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Table 1. Demographic data
Somatoform Psychosomatic Depressive
disoder(N=49) disoder{N=43} disoder(N=50)
N(%) N(%) N(%)

Sex

Male 20 ( 40.8) 14 ( 328) 13 ( 26.0)

Female 29 ( 59.2) 29 ( 67.4) 37 { 74.0)
Age (Mean S.D., years) 37.0 £ 125 397 £ 119 400 £ 137
Education(Means $.D., years) 122( 3.6) 121( 39 11.7( 3.5

Graduate school 2 (4.1 3 (7.0 3 ( 60

College 12 24.5) 14 { 326} 13 ( 260)

High school 19 ( 38.8) 10 ( 23.3) 19 ( 38.0)

Middle school 10 ( 204) 8 ( 186) 8 ( 16.0)

Elementary school 6 ( 12.2) 7 ( 16.3) { 14.0)
Marital status

Married 29 { 59.2) 30 ( 69.8) 36 { 720

Single 20 ( 40.8) 13 ( 302 14 ( 28.0)
Income(1,000 won / month)

2,000 or more 1T ( 224) 10 ( 233) 13 ( 26.0)

1,500 — less than 2,000 11 ( 224) 12 ( 279 15 ( 30.0)

1,000 - less than 1,500 20 ( 40.8) 18 ( 41.9) 17 ( 34.0)

500 - less than 1,000 ( 14.3) 2 (47 4 ( 80

below 500 0 1 ¢ 19 1T ( 20
Qccupation*

Present 24 ( 49.0 21 { 49.0) 15 { 300

Absent 25 ( 51.0 22 ( 51.0 35 ( 70.0)
Religion

Present 34 ( 694) 260 ( 60.5) 34 ( 68.0)

Absent 15 ( 30.6) 17 ( 39.5) 16 ( 32.0)
Duration of illness{days) 881.2 (1145.1) 1107.5(1977.1} 1386.3 (1812.3)

*Patients with depressive disorders had significantly less occupaton than those with somatoform disorders(y’=7.96 df=1

p=0.005) and psychosomatic disorders(y’=7.35 df==1 p==0.007), respectively.

Table 2. Scores of perceived family support in patients with somatoform disorders, psychosomatic disorders, and depres-

sive disorders

Somatoform disorder

Psychosomatic disorder

Depressive disorder

(N==49) (N==43) (N=50)
Means+S.D. Means+5.D. Means+S5.D.
Family support 74 + 5.2* 108 £ 54 94 = 53

*Significantly lower in family support than patients with psychosomatic disorderstANOVA F=4.73 df=2 p=0.01 ; Dun-

can multiple comparison)
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Table 3. Multiple regression analysis on scores of family
support in total patients of 3 groups

Variables B Beta T
Somatoform disorder -291 -0.02 -2.64°
Depressive disorder -1.43 -0.13 -1.30
Sex -2.24 -0.19 -1.96
Age 0.10 0.22 2.53°
Education 0.70 0.06 0.69
Marital status 2.08 0.18 2.07°
Income 113 0.10 1.26
Occupation -0.34 -0.03 -033
Religion 0.78 0.07 0.82
Duration of illness -5.55 -0.14 1.76

R*<0.20 F=3.28 p=0.001
2:0.01b:0.01c:0.04
Somatoform Psychosomatic Depressive

disorder disorder disorder
Somatoform disorder 1 0 0
Psychosomatic disorder 0 1 0
Depressive disorder 0 0 1

Ea

8% 24& Table 13} 2ok AN 2 34
Aol BASE 22t Sl BB Bl HLE
Fd A4 el o Bkt olslel 4, A%,
g5z, AT 24, A9 L FAFF, B
& AP, AAA, $2F A 22l 7
7} $o)3 Aol g wolA) ahsteh

A
(il

2. WENAIEY H
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oA, 9%, 285, 7Y, 2E8H. AY H
NGRS SN o gAY
A= AAFFNZ& FANAFNTET 715 A4
=7t frelatl o w3iek(Table 3).

3. 179N EJYM WEANAL: FS N HY

ARG, DA, 273 3T EFE o
Ao g NNEAAE e ug dFALHE Ad
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AZAAEASF7}E froldtA o E3tHTable 3). 12
YA, Y 285E, A 2 S &7,
e 2 SRR EAS ol IS WA &
ek, g 7k FolrellA A7) 78 SRR 7S
AR = 749 BAE 47 F4F FBEE BolA ¥R
H(Table 4).

=

3

ARG, NG, &7 A 3TN 7H

Table 4. Multiple regression analysis on scores of family support in each of somatoform disorder, psychosomatic disorder,

and depressive disorder groups

Variables B Beta T
Sex 38/ 97/ -262 04/ B84/ -2 20/ 64/ .16
Age 09/ 11/ a2 21/ 23/ 3 1.09/ a7/ a2
Education 36/ 18/ .26 24/ 4/ 8 131/ 44/ 30
Marital status 425/ -08/ 218 40/ -01/ 18 250/ 967/ .24
Income -37/ 507/ 1.02 -007/ 46/ .20 -044/ 01/ 19
Occupation -34/ 43/ a2 -03/ A1/ 32 -033/ 84/ 19
Religion -258/ 56/ .59 -23/ 05/ Q05 -135/ 74/ 70

R®=0.24 F=1.87 p=0.10 ; R’=0.38 F=2.99 p=0.02 ; R*=0.28 F=2.30 p=0.04
Each of all the above variables was statistically non — significant.
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— ABSTRACT

Korean J Psychosomatic Medicine 7(1) : 79-86, 1999 ~—

A Comparison of Perceived Family Support among Patients with
Somatoform Disorders, Psychosomatic Disorders and Depressive Disorders

Kyung Bong Koh, M.D., Ph.D.,* Yong Il Woo, M.D.*
Department of Psychiatry, Yonsei Universtiy College of Medicine, Seoul, Korea

Acomprison was made regarding perceived family support among patients with somatoform
disorders, psychosomatic disorders and depressive disorders. The subjects included 49
patients with somatoform disorders, 43 patients with psychosomatic disorders, and 50 patients
with depressive disorders. Perceived social support-family scale was used to measure the extent
of family support. The patients with somatoform disorders were significantly lower in family
support than the patients with psychosomatic disorders. However, no significant differences
were found between patients with somatoform disorders and those with depressive disorders, as
well as between patients with psychosomatic disorders and those with depressive disorders.
Patients with older age had significantly higher scores on family support than those with
younger age. Married patients were significantly higher in family support than unmarried ones.
These results suggest that low family support may be associated with cither the etiology or the
sequelac of somatization. Thus, it is emphasized that the role of family support is essential in
evaluation and treatment of somatization. In addition, longitudinal studies will be required to
investigate the causative role of low family support in somatization.

KEY WORDS : Family support - Somatoform disorders - Psychosomatic disorders - Depressive
disorders - Somatization.
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