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<Abstract>

The purpose of this study was to develop a "Family Play Therapy Program" using puppets to decrease attachment problems
for families with children having attachment problems and to examine its effectiveness. The participants were an experimental
group of 16 individuals(8 children with attachment problems whose ages ranged from 4 to 5 and 8 mothers) and a control
group of 16 individuals (8 children with attachment problems whose ages ranged from 4 to 5 and 8 mothers). The experimental
group was treated through the Family Play Therapy Program, which involved the use of puppets and was held for twelve
sessions twice a week. The changes in the participants were measured in order to examine the effects of the program. The
researcher measured children’s emotional and behavioral expression(TBP), the mothers” sense of self(Self-Differentiation Scale),
personal relationships(ECR-R), and the perception of family functions(ICPS-FFS) both before and after the FPT program and
compared their differences. The MIM Rating Scale and Marschak Behavior Rating Scale were administered to examine the
interactions between mothers and children, and 1:1 interviews were also conducted. The data thus gathered were used for
non-parametric analysis(Mann-Whitney U test and Wilcoxon rank sum testjusing SPSS WIN 17.0. The results of this study
were as follows: First, the program had a positive effect on children’s emotional expression. After the problem were over,
negative emotional and behavioral expression in the experimental group decreased. Second, the program had a positive effect
on mothers’ self-differentiation and personal relationships. Third, the program had a positive effect on changes in the
interaction behaviors between the mother and child. Fourth, the program had a partially positive effect on the responses from
their group developmental stages, especially on the subscale of both a program for the reinforcement of mothers’ emotions

and family play program utilizing puppets.

ATA 0} (Key Words) : | 24 o} (children with attachment problems), {13& ©]-§3¢F 7550 X5 Z& 13 (Family Play Therapy
Program using puppets), frol-ol#H 324 25 (the interaction behaviors between the mother and child)

B RS MARSIEE 3 UV, 0BEE SRS T FERASEUNNN TRLEY RS 33T A9,

* Corresponding Author : Nam-Sook Roh, Department of Child Development and Education, Myongji University, Nam-

gajwa-dong, Seodaemun-gu, Seoul 120-768, Korea, Tel: +82-10-6743-5920, E-mail: isik@naver.com

- 115 -



2 A=t e 34 -

A 3298 3% 2014

I.HE—_'

L

N
-~

Akl 2 5o 7 AAF
XlJJrA %HH R o] W), Bro] o Tik
B2 25 & ofE e AL Atk olH3 7}
/\}Q%Vé‘«l W2 gt AAPE oo A=
ofo]Eo] Z7lstal Utk 20061 AH-7F 127) Al-=9] 94
M 2SS HWEoE AR ZAE S = v |
% 3 Hol AXYT SAl sigE AL, 2008 H7 =
DA A 258w 18hdA 4,107 He FASH 7‘__jl,].
Ul 8 F 3ol 9A o] & Hele] AFE
2 YEhjoins.com, 2009. 3. 4).
ofzre s A AU 4741-3— W3 A5
S7pel ojeiy et 2zt 4

ok

o

AEo A2E 2T £
ik

O}i Oln 39.
o

s

815 (Bowlby, 1988) 2.2 %7] F5A9}9

A Y] A& AASHH fol-FSAe] of2& B3l frot
o] &4 94‘:’]7]' Fodg & v F #AY T840l
iz (R. L. Tyson, R. N. Emde, Gulenson., &
]. D. Osofsk 1985). T AFANAN = F2-G-frol BAA
o FaAd 23S FH o9 BAKl FFHLE
Ffrol BAUAAH AdEE AYS Wl ATHK. S.

o

o=
Lee, 2008; E. A. Choi & M, J. Kim, 2006). E3+ o) ZH#A]
/78N obE3t FAol thit ojriy o] A z-E o) %
g AT S. Kang, 2004)= ol o] W2 £ F& 3} o

o] BF BAZQ EAL Hola ALY AdLss
2 2838 AASLT Q) o] o FEA Gole) B

U OE JbE BEE goR uok TAR B )
Yol A3 LFHH, Hmol 1% 5 Tz A
of Ak Seol Aol AF A AT Zo] Bast

NFA frotel B4E oA M/ DE 54

o7 AwrEy ey gl

AR NFEFe FAZ FEAES 8 o
o 2l Eoll th3F EAH(].-Y. Chae, 2009) 2.2 529} 2
NS BT Fote HRAZ wha) Fog= of
A4S e old FEAE WA ZITHH. S.
Jang, 1997; O. B. Jeon, 2006). =4l FA % & 540

2 799 A5 NAEA fote] A"l FTletHA &
A4 9 gk FIEAE 7 R(K. Lyons-
Ruth, L. Alpern & B. Repacholi, 1993)7} )t} & &<t
A N2e FAT fote B¢ B, £, 4, FA4
59 EA S HolH(l Bretherton & K. A. Munholland,
1999) ERRIFE] BA A WA &l B¢ 5= 1%
I B¢ 2 £ vhgS YEita E]—J—d?iq(]- Solo-
mon & C. Gorge, 1999). =] Aol A= of2HZA) frof

AHEA fiof 1) SHE AREASL S0l 5
% HHEA o} ofmlUe] & &
3} 2.

