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24712 3Kinetic Family Drawing; KFD)E o}&o] 715&
ol@A Aztetx, dAvpit 71EH s AEE T AeTtel it
ARE AP A O Z(Korea Art Therapy Association,
2000), KFDv obge] Wdg ofsfiste ashdel Wy $9
shtoltt. 197030 FWHEE] KFDe 93 AwAd =
T3k A7t AlREel JMA Qe FAPHSE IEEHWEA
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=71 AAER T, HT =9olA s KFDAARF thekdh e
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Martinson, 1990: Wakabayashi, 1994).
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AToidate]l URbd B4 <Table 1>o4] AL o) BERE Ze glojA Sujjitn dvkite] FAXNCE
7% AR Exb gk ke @Rl A&t o &k ol 7k AATHx’=16.14, p<.0001).
wol o) EBAHoE $93 Ho)E  HATHX=10.60, oz g} #AE EBA AFEELE 404 4947t 3l
p<.0001). SAEZ= 48hdof|x] o] UWHF(42.7% vs 7o AW EFoN A B FEE Bk gl
26.7%)ETH O @gton] BEAHoR 3 Aolzt AKX’ g 7p opHA7) Sty Akt BY 2 g X
=830, p=0.02). jrI U¥trolx EBF IFEIL A% i FnoMe Ty dukt 25 Bt P Bk
90%01 2 E tF-EE AAPOY Ve AFERS HREE Hoo Ao Aol Sy ASE Yrkro] i
o] U¥HH7.7% vs 1.3%) Rt weton % AdowE & e ta 3oy Aol gy At shdirol dikr
& zpol7k YATHR=6.98 p=0.01). 7FFE HF oA ok Hla] tha: ol BAFoR Fo% Aot UAATHK'=5.88 p=
Zgty 7} Sl Bla] YukFol(75.5% vs 92, 0%)l—ﬂ T % 0.02). SFEVANE BAZGeE 98 Aot Y=
ARz fog zoj7b AGTH=15.26, p<.0001). 7}EFE 9.63 p=0.05)
490 Mg woty, AANH e $AEY FELE UitE ¥ oArjusl #AY EM<Table 2> AFETE 304 ~39
HEYES T4 7HEolsled, FAlede ST A A7y Suide dutel BF b 3 B¥E Bt g
7b ke EAZE o gGgtou ol SAAHCE folahA ol Qloj ST diEele] dukitelMs mFolidol
A%k Mg 2L HES BT, FuodMe sddd gukE BF
Bt 718 gt Ade] e 73%7} ﬂtﬂi@r SIL
AL REEEH S T oIk o)dE E

Aroidate] FEAY EA<Table 2>o04 545
=gl 3~43] 3rbeld ol Antyel wls) ¥k, Ex7IEs0| 25t 7I1EXIZL HE
A shA GelME dubrol STl Hls =A uehd

<Table 1> General characteristics of subjects (N=293)
Child abuse group General group
Characteristics Category (n=143) (n=150) x2 p
n(%) n(%)

Sex male 91(63.6) 67(44.7) 10.60 .000
female 52(36.4) 83(55.3)

Class 4 61(42.7) 40(26.7) 830 0.02
5 38(26.6) 50(33.3)
6 44(30.8) 60(40.0)

Family number 3 below 12( 8.4) 11( 7.3) ) 0.34 0.85
4 93(65.0) 95(63.3)
5 above 38(26.6) 44(29.3)

Family type R Nuclear family 118(82.5) 128(85.3) 0.43 0.51
Extended family 25(17.5) 22(14.7)

Birth order first 62(43.4) ) 51(34.0) 5.90 012
second 58(40.6) 72(48.0)
third above 7 4.9) 15(10.0)
alone 16(11.2) 12( 8.0)

Parent type Biological parents 132(92.3) 148(98.7) 6.98 0.01
Etc 1( 7.7) 2( 13)

Economic status Upper 24(16.8) 24(16.0) 1.23 0.53
Middle 100(69.9) 112(74.7)
Lower 19(13.3) 14( 9.3)

