected by peer group
8§80 adolescent psychiatric patients that were neither neglected nor rejected by peer group
[ Osum of 8 subscales from CBCL

0 O subscale for maternal concemn about the social life of their own patients

[[f Osubscale for maternal concern about the friendship of their own patients

*0 p<05, **0O p<01, ***0 p<001

Table 4. Results of correlation among the scores of the peer neglect scale, the peer reject scale, and part of CBCL'

Peer Peer
neglect reject
scale scale

Partof CBCL- CBCL- CBCL- CBCL- CBCL- CBCL- CBCL- CBCL- CBCL- CBCL-
CBCLg  ext int del agg dep/anx som wit att thou soc

Peer
neglect 1.000 0.816** 0.516* 0.121 0.382 0.169 0.083 0.438* 0.264 0.350 0.393 0.651*** 0.517**
scale
Peer
reject 0.816*** 1.000 0367 0.114 0.178 -0.015 0.172 0251 0.193 0.236 0.414* 0.446* 0.531**
scale

t 0 by Sperman’s correlation test

§ 0 sum of 8 subscales from CBCL

CBCL-ext] CBCL-externalizing problem subscale, CBCL-intd CBCL-internalizing problem subscale
CBCL-deld CBCL-delinquency subscale, CBCL-aggd CBCL-aggression subscale
CBCL-dep/anxd CBCL-depressed/anxious subscale, CBCL-som CBCL-somatization subscale
CBCL-wit0) CBCL-withdrawal subscale, CBCL-att0 CBCL-attention problem subscale
CBCL-thouI CBCL-thought problem subscale, CBCL-socd CBCL-social problem subscale

*0 p<05, **0 p<01, ***J p<001
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Table 5. Results of correlation among the scores of the peer neglect scale, the peer reject scale, and the scales

about the rearing pattern of the mothers'

Peer neglect Peerreject MBR| MBRHove MBRI- Con(;egn— ancegg—
scale scale autonomy social friend
Peerneglect 0.816 0.102 0.089 0.175 0.056 —0318
scale
Peer reject 0.816% 1.000 0.070 0.054 0.142 0.023 —0212

scale

t O by Sperman’s correlation test

§ [ subscale for maternal concern about the social life of their own patients
8§80 subscale for maternal concem about the friendship of their own patients

wex] p<00]
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0, 000000 0000 000 0000 0000
00 0 000 000 00000 120, 000 30,
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10 0O000. 000 000 00 00000 000
00 0 0000 O 10 1.80 000, 00000 O
00000 00 000 000.0 0000 00 00
00000 00 000 000 0000 000000
00000 000 00 0000 00000, 00 O
00 00 OO0 00 00 OO0 000 00000
(n=25), 000 000 000.000 00 00 00
0000 0000 00 00 000 000 0000
000000 00000 O 00 0000 00 00
00 000 00O.

000-00 000 0000 000 000000
00000 0000 000 0000 0000, 0O
0 000 00 0000 000-00 000 00 O
00 0’0 0000 000 0000 0000 0 O
00 (60% vs. 20%). 00 000 00 000 00O

00 0000 00 0000 0000 0000 00
0 000 000000 0000 0000, 00 00
00 00 000 000 00 00 000000 00
000 000/00 000 000 000 00 000
0 0000. 00,000 000 000 0 000 O
0 000-00 0000 0000 0000 00 O
00 000 000, 0000 00 00000 000
000 000 00, 000 00 00 00 000 O
0 00 OO 000 0 00 000000 00 00
0 000 OO0 0000 0O0. 000,00 000
00 0000 000 0000 0000 0000 O
0oo oo.

CBCLO 80 OO OO 0OOO 00O OO0 OO0
0 0000 00 0000 00000 O 0000 O
000 O CBCL 8O 0O OO0 00O, CBCLD 00O/0
0 0000000 0000000 00000 0
00-00 000 0000 0000 0000 000.
00 00 00 000 00 00 000 0 000 O
000 O 00 00?00 CBCL OO0 OO0 00 O
0 000 000 000 000 00000. 000,
00 000 0000 000 000-00 000 O
0000 DO0O000 000 00 00 0000 00
0,00000 0000 0 000 00 000 000
000 00 000000 0000 000 00 00
0. 00 000 00 00(@O0 00, 000)0oo
00000 00000 000-000 00000 O
000 00 000 0000 000 0000.

00 00 00 00 00 000 00/00 00 O
0000 0 0000 000 000,00 000 00
000000 000 OO0 000 00 000 00
0-000 000 0000 000 000 000 O
000 0O0.000 00 000 00 00000 00
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00 0 00 00?000 000 00 000 Sym-
ptom Checklist—90—Revision(SCL-90-R) O OO
0 D000 0000 SCL-90-RO OO OO0 OO,
00 00 00,000 OO0 000 000 000-0
0 0000 0000 000 00 SCL-90-RO 00
00 000 00,000 0000 OO0 00000 O
00 000 000.

000 000, 00 0000 000 CBCLO 80
00 00 00 0O 0 000 00 00 000000
0,00 000 0000 00 000 000 00 O
000(r=.861)0 O0O00. 00 000 000 O O
0000, 00 0000 0000 0 00 00?00
0 000 0000 00 0000 0000(@r=.39)0
0 00 00 000 000. 0,000 000 000
00 OO0 000 00 000 00 00 00000
00 000 Oo0Ooo.