Frotel elmy el A% 2

E
Fols] AEA TEA 2 o
o]

*M sqos z}o}%ﬂ—;} m% AN, 745715
A4 AR T At X}O}v‘:}i}E 27
oHiL 3ﬂr7g

o [0 D

B A e

$ oW o

=g dx—]oﬂ ogere == g_o]o] 9}9] of 2}
AoHLsl, A18)H A A 9] Faol B
2005). = ApepEsh= ARale] 47}%% 7 AAED
o] 713k *JE’-%QOH Bk 63*45]%« Ao 7 Ao}
£ ol A ARshe o

AA Bshs AR A=
2006). 371 FE-AR A %J_oﬂ Oﬂf*% W Apolst

M E) A EA Ke ulsHﬁJJrXﬂE X}Lﬁcﬂl?’ﬂ 7“0] 0}04 XP
Vo] BAYES FREAL ofuie] 2B 2 2R
22X d&e FEs F= VIAE FE8HEY(]. H. Cha
& Y. J. Chun, 2002; k. J. Kim, 2004). thel A<l el 2o
A5 oy ofj2ke] ARl 54 SHlA AA Ao F
QAL /Huds]]z,‘: Holo g q]o]oﬂil‘ﬂ o]._,j]_ EHo]oH;‘d—
oo F Aoz FEE 4 JhK. A. Brennan, C.
L. Clark, & P. R. Shaver, 1998). ™2l e} 2H-E-kxtl-2 =}
A7} A ZEA 7L ek Azkehs A, Bele] A
A el s E<tel st ﬂc‘é UrE‘rlHOi 2t
71 ®del Az wlol itk gl 2
Qo] ElS WhHgsh= ZHE ZM%PE A, Ul
3k 72 BRI A
55 Yeho] BRIER9 5‘]‘%34' AT} iRl el 23]

2

A A AL Bele BAA R wi Bl F
e gashd Bl =48 Tie 22 e

AdE fASE A
Kodak & A. Sceery, 1988;

HRIT}(. Cassidy, 2000; R. R.
F. G. Lopez & K. A. Brennan,

- 116 -



NEHEA Fob 15 AT UBE 0|87 HEEolNE T2aYe) AL 2 B 3

2000). °l =& E&FT F5& 7= A2 YT
(M. Dozier, 1990;V. Feeney & S. M. Ryan, 1994). 7}<7]
s AL 7HEYE o] A5AE 2Ede T8 UE
U= 7S dAke] 7hE7)s ol tiEk /4ot 7 W
9 7]%%”&]’% T 7]-7<]i TSk, A, 7FETAd e
wA ] A3 24, 715 22E

9 FAS) FEA Solch WAl Dol Asne

% e FAA ARBAZ B A Hu

& =RE) 7157 5ol A $3Y, BHY, 25 A

A9le] Fo4ol HuHQTh E T2 FHA 1

W ASEES AYA 243 AYg] hE T2
IUE AT

A=l 719 2443 7]'5‘*3%
7HETRLES] AEIstet 7SS 23} sk o
<& W XITHR. H. Moss & B. S. Moss, 1981).
ojef] B A= ofZEA] fof ool Al
92 oy ozte] AHl EAS yotsla =2
A Al frokomy e Feakg A FX8e A
o= gt AA X 7ol oEE AP TS
r 3*39}91 FeA-g A AAEA
A Hhgo] A&HoR YA o] ol
44d EASES oS <o §‘r/‘]7] s BAEH
-H. Song & G.-N. Seo, 2002; H. Sun-Woo, 2007). ©]4]
frotel A Xzl Fofste] RRe} 2431e)
A

$5A G FAFIA LR B0l A8, Fr A

o>

25 A olse EAldEe] EoEdts
T ZAIM. S. Athanasiou & M. P. Gunning,
Y. H. Choi, 2006; Y.-H. Song & G.- N. Seo, 2002)
2E 23T 7S A2 T84S AART
125 2943 7tSEolA =] A3
15 SHA =ol& 58 7IE=0lA R
v &FRon 79 A7 Baggerly & H. A. Exum,
2008)9] 74 7FEEOIA B E BEOR AMGSE T
THAA AT sk AT =3 AT g ¢
A - B Zolobs Tk, AE Tt
& To=2 ME IEASEE FIY(Y. S. Kim, 2006; H.
Sun-Woo, 2006)3t%1 1, +931A S. H. Lee(2006)]
AN FolHAHAYYF otFe 7IEES ez
@ 7IEEOIA B E st B ATolA 9 TtSEolAE
= 7k A=xA, 294 JL FES ofFe] de =
O]E:]’C 7h=9] Efx—n_] }o2hg Eoldsom Ao

% O o |d

e

N

ol I
w
2
.
o

Qeesge nesA g 99 Zzawe)
Aol glome B A urtEEolis xx
o) ol Aol T o] B4 SARA Fehig 34
9 ARl AW, o HEA hEe] AH 2AE
& W ARIHPL olsste] TAH A RFHES} 7Y
SRl 2 g3ke] FAA ARANE HES B},
NEEolFEA &TAE BE WY AL
B3 NAEAR FA/BE AT EE Tashe o2
A fobeh 1 hSelAl AAE A auEos A
ST SNHEA frof 715 A9, NARAF H4s

) oA el 2 Aael A T 44
3L olw] %ol QST $4A AL EAS) of B,
27 AR viedelH AN AR A2 A el
SEPS S EREESEES
Kim, 1999)°|t}. 53] 9182

;@

FU

).