Home satisfaction Satisfaction 108(75.5) 138(92.0) 15.26 000
Moderate 34(23.8) 11( 7.3)
Dissatisfaction 1( 0.7) 1( 0.7)
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{Table 2> Parents characteristics of subjects (N=293)
Child abuse group General group
Characteristics Category (n=143) (n=150) X2 p
n(%) n(%)
Marital quarrel Daily 2( 14) 1( 0.7) 16.14 000***
(frequency) 1~2/week 14( 9.8) 4 2.7)
1 ~2/month 20(14.0) 14( 9.3)
3 ~4/year 65(45.5) 57(38.0)
None 42(29.4) 74(49.3)
Father Age 30~39 450315 37(24.7) 3.25 020
(years) 40~49 90(62.9) 108(72.0)
50 above 6( 4.2) 3( 2.0)
Education Less than middle school 13( 9.1) 12( 8.0) 0.63 0.73
High school 47(32.9) 57(38.0)
More than college 68(47.6) 69(46.0)
Religion Buddhism 66(46.5) 76(51.0) 294 0.57
Christianity 22(15.3) 15(10.1)
Catholic 10( 7.0) 7 4.7)
None 41(28.9) 47(31.5)
Etc 3( 2.1 4( 2.7)
Job Yes 35(94.4) 147(98.0) 5.88 0.02%*
No 8( 5.6) 1( 0.7)
Alcohol None. 25(17.5) 26(17.3) 9.63 0.05*%
Almost not drink. 19(13.3) 36(24.0)
Occasionally drink. 5135.7) 58(38.7)
Frequently drink 34(23.8) 23(15.3)
Daily. 12( 8.4) 6( 4.0)
""""""" Mother ‘Age 30~39 84(58.7) 85(56.7) 226 052
(years) 40~49 54(37.8) 61(40.7)
50 above 1( 0.7) 1€ 0.7)
Education Less than middle school 15(10.5) 13( 8.7) 5.02 0.08
High school 48(33.6) 76(50.7)
More than college 55(38.5) 50(33.3)
Religion Buddism 66(47.5) 83(55.7) 3.82 043
Christianity 30(21.6) 22(14.8)
Catholic 12( 8.6) 9 6.0)
None 27(19.4) 32(21.5)
Ftc 4 29) 3( 2.0)
Job Yes 76(53.1) 92(61.3) 2.01 0.16
No 67(46.9) 58(38.7)
Alcobol None. 55(38.5) 70(46.7) 7.08 0.07
Almost not drink. 37(25.9) 50(33.3)
Occasionally drink. 40(28.0) 28(18.7)
Frequently drink 4( 2.8) 1( 0.7)

*p<05, **p<01, ***p<.001

FAEe] dod ASAY 9hEE <Table 3>3F Ptk
Fdder e Brlao] dttel] nls) wL THERIZ A
E RY7(66.20£11.13 vs 4221+13.15), °ol= FAACR &
5 tHt=-15.14, p<.0001). UVEEA FYgo|HE shrfo]
Ankroll wfe] vhh B2 H4E HoJ(26.67t8.10 vs 23.87+

7.51), BAALE Fo5k Aol HATHt=2.74, p=0.01). ¥

CigtZtE skl x| 36(2), 2006E 48

HFdeM FARLR FoA(t=-4.03, p<0001) Sfro]
AvirEg o B2 FE(1.272142 vs 0.60£1.05)5 B3
Bl E Boate] Yukte] W & A4S BT
(0.49+0.64 vs 035x0.50), EAASE  FoaSich=-2.12,
p=0.04). Teitt 54 JHL gdiwo]l UnkrRTt 1A
ZF BEATE %o ol BAKLE folEtA dgich
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<Table 3> Family perception in Kinetic Family Drawing(KFD) (N=293)
1 Child abuse group General group
:’ Variables (n=143) (n=150) t P 5
; M+SD M+SD :
Actions 66.20+11.13 42.21£13.15 -15.14 L000***
Figure characteristics 26.67+ 8.10 23.87t 7.51 274 0.01%*
Dynamics 11.08+ 4.19 10.10+ 4.09 -1.80 0.07
Styles 1.27+ 1.42 0.60x 1.05 -4,03 000***
Symbols 0.491 0.64 0.35+ 0.50 212 0.04*
Total 105.71£16.09 77.12+£16.24 -13.44 000 **
*p<.05, #*p<.01, ***p<.00]