000 0000 CBCLO 0O/00 OO0 OO0, CBCL
0 00 OO0 00 00 0O CBCLO 000 000 O
0 000 000 00000 000.00, 00 00
0 OO0 CBCLO 00O OO OO0 OO, CBCLO O
0 00 00 00 O CBCLO OO0 OO0 00 O
00 000 00000 0OO00. 00 000-00 O
00 0000 000 CBCL OO0 OO 0000 O,
00 0DO00O0 000 00 000 000 000 00
000000000000 000 00 00.0
00 D00 000 000 000 O 00 0000
0000 00, 00 000 OO0 O 00 000 O
00 0000 00 0 00,00000 0000 00
0 00 000 0000 000 0000 000d. 0
0, 00/000 OO0 00000 000 00 00,
00 OO0 000 OO0 00000 0 000 00
(negative attribution) OO O00O0O0 OO0O0O0O OO
0000, 00, 0000 00 0000 000 00
00 OO0 000 000 000 000 0000 00
oo.

00, 000 00 000 0000 MBRI OO O
000 OO0 000 OO0 000 00000 0O00-
00 OO0 0000 00 00 00000 000 O
00 0000 0000, 00 000 000 O 00
000 000 MBRI, OO0 00 000 00 00O
00 000 00000 000 000 0000 00

0.00 000 000 0000 0 00%®00 MBRI
00 O 000 00 000 00 00 00 00 00
00 000 000 0000 000 00 00000,
000 000 000 000 00 00. 000, 00
0 00 000 OO0 00000 0000 0 00 0
0’000 0000 OO0 000 00000000
(Parental Bonding Instrument, PBI) OO O0O0O0O
000 000-00 OO0 00 PBIO OO, PBIO O
0-000 0000, PBIO O0O00-000 00 OO0
00000 000 000 000 000. 0, 0000
00 OO0 0000000 0000 000 0000
00 0000 000 000 0000 00.

000 0000 000 000 OO0 00 00 00
0,00 000 00 00000 000-0000 O
0000 000 000 000 00 000000 O
0 000 0 000.0 000 00000, 000 O
00 OO0 000000 00 00 000 000 0
000 000 00 00 00 000 0000 O, 0
00 OO0 000 00000 00 00 00 000
00 00 0000 0O 00 000 0000 0000,
000 OO0 000 0000 00 00 O 000 0
0 00 00000 000 000 00 O 00.00
0 00 000 0?0 000 00 000 00 00
00000 000 000 7100 0000 O 000
00,0000 000 O 00 00 000000 00
0 0000000 00 0000 000 000 000.

000 00 00000 0000, 0 000 000
000 0000 000 00 O0.

00, 00 00 000 00 00 000.0000
00 OO0 000 0000 0000 00 00 00
000 OO0 00 00 0000 00000 O 00.

00,00 000 0000 000 000 000 O
00 0 000000 OO0 000 00000 000,
00 00 000 0O 00000 00000 0000
ooo.

00,000 0000 000 00 000 000 0
0000 0000000, 0 000 00, 00 00,
00 OO0, 000 000-00 000 00, 000
00 00 00 00000 00000 00,00 00
000 0000 0o0Ooo.

00,0000 0000 O 00 00?00 000
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THE DIFFERENCE OF THE BEHAVIORAL PROBLEM
AND MATERNAL REARING PATTERN BETWEEN ADOLESCENT
PSYCHIATRIC PATIENTS IN PEER NEGLECT OR

REJECT AND THOSE IN NON-NEGLECT
- A PRELIMINARY STUDY -

Jung-Woo Son, M.D.
Department of Neuropsychiatry, College of Medicine, Chungbuk National University, Cheongju

Objectives : The major goal of this study was to investigate and compare the behavior problems and
mothers’ rearing pattern between adolescent psychiatric patients either neglected or rejected by peer and
those who were neither neglected nor rejected by peer.

Methods : Adolescent psychiatric patients (N=25) performed peer neglect scale, peer reject scale.
And their mothers performed the part of Child Behavior Checklist(CBCL), Maternal Behavior Research
Instrument (MBRI) , the scale for the maternal concern about the social life of their own patients, and the
scale for maternal concern about the friendship of their own patients. According to the score of the peer
neglect scale and the peer reject scale, we divided the patients into ‘peer neglect-reject” group (n=15) and
‘non-loneliness’ group (n=10), and compared the scores of other scales between each group. Also, we
investigated the correlation among all scales.

Results :

1) The scores of the part of CBCL (p<.05), depressed/anxious subscale of CBCL (p<.05) and thought
problem subscale of CBCL (p<.01) in peer neglect-reject group were significantly higher than those in
non-neglect group. The score of peer neglect scale was significantly correlated with that of the part of
CBCL (r=.516), depressed/anxious subscale of CBCL (1=.483), thought problem subscale of CBCL
(r=.651), social problem subscale of CBCL (r=.517) . And the score of peer reject scale was significantly
correlated with that of attention subscale of CBCL (1=.414) , thought problem subscale of CBCL (r=.446) ,
social problem subscale of CBCL (r=.531).

2) But, each group was not significantly different on the scores of MBRI, the scale for the maternal
concern about the social life of their own patients, and the scale for maternal concern about the friendship
of their own patients. And there were no significant correlation between the scores of peer neglect / peer
reject scale and those of scales for maternal rearing pattern.

Conclusion : The thought problem and depression/anxiety problem of adolescent psychiatric patients
neglected or rejected by peer were estimated more higher than those of adolescent psychiatric patients
neither neglected nor rejected by peer. But, from the view of maternal rearing pattern, each 2 groups
seemed not to be different. Further research using more subjects will be needed.

KEY WORDS : Peer neglect - Peer reject - Adolescent psychiatric patient - Behavioral problem -
Rearing pattern.
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