-

H
(=13
A

2 P OH

S1r4 oA ZA 1ol

22 g 7 gle ARdEdd HEl olob] & ¢ e e

< A3 oY obFES #3 S (transitional
M.

it
ot
k)

object) .2 A] AT

ofollAl AL} SgE A4 &E% 3= %}%ﬁ =

ol ¥ HAUE Abelo] FAolUF Ade T
AN7le e AlEst Fo4 3] 2 7E Hdslete
e 255 b P8 dlEh E 1EFe frof
SolA Al FA49 A S 29T F Ae &
g9 H=2xUZ HEEE £9F0HS, Linn, 1982). 18
D2 7EEoXNEA A¥S SEFoZA e 2
AAE 7 Utk 1ES 83 273 JHe S
o] A4lo ouAE AZ uFss HAES AA=HA
stof ol 9 A7 A4S FZIA7) a1, FR-Ah T H|
oA SJatiol FFHl A FEAES 2he
b =52 71 obso EAFol ZastA FThY. S.

Kim, 2006; S. H. Lee 2006; H. Sun-Woo, 2007). ]} %
o] 1YL XN5H FHANA T3 EFo] 7HessH(C.
Burch, 1980; S, Carter, 1987; J. Dillavou et al., 1954 &
M. Malkin, 1971) W] W& FAAA E Th2 Yo
2 e E 7 A He AR eEETE A8
EHE AP FTHN. S. Roh, 2005). £ AFlA <
Y ol 88 F1EHol N mel AelAsl Ao Bt
NFEAZ AT AAH, AP we] o) g2 A

AP\ 5, GA, Aok 2@ e oj A el AP
£7] AsiAolth AFE o8 AFEIINEE F

oo oy rl

- 117 -



=7 el eE) A

A 3298 3% 2014

Woo, 2003) 71 2

%agoﬂ:ri
(M J. Jang, 1998, M.-H. Park, 2005; B. L.
AT A o) 5 Z2 F ofn

Uel AAE ALalFa AEH AT AT 2w

e gohur] ofelsit old &

Aol A o) 2

Aol B4 olmy A4le] BAIsh F&e) o2 g, A
o) 7)de| g E‘—w oz AgaE A BAo=

<ATFEA 2>

<ATFEA 3>

<dT=A 4>

1%L o) g3 7Pé§°l7<1
=

ISR 2220 @) = 34
232 3k
NAHEA Folok L AFES it
B2A F 7he FH8a
2z 01‘637}5—5‘—0]2]‘:—' Z2%Y

d EolA g 22
< WA Fotek oriy e dEatg
ol Aue IFE MA=R

F rol-oiru e kel
A, WY, &) dEAe 63%
o= el Wart A=k
Z23 AA F frof-ofmy ] S
(frok oY, frof-oiwy 271 28) 4%
28 o= Foldt Mt =7
QY7ISEAE 2208 A HA
< fok-olmy e FAE(frof, oY,
rob-olmy 291%) daAtg WE
e L o gyl
A= o] &3 7IS=olA 8 227
of AAFHANM ehd Hat B &
AR N ZEA|fFrotel ofry o 1 st

g2 ouR

o 49

1. A7

AT 2 odel S dUa e froleE 71
A&} ofdoly Aol A o Z BA'E S48 &
Aol A WEld ek ZA71 Boln, Bw iy A 9

N

7FESBA o EA7F A= W 4~5419] Frotel T15e] T
oltt. FHAEHYEE B e obsdE HETllA
OfFEAR FHE HT RS T VISEEolAE X
20 FrieAE Bl RS
A ot 71 1682 o= :
H ATl i AdES T 4~54 fot= AA G o]
UR= ﬂl%uﬁﬂl ?lsé—% 01%6& 7HEEolAlE &3t
=dist 2 - Aol thg dAgol Hste o
FstaL ojuj 75/‘101] ﬂ%ﬂ Kol mi-¢- 837 wol
o AAE 7S F o 7EE2 A3 g, yrA
A8 7ES2 FAF G A WA ST AR AL
oA AR, SAHDe] Fobse] Tl ASHU
Zle] AFdez HAgstAt

ﬂl

2 AR, A% A

AR AAE 89 99~89 11Y7HA AFEAALE 10Y
54~10¥€ 11¥¢71A] AAH AT

1) tiAE S 913 o2l 2 AR Randolph o 2Hg-<l
# Z(Randolph Attachment Disorder Question-
naire: RADQ)
5~184] obg=2 f&olE M| 9]8) Randol-
ph7t 7WEeE H=of A 33 7§ " Z1& M-A. Lee(2004)
7F W]k BF83h & A& ARkt of 2ol
Z 307 EHEE AT 5F9 HAATZ ofFo] 3
P BEL S AUAIRE 0% o4 54, AF 51
(A7¥e] 75%) 4%, Alze] ok AMwz shE(A7ke] 50%)
34, 7HE YEE((AIZES] 25%) 23, EEA YEREAY
28 UERA R0 (A17ke] 10% ©l3h) 1402 B4
ok AL 30 Bl 72 WY W5 G ol
A 30A S wl Ao] FH oy ]74 o] o}%2o] of 2ol A
o]t} :wsa} P E B fojel %)
g e selom B ATIAE 74 fopaz o2
NHFE A7 A} RE B omw} BAG %
TE sk wAeE ojm Y B A3 ATH(E. M. Ran-
dolph, 2000)0l 4 AJAIRE th= of 2o} H 47} 50~60%