SHIIES0 2t HAE =0 e TSRz

FN5ae QU AEAY wee JAYY, ALHI
9%, %4 99, B499 L PAYGor TRee] ¥4
e,

o PAGLANY T2 ASAZ 1S

g FFA, GAkaE, FY, A, 2

BASAN 1Y, i, A BALEA o

&, HY Y 7

A7 AR <Twle £5 2T

A7 e guiTol kel |

©(5.13+1.83 vs 3.11:1.00) FAHCZ F81% 1(t=-11.65,

p<.0001),
(536%1.70  vs

obHAY] FFAL
3.25+129) EARHo0=R

sjEel o W47
S98FATH=-11.33,

o}

p<.0001). ojmiye] FFAE o] Unkre] niEl F2

HEE HO(5.68+1.52 vs 3.2141.01) BAHCE gt zfo]
E BAH=-14.91, p<.0001).
24719 At Srjro]l dukrel wiE] w2 AR

Ve H3.88+41.53 vs 2.13:0.70) EARoZ %%‘P?ii(t:

-12.55, p<.0001), oA L] ApAFE SulFol o w& 3
FR(4.08£1.48 vs 2.1720.94), EAZH T {3 xjo] S lﬂ.%
O1(t=-1245, p<.0001), US| JALT oA shrfiFo] o

) =
vlCL_ XE!‘TE.

K8 1(4,28+1.35 vs 2.18+0.81), o]= EAA o=
TP THt=-14.60, p<.0001).

FHHJA Al o]l Uukre wlE] £ AFE X
(2.29%1.39 vs  1.10x0.75) FAIHCE  Ho31(t=-9.03,
p<.0001), FHAQ ofHAE drfo] o] F& HFE(2.40+
141 vs 1.1020.81) SAEC2 F3 Aol& BYon(=
-9.09, p<.0001), FH L ool T rlirix]2 dto]

<Table 4> Family perception in actions dimension (N=293)
i Child abuse group General group ’
| Variables Elements {n=143) (n=150) t P \
i M+SD M+SD
Activity Self 5.13+1.83 3.11+1.00 -11.65 L000***
Dad 5.36x£1.70 3.25+1.29 -11.33 .000***
______ Mom 5.68+1.52 321101 -14.91 000 **
Communication Self 3.88+1.53 2.13+0.70 -12.55 000 **
Dad 4.08+1.48 2.17+0.94 -12.45 000***
Mom 4.28+1.35 2.18+0.81 -14.60 000Q*H*
Cooperation Self 2.29+1.39 1.10+0.75 - 9.03 .000***
Dad 2.40+1.41 1.10£0.81 - 9.09 000%*#
Mom 2.40+1.45 1.07+0.84 - 870 000x**
Narcissism Self 4.94+0.23 3.19+1.61 -13.25 L000***
Dad 4.94+0.39 3.31+1.61 -11.52 000**+*
Mom 4.95+0.40 3.27+1.60 -11.99 L000***
Nutrition Self 5.42+2.67 4.51+2.86 - 2.83 0.01%*
Dad 5.46+2.55 4.40+2.90 - 3.18 000 **
Mom 5.04+2.76 423+2.83 - 229 0.02*
Tension Self 0.05+0.30 0.07+0.08 - 1.64 0.10
Dad 0.03+0.17 0.02+0.12 - 092 0.36
Mom 0.03+0.16 - - -

*p<.05, **p<01, ***p<001
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EAH o2 FaA(=8.70, p<.0001) HE H(2.40+145 vs
1.0740.84)5 .3tk
A71e) FEANT A7), opAIsh ofsy BF ko]

p=o 02). RS A A A T i‘%tﬁi‘ ]

£ H0J(0.61£0.94 vs 0.35+0.70)