AEAE

- 118 -



NEHEA Fob 15 AT UBE 0|87 HEEolNE T2aYe) AL 2 B 5

745 NZFEATT A= AR B4 H =2 Cron-
bach’s a+= .83°]3 T}

2) frotel A R YFEA 24w Bo 2F A4
(Teddy Bears’ Picnic: TBP)
frote] o=zt B ZRo|H AH D ATEAE of
GA FP=AE Lotir] 918ke] N. Mueller(1996)7F
NEgE BY] F9] 4 (Teddy Bears” Picnic: TBP) ©]oF
71 %ﬂﬂ% 7122 3}ed, Y.-H. Song et al.(2004)7} ¥t

gt A& AHESFATE N. Mueller(1996)7F BHE #3315
AT AAE & dFNAME =olA 8 AE7F 3%
A skl WREAEALT ABEE AA, BF 2
Yoz EFstL Al 7o) AFdF ez AEA T
dskal 71Ee] F5 F dFE ol &3to] M3} stk
7t fotdE A AM/WE, 782 BA/Bs BE

97MY oy At Z+zto] 133 W&o 9od 14, glo
A 0oz Aaete] 23S Tttt A5 HrATE
A E=E 84~90 © 2 ElRTH

l

3) oMyl Aolist £A: Aopitst A&

oMo} Ao} Azt ZHol A Aot st FES FA
371 9138l S. B. Je(1989)°] &3t Aol =5 ALE,
S8 S B3] Hzo AL 3213 W. G. Lee
(2005)¢} A HEE AMEstATh A Havh o
ZArobEslrEo]l w2 o= M ET F 237 &I
2 539] Likert A= 4719] 3192902 FAE )
o RIAA 7T ol AAA 7T 62F, TFEFA 5%
b, AAA d 473, 7HESEE 8wd Folth At

[es

¥25% AAY)S o HA7ISY BesEe] won
AEEA Bl Hor, ANE wHe Wt wes

2 GAZH ddo] Hon, VMFHYL A5t =S7E
71 E o] s A uigith B AFolA F=e
Cronbach’s at™ .87 ©|Ath

4) ofriy o] thdaA A2t 574 ADAA AFAA
(Experiences in Close Relationships- R: ECR-R)

gl ze] A S92 serate] ool o)
ANIA A4S FAZHOZE LolR 7] $13}e] K. A. Bren-
nan et al.(1998)¢] 7Igk E#A 7 QA AH(Experien-
ces in Close Relationships- R; ECR-R)E ¥+t S, H. Kim
(2004)°] XWLAA A FAAHECR-R)F A}ﬁ?‘s}%‘ﬂ} 53
3670 EEFoz 749 Likert? HEZ 13(H
Fohell A 73 (- IHH7HA SHE & UL, 714/\}%
3670l A 2527 2] WHE Zh=t) ti]lof2eqt &9 4
5 18&% tilof &5y shel A= 182 o2 745

o] At} E Ao A HE2] Cronbach’s ax .84t}
5) oyl EAZ 24 fE) AR
(ICPS Family Functioning Scales: ICPS-FES)
N5 e ARFoRA % o) FEAE 26
< Z4317] 98 1ICPS 7157153 = (P. Noller, M. Seth-
Smith, R. Bouma, & R. Schweutzer, 1992)& A}-8-3} %t}
ol 63 H&E F30EFICF, IWVY 12EY, 45 105
o= 4R ok 4] wes

Augol ELe oulshy FFYHE WFHol

247+ 91, .62, 75T

6) MIM(Marschak Interaction Method Rating System)
HA A=

MIM 37} 34 & FEol 2hA 9] 4348 Aol th
gk H7HE 18141 O'Conner(2001)°] 7N ‘Q’“G]-J_ Y.-H. Sung
(2004)7F =<k MIM 87 4 = (Marschak Interaction
Method Rating System)& ARSI TE FXR(6E3), =
A=), NAOT), FH10=)2 vl 7k A=
HEA g Aol e W5E SRS

=28 AP, AE 217 1584 MIM RS SHe.
B, MIM 2H2e 7tke) g3 FA8h] flste] &
7ol A A Aol s oS dAnE A
£ Ay ol R SAA 39 AR B W)
Az Tl Bl AT & A 07,
‘2T AR 14, HI 27, 943 3 o8 TAEY L
o, Hxo] HrAt A= 87~95 B UETh

= L=
HEE ol

7) Marschak 35 HA A&

Marschak 328 B7} 378 52t #zd oy e}
2] 5 2kg sl thgk Akl 44 Prie st
7] 18t J. M. Mckay, J. Pickens and A. L. Stewart
(1996)7} L3}l L. G. Park(1999)7} Hte A& A&
st olMy A52kg dE I ol FE(dEEA
AA, dojste] A, H2Z/AA BE WA, &
de, AEE AFshes 43, A 4548 I
77N FE(d=EA /M, doigte] A, FH/AA
H}£A—1 LA _ﬂﬂ/sﬂ Q, s H]_o]__‘ 1= 7g—<‘sok, I}
%), Fok-oimy 271 Wﬂ 4328 FE 99 3 &
(AHAE E9le) Ax, TAY ¢F, AW FEakge] %
%167 F5S 58 AE® PAHsty Al Y9 H-E &
sto] A Jzag ol e HE ALtsiidt

~

AEE

~

i

o g
18

™

R

o
=]
¢

gy X

O

- 119 -



6 A=t e 34 -

A 3298 3% 2014

frotek oo Joag AHs FY 3 vr e
O|ZE HWA TR AR - AFE #HLS B Ao
g Ab A 2e] gl obs X EE AFse vt
I BolX = U 38} A7 BlE FUAE T
date] Hrbetdth Axe] HUEA YA =+ 88~.94
2 YEsth

AA 1238]7]19] Z2a3 F AAHR] fof-ojwie]

FEAgo] dojus VIS EoIAE Z2IH F 8
3)7)¢] M3l dolry] YA AT BRzATFA) 4
o] 3] o] Bt & A J52E Y 5H 7 Mar-
schak &F HA HAE)E Fololmy Fo2& P5&
s 141*‘1—"— B, #4F g5 s =9fsto] e

R EERSEEN 1

3. TR FA4

1) Eili’ﬂj}] ?—/H
ETRr aum 4 F 229 z;oqxu =
|

3} A «]iol'@‘ “i—_’-aﬂ 5:: éi% skl &
a9 AA A e BEESE ATt

zaaH Y HAHS Yalom(1995) e g
o] o] @A, FAGAN A E
2og B Afoxe 279A, AEdA, AydA,
FAGA Y Hgo FASIT. T2 B FA
78 2O 1Y VSEolAs ZraHo] AgE
) deo] 9o o] FAH Fof] =5
(S]]

2 AA st 2291 1-33)7]= Jd
AA 239 271DA o st H3
FeA g} o4 Eystal Y FTE 28 E
Aot EXAoZ » AA Z3l 2ol npx
77F B Z2a39 1081719 ABAAE AHEA F
of ol UZ el A A A2 A&HA AF L 44
7t ool = Al Bhed FAA S A7) NS
TRAGoRA FAVA L F2EL 7197 AT 7R
EUE tAE 370tk

01y 7EZolx g 2P AA 2P| T35
FaomA AagA e} APAARE AT ¥ T
solxg ZEIOHS JedIAAgy AedA (4~63]
7Nk ABEA (7~93]7]), FAGA11~123]7)2 74
HAth ARAE 4~63) 712X ol @A ot
2O AR R Exe I U] 259 A
gFo] Fu Y-S F&Fe Aot A=

2

o g

oy
ol o2

E
o o rir X o2

Xl

[o

P

7-98)7) 24 BAHS QY F}EEo| x| 8} o] Lol A n]

B U] A7) YW AR B2 B 7

e N FH3 Aol HUE BAE AAT 5 9

g e 7195 Rl F

=4 3319} o}4l e AP

= ol 7414 S s Fﬂé@.a: 355}, L2
[e]

froatl o
+
yo
X
ol ©
r{r
—Vi
o
o ©
O
[
L1
[
)
rlo
=)
ot
N,
-_(‘2

=)
e

g
o
)

2
2
o
2
S
X
IS
N

>~1
a
o
o
fol
_1_>‘i

fo
3
0

>
n
I,
olo
o
>
op
A
)
I
o
oll
o
2
N
N
o
i)
[}
0,
3
N
N

z2a3e] g TN TEE0lE T
A AAH e Hsl =7 =
ATE o] A& wY F Ae BEF

JP7tEEolA 8 2299 SRR
olA 52 BAANA 4~63]7|7hA] 2] 27]9] ¥
NETFALEC] AREA T Bolt=E &
43]7]o& 7tEEe] &5l Ug F71RAE
2 oA S B3 FAHZAQ AALE 7}
sh= Zlojth. 53] 7]0= 7FSE9] o|nAE Yo}
7hE ] S8 28 AEE Fofs i 6370 A

oft rlr o

i x0 d

4l
ox
P.ﬂ
3R
o

18 to
offl
Y
_\|l_‘
I
e

(o]
S
ofy
2

U

B
o,

bW

Jkﬂ-ki
w2

£ folsol AT Sle AAA T8 YHRE A
AzHA Boly B otk 7987174 15T
JEo ] }/\154 24 1341 HF2-S g_—o].lﬂﬁ ;(]Jg—x%gg
R

zolo ESIEE Fv Zolth 737]d& 7HEE Al
9] ®olA gke YJAAT O] HIAE Lol F U=
7181 & AFste ZolH 83]7]dl= 755 Akol 9 H]‘”
oA oAATE FRIEE F Aok 93Vl E TS
Atololl A 24l & e Bl 7453o] A7 ‘2'040]1]