FAHeE g

TF

B e

ek~

P
4%

2.53,

p=0.01). g oj]o] AT VL oA 2 Sy

val] o] o 52 A4E HS olg BF AR o] TAHOE FY(=-2.89, p<000n)3A © HZ FHF
281 th(p<.0001, p<.0001, p<.0001). (0.68£0.90 vs 0.38+0.72)% HAUL A, opHzA] T ofuy
FEHA 27 GrTo] dukre HlE) 2 AL8EE 1 dEEYoNME ool EF ¥ & JLE 1o BAFH
©J(5.4242.67 vs 4.51+2.86) TAXOE FHAP (=283, p= o7 FPckp<.0001, p<.0001, p<.0001). o] LiAre] Ajgko|
0.01), A oA NME o] ¥ 2 HEZE(546+ A grato) TAMCE {8A(t=-3.67, p<.0001) T FZ
2.55 vs 4.4012.90) FAHoZE FJFPOu(t=3.18, p<.0001), AE(0.2040.40 vs 0.06+024)F Btk 2 9 oW &g
ok A olnUeME Edlite]l FAHCE {oEHA WA, A 2o, dFo AR, Lo 27] 9 Ao}
(t=-2.29, p=0.02) E2 AF(5.04£2.76 vs 4.2312.83)F R EdoHe BAALE f28 2olst gl
N74GEA & A7), ofHA|oX] BF FAASRE FoF 3} R
o7} ldt. o AFA GAogrg g5 FMEAZ 9
AFA oS AEN FE€4, A=A AA, dEY
o JIEEA P9 FEH JEAZ} ¥k 9] "o wet AEAZ WS #IT  ded o
JNEEA FYexle JAELY o], AlAe] %, = <Table 6>3 2t} 27|18 442 stuito]l Unkrel B3
9 9%, dF9 G5, AR, B9 A7), AEYY 4 & AFE HO(3.13£1.20 vs 2.8121.13) FAHLE FoY
2k gl Xotxndd 7}EA2t whg2] A <Table 5> Zrh THt=-2.29, p=0.02). AEA2] FEFA oA e} QlEAFTH
A1) AALYENA Sfo]l dubre] BjE) B& Ay o AAS AELY BEE JEAL B AEYTS A
E 101(0.49+0.79 vs 0.29+0.66) TAXCE Fo] Hrkt=-237, A= Alg opA] g5l Qlg/de] W= A,
{Table 5> Family perception in Figures characteristics dimension (N=293)
Child abuse group General group |
Variables Elements (n=143) (n=150) t o Z
M+SD M+SD !
Arm Self 3.02£1.15 3.08£1.08 045 0.65
Dad 3.06£1.13 3.07£1.09 0.07 0.94
Mom 3.18£1.11 3.10£1.05 -0.63 0.53
Body Self 0.49+0.79 0.29+0.66 2237 0.02%*
Dad 0.60+0.94 0.35£0.70 -2.53 0.01%*
Mom 0.68+0.90 0.38+0.72 -2.89 000***
Eye Self 0.85£0.64 0.76£0.65 -1.24 022
Dad 0.89:0.61 0.88+0.70 -0.16 0.87
Mom 0.900.61 0.74+0.67 -1.98 0.05*
Face Self 0.83£1.03 067£1.01 133 0.18
Dad 0.774£1.03 0.85+1.15 0.57 0.57
Mom 0.73£1.05 0.71£1.05 -0.14 0.89
Facial expression Self 1.45+0.74 1.06£0.69 -4.67 000***
Dad 1.5620.70 1.14+0.68 -4.90 000***
Mom 1.5520.69 1.08+0.70 -5.42 000***
Feet Self 1.91£1.29 1.84£1.19 -0.48 0.63
Dad 2.06+1.33 1.86+1.25 -1.27 021
Mom 2.18£1.36 1.99+1.16 -1.14 0.27
Ommision Self - - - -
Dad 0.11£0.32 0.08+0.27 -0.93 0.36
Mom 0.20£0.40 - 0.06+0.24 -3.67 000***
All parents 0.06:0.23 0.05+0.21 036 0.72
Teeth Self - - - -
Dad 0.08:+£0.09 0.07+0.09 -0.06 095
Mom 0.09:0.09 0.07+0.08 -0.15 0.88