O #25S ARy #33% 235 o|FA Tk 11~12
NN A = 71E FAALEC] A ZHA LT of
S ApEAsta of 2 AP EE Fe Alolth o
of 113]7]& ot} ofmuyrt Aztale ALk A
olu| A& WA E dotr i BA o thsle] o))t
12371 dod FdRGE= 715 ] #A ]% AR
OF LREE a1 gAY Ar|e FEAES
283 BE Aotk Zzade AA Y&e te
<Table 1>0l A A3t}

r

Om[ol“

- 120 -



NHARA frob 2 AT AFL o 4F AEEoINE TR A L E
Table 1. Family Play Therapy Program Using Puppets
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through playing -sharing  creating rapport,
1 attachment
with ball/ , . . . -feedback creating motivation
introduction 2. ‘Contemplating the relationship between me
and my child’-image collage
St;e];gth 1. Parent education No2: ‘Being an enthusiastic
Early 5 parent who interacts with children’ . . .
mater- . i ; . . -sharing  checking the image of our
Stage nal 2 musical meditation 2. ‘Checking out the image of our feedback  famil
feelings family’-Choosing a figure that represents y
& myself/ my family
. 1. Parent education No3: ‘Important points for mock early childhood
3 ?Olii]j:g i}:[nds a}I:d active interaction’ -sharing  affection experience
ootzers'ge e: eac 2. Expressing feelings in a healthy way -feedback evaluation and child
Y (cooperative project) nurturing inspection
Orientation -Introducing Family
. . Play Therapy using
4 mom and child -Intro'ducmg.fénuly-b_ased play psychotherapy sharing  puppets
. . -Making decisions with groupmates .
(1) playing with hands o . . -feedback -Presenting the rules of the
Actual activity: first meeting with dolls therapy brocess
—— Interaction using dolls(The Ross Puppet) by p
Switch- }1; PPI -creating rapport
ing MY 5 mom and child . . -sharing  Searching shared family
stage Play (2) playing with feet Family tree of family play -feedback goals/ problems
8 Therapy playmg 8 P!
Increasing interacting
¢ mom and child —harin between therapist and
3 playing with Puppet sentence completing test fee dbagck family members and
©) puppets finding out perception of
family
i Playmg _the Tree Inviting family day . Expressing family interests
7 with Family o -sharing . .
. My family’s puppet show! and family emotions
(4) -Drawing ET Drawing alien portraits with dad feedback through puppet
portraits & P PUpP
puppet . .
e L —— =T
stage  Play 6) game Making a puppet that represents my family feedback through puppet-making
Therapy - Balloon game activity
9 -.flnger, palm, palm . ) . . -sharing ~ Creating an image of
lines sand game Making sand creations with family .
©6) -feedback family as a safe fence
-sand castle game
streTlgth . . . 1. Parent education No.4 : listening to the .
ening Discussing things iy . . Emotional support program
care” lecture completing care worksheets -sharing . . .
mater- 10 that I want to do i . discussions and sharing
. 2. Voucher presentation ceremony for taking -feedback . .
nal right now care of mvself childcare information
feelings Y
Conclud :;iﬁ% a. sculpture
ing e v . Building a healthy family
11 ‘Living family . -sharing .
stage 2, Making a voodoo puppet of myself through creative play
puppet (7) portraits -feedback activities
Family -Becoming a
Play sculptor
Therapy - Love massage * Closing party with family!
12 Affectionate 8 Presenting gifts and certificates -sharing  Internalizing positive image
©®) Creating a wishlist with family -feedback of family

cooking party

Interviewing family
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Table 2. Difference in Child Emotion and Behavior of Experimental Group and Control Group Before the Program

Sub Average Sum of Mann-

Division division Group Division N Ranking Ranking Whitney U zZ
Experimental
8 8.00 64.00
Positive Emotion Group 28 - 43
emotion Control Group 8 9.00 72.00
Experimental
8 9.81 78.50
and behavior Group 21.50 -1.13
Control Group 8 7.19 57.50
behavior Experimental
expression Total Group 8 881 7050 29.50 - 27
Control Group 8 8.19 65.50
Experimental
8 10.06 80.50
Negative Emotion Group 19.50 -1.33
emotion Control Group 8 6.94 55.50
Experimental
8 9.88 79.00
and behavior Group 21.00 -1.18
Control Group 8 713 57.00
behavior Experimental
expression Total Group 8 969 7730 22,50 -1.01
Control Group 8 7.31 58.50

Table 3. Difference in Child Emotion and Behavior of Experimental Group and Control Group Before and After the

Program
Sub Before  After Negative Ranking Positive Ranking
s u .
Division division Group Division M M N Average  Sum of Average  Sum of z
(SD) (SD) Ranking  Ranking Ranking  Ranking
Experimental Group éig) égg) 4 3.38 13.50 1 1.50 1.50 -1.63
Emotion : .
3.63 0.88
Positive Control Group Q7)) (084 6 3.50 21.00 0 0.00 0.00 -2.21*
emotion
Experimental Group égi) (?)Si) 2 2.00 4.00 4 425 17.00 -1.38
and behavior : :
Control Group &Z;) é'i?) 2 2.50 5.00 4 4.00 16.00 -1.19
behavior : :
expression Experimental Group (‘;’ég) é’ZZ) 5 440 200 3 467 1400  -057
Total ' .
Control Group (g;g) (iég) 5 3.90 19.50 1 1.50 1.50 -1.90
Experimental Group éii) égg) 7 471 33.00 1 3.00 3.00 -211*
Emotion - .
413 2.00 .
Negative Control Group 1) (17 6 442 26.50 1 1.50 1.50 212
emotion
Experimental Group égg) (;2132) 4 2.63 10.50 2 5.25 10.50 0.00
and behavior : '
Control Group é'ig) (?.gi) 2 5.75 11.50 6 4.08 24.50 -0.91
behavior ’ .
expression Experimental Group (Z‘gi) é‘gg) 7 486 3400 1 200 200 225
Total - '
Control Group 6.00 >7> 5 4.60 23.00 3 4.08 24.50 -0.71

(312 (471

*» < .06
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BAHSE JuA, ED AYAN B4 G E & F A0 §8) Rek<Table 3> 5
(Z=2.11, p<.05)] FeI3HA| ok 247 HA £
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2 Aot YFo| Wsle g2 A sfja Foll
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ol 3 d9o SAHA A wH T4 ] 9o

B2 e fo ol 0o x O
o P fm o g

= oy

o &2 rlr

N
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1) Z2I3 AP - AR AR BARTY oY
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AFAG o] A9 28 AA F A ofr
Yo Apopi-ak(z=-252, p<.05)oll A 213 2oz} AU
o} ol Z2 IS 53l oy Apolrste] FIFS
nHSS ouEt Aol Hée ELL FUSS U
T AUtk SR JISFEA G (Z=-252, p<05),
7VEE S G (2=254, p<05)olA] frolF 2to] S BT},
B ARG eyl A4 JIETEA 99(Z=-237,

=Bl
=1 Ty, TT70™1 o
of FAA FA o] Hadhs T YAHA & A p<0B5)olA oA AtolE Hth A@HT ory <
E Holal Itk ol= frote] FAA AAM meel vt 73 ZRIT AA F ofryr) BRI Z-lf‘: 1% 5
olMue] ko] frobe] AEH Fo] eFe Frhs L AUl FAAAE AEEAL] s} Fagiow,
APAT A3KS. H. Lim, 2013)9} ALAZA 3 A3 = 7IHETAYEY 7Y 25 58 dAs UE W vk
R WA AR A3 BALS gkl BAA of  HA AEE Zasdc dH AA/AAAS AE
Huyet Agarete] 18] HE5S T3 oy ¥kg s} Ao sk e A, AT 2Rl #
b EAY frobEe] HAH AA FHol YW AF  oF Hol7t A Skrh<Table 4> HX)
Table 4. Self-differentiation of Mother Before and After Program
Before  After Negative Ranking Positive Ranking
Division Group Division M M Average  Sum of Average  Sum of z
(SD) (SD) Ranking ~ Ranking Ranking ~ Ranking
Experimental Group 246 329 1 2.50 2.50 6 425 25.50 -1.95
Cognition (:54) (46)
/ Emotion function 252 331
Control Group (249 (53) 1 2.00 2.00 7 4.86 34.00 -2.01
Experimental Group (25623) 216245) 0 .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.52*
Family Projection 2.40 3.48
Control Grou ) ) 0 .00 .00 7 4.00 28.00 2.37*
p (37 (30)
. 234 3.38
. Experimental Group 121 (L05) 3 2.67 8.00 5 5.60 28.00 -141
Emotion 291 784
cut off Control Grou : ' 4 475 1900 4 475 1700 - 14
p (74)  (6)
Experimental Group f;;) (33578) 0 .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.54*
Family regression ?;03 3.13
Control Group (35) (63) 3 3.67 11.00 4 425 17.00 - 51
Experimental Group 250 361 0 .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.52*
(:31) (:37)
Total 2.74 320
Control Group (15) (45) 1 1.50 1.50 5 3.90 19.50 -1.89

*» < .05
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Table 5. Perception of Mothers” Personal Relation Before and After Program by Experimental Group and Control Group

Before After Negative Ranking Positive Ranking
Division  Group Division M M N Average Sum of Average Sum of Z
(SD) (SD) Ranking Ranking Ranking Ranking
Experimental - 315321, g 5500 5 420 21.00 -4
Affection Group (48) (48)
Anxiety 3.24 3.36
Control Group (89) (55) 2 4.00 8.00 5 4.00 20.00 -1.01
Experimental 447 431, 493 3450 1 150 150 231
Affection Group (23) (:28)
Avoidance 4.00 4.07
Control Group (49) (32) 3 533 16.00 5 4.00 20.00 -28
Experimental 3.81 3.78
Group () (25) 5 340 17.00 2 5.50 11.00 -51
Total
3.62 3.72
Control Group (69) (40) 2 5.00 10.00 6 433 26.00 -112
*» < .06

Table 6. Perception of Mothers” Familial Function Before and After Program by Experimental Group and Control

Group
Before After Negative Ranking Positive Ranking
- Group
Division Division M M N Average Sum of Average Sum of Z
(SD) (SD) Ranking Ranking Ranking Ranking
Experimental ~ 3.76 3.63
Group (49) () 6 4.00 24.00 1 4.00 4.00 -1.69
Closeness
Control 3.51 3.55
Group (69) (61) 4 3.63 14.50 4 538 21.50 -49
Experimental 231 240
Group (63) (39) 2 425 8.50 5 3.90 19.50 -94
Conflict
Control 2.66 2.55
Group (47) (50) 4 3.00 12.00 1 3.00 3.00 -1.22
Experimental - 3.63 3% 3 3.67 11.00 2 200 400 -96
Childcare Group (:40) (29
methods  Control 352 3.56
Group (49) (39) 2 375 7.50 4 3.38 13.50 -.63
Experimental ~ 3.24 3.20
Group (16) () 6 433 26.00 2 5.00 10.00 -112
Total
Control 323 3.22
Group (30) (21) 4 3.63 14.50 3 4.50 13.50 -09
*» < .06
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Table 7. Difference in Mother-children Interaction in