*p<.05, **p<.0l, ***p<001
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<Table 6> Family perception in dynamics dimension (N=293)
Child abuse group General group :
Variables Elements (n=143) (n=150) t p |
M£SD M<SD ‘
Superiority Self 3.13+1.20 2.81:1.13 229 0.02*
Dad 2.83+1.37 2.60+1.29 -1.43 0.16
Mom 2.96+1.32 2.63+1.25 -2.01 0.05*
Barrier Self and Dad 0.15+£0.36 0.091£0.28 -1.57 0.12
Mom and Dad 0.16£0.37 0.11+£0.31 -1.29 0.20
Self and Mom 0.12£0.33 0.12+0.33 -0.05 096
Direction Self 0.66+0.65 0.57+0.69 -1.16 0.25
Dad 0.57+0.67 0.58+0.75 0.06 0.96
Mom 0.55+0.67 0.47+0.67 -1.00 0.32

*p<.05, **p<01, ***p<.001
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g oellA e 7HEAZt e

GG QoA FHEA 7Y wbg gl g A=
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o nls) FE& A4S Ho(0.142035 vs 0.07¢0.25) 3
o7 FYAWH=-2.06, p=0.04). A=A} R A 7
A stjto]l vt o] ol B oE FoE Ajoly
tHp=0.01, p=0.02). 7FgAEle Yeld JdEFE S

®
[}

:
M se
32

EAHoR §9(t=-3.86, p<.0001)3tA H<(0.15£0.36 vs 0.03
+0.16)7F o] Edvh AR, A1EE 29, obHAge] X9,
ofuju el ESelie BAFCRE fFoF ztol7t gl

o RGN AZAZ g
BAYAe A Y9 JEEE ABAZ wgo] et 5
Sl B olol thet Ak <Table 8>3+ Pk el ol o

A slfdto]l Udbgtel vlE] ¥& HFE Ho{(0.224042 vs
0.13+0.34) TAXHCZ FAFPor(t=-2.02, p=0.04), T F
2, 42] ASolME dukrrEnt st o] v Fghevt
ol BAHSE foskA] ¥%a, T4 ¥ 32 F 79 H
o] ZA et

{Table 7> Family perception in styles dimension (N=293)
Child abuse group General group
Variables (n=143) (n=150) t D
M+SD M+SD
Compartmentalization 0.11£0.32 0.05£0.23 -1.82 0.07
Lining bottom 0.140.35 0.0710.25 -2.06 0.04*
Underlining individuals 0.11£0.32 0.03+0.18 -2.60 0.01**
Lining top 0.09+£0.29 0.03+0.16 -2.34 0.028
Self at encapsulation 0.18+0.39 0.14£0.35 -0.97 0.33
Dad at encapsulation 0.20+0.40 0.12+0.33 -1.63 0.10
Mom at encapsulation 0.22+0.42 0.132£0.33 -1.91 0.06
Edged placement 0.15+0.36 0.03x0.16 -3.86 000***
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
<Table 8> Perception family in symbols dimension (N=293)
Child abuse group General group
Variables (n=143) (n=150) t p
M+SD M+SD
Force field 1 0.22+0.42 0.13+0.34 -2.02 0.04*
Force field 2 0.15£0.36 0.09£0.29 -1.57 0.12
Force field 3 0.10+0.31 0.10+0.30 -0.14 0.89
Force field 4 0.07+0.08 0.02+0.14 0.96 0.34

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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A Comparative Study on Family Perception between Abused
Children and Normal Children by Kinetic Family Drawing

Lee, Haeng Ja" - Kim, Young Hae®” - Park, Nam Hee®

1) Head-Nurse, Department of Psychiatry, Pusan National University Hospital
2) Professor, Department of Nursing, Pusan National University
3) Full-Time Lecturer, Department of Nursing, Inje University

Purpose: The study attempted to find family perception differences between abused children and normal children
by Kinetic Family Drawing. Method: The subjects of the study consisted of two groups, 143 abused who were in
the upper 25th percentile, and 150 normal who were in the lower 25th percentile. Collected Kinetic Family
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Drawings were divided into five dimensions such as actions, human figure characteristics, dynamics, styles and
symbols, and they was analyzed with SPSS/WIN 10.0. Results: In the perception about their family in action
dimension, their family in figure characteristics dimension, their family in dynamics dimensions, and their family
in symbols dimension, there is a sharp contrast between the two groups. Conclusion: Putting these results
together, abused children feel lower self-esteem and feel more sense of alienation in their family than normal
children do. In addition, abused children perceive their parents as negative and aggressive people.

Key words : Family perception, Child abuse, Drawings
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