Experimental Group Before and After Program

(Z=-2.52, p<.05)°ll A F2I%k Zpo]7} YEbom 3H-
ol FR(Z=-252, P<.05), =H(Z=-255 p<.05), N
(Z=-2.52, p<.05), F&(Z=-252, p<.05)°l A F2& =}o]
7F vt vHE SR 2203 AA & fog
Zpo)7h YERA] 4 TH<Table 7> =),

2) T2 AR - AP AR BRI fol-
ojMuy o] FAE 43 AE-Y-5(Marschak) Hl L
1) =238 AR - AR AAREs SAFH G frof
oMy e FAME 452835 (Marschak) 2o
AT Fok-omye] B¢ FAE FEALYE
(Marschak)> T2 AA| & ool ofrjy o) 452t
$(Z=250, p<05)ol A frol@ Rol7} Ve or a1
AN oMy 9] FEA-EY T (Z=-254, P<.05), frotel
ALY F(Z=-254, p<.05), Frok-olwue FEAg
35 (2=-2.54, p<.05)°llA 2|3t 2|7} YER T
Z23e AR Fobet ojry o] FEakgo] AA
ShA] 2 frobet ojmy o] FaAg R SR AT

Different Dimensions (MIM) Between Control Group and

Before After

Negative Ranking Positive Ranking

Dimension Group M M Average  Sum of Average  Sum of z
(SD) (SD) Ranking  Ranking Ranking  Ranking
Experimental Group (ig) (129;) .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.52*
Structure : :
Control Group (18249) (14139) 3.88 15.50 3 417 12.50 -25
Experimental Group (14068) (210563 .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.55*
Challenge : :
Control Group (23) (11(212) 2.50 7.50 4 513 20.50 -1.12
Experimental Group (14006) (21031) .00 .00 8 450 36.00 -2.52%
Intrusion : :
Control Group (1517) (12145) 2.67 8.00 3 433 13.00 - .53
Experimental Group (14128) (2&4) .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.52*
Nurture
Control Group (14216) (1321?; 4.88 19.50 4 413 16.50 -2
Experimental Group (14038) (2(?92) .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.52*
Total : :
115 1.16
Control Group (36) (19) 4.63 18.50 4 438 17.50 - .07
* < .05
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Table 8. Difference between Mother-children Interaction According to Entity (Marschak) of Experimental Group and

Control Group Before and After Program

Before  After Negative Ranking Positive Ranking
Entity Group M M N Average Sum of Average Sum of z
D) 6D Ranking __Ranking Ranking __Ranking
Experimental Group (23%47) (32275) 0 .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.54*
Mother - :
Control Group (25018) (2429?; 4 4.00 16.00 4 5.00 20.00 -29
Experimental Group (24326) ?3209) 0 .00 .00 8 450 36.00 -2.54*
Child - -
1.98 2.05
Control Group (3) ) 2 5.00 10.00 5 3.60 18.00 -.69
Experimental Group 200 32 0 .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.54*
Mother- (47) (24)
child
Control Group (24133) (230(;8) 3 283 8.50 2 3.25 6.50 -28
Experimental Group (232;) (31287) 0 .00 .00 8 4.50 36.00 -2.52*
Total : :
Control Group (23055) (22153 3 517 15.50 5 410 20.50 -35
*» < .05
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Table 9. Evaluation of Change in Child for Each Stage of Group Development

Group Treatment
Development Subject Content
cause
Stage
“I loved playing fun games with my mother and my brother and my friends that I love.
Case . . . . . .
N I am going to keep coming here with the friends that I love, and I will keep being close
to them.”
“The program was really fun. My friends all had fun too. It feels like I become closer to
Case . . . . .
friends more quickly when I come here, and time passes by quickly when I am making
3 . . . . ”
o Group dolls and playing with dolls with my friends.
Switching Stage hesi
Cohesiveness Case “I thought ‘So did I' when I heard that my friends are scolded by their mothers, and I
4 think that made me even closer to my friends. When I am playing with dolls with my
friends it feels like we are really family.”
Case “The mother of case 2 told me that my mother was coming late, and that I should do
6 the program with her and wait. So I played with dolls with Case 2 and Case 2's mother
and it was fun.”
“When we made family dolls. In the beginning mom helped a lot but when I said that I
Case wanted to do it she understood me and she let me do what I wanted and it felt good.
5 My sister was making the doll that I wanted too and she told me that it looked good. I
found out that it was nice to get closer to a mom that is kind to me and a sister who
Practicing Stage SOClglkliZﬁ:tlon speaks nice words.
“It was fun when I did the puppet show together with mom and dad and my friends
Case clapped and I bowed and I made up the doll story with mom and dad. That story could
7 become the puppet show story because mom and dad listened to me well. I will become
a person who listens to other people like my dad.”
Case “It was fun when I made the little doll of myself because it looked a lot like me. When I
3 am playing with the doll that I made I can get rid of my anger and it feels good.”
Concluding I
Stage Purification Case  Making kim-bap with mom. Oh we made rice balls too. Mom called me a kim-bap and

covered me up with fabric and pretended to cut me. It was really tickly and it was fun

and I had a lot of stress recently and it helped me get rid of it.”
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