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Table 2. Total distribution of DIS’s OBS sco-

res
Score No (%)
less 8 156(53)
AT M)
12 ~ 17 88(30)
18 more 12¢ 4)
over 12 100(34)

Table 3. Scores of DIS’s OBS scale in the
elderly by age

Age OBS Non-OBS
No (%) No (%)
—64 8( 8.00) 32(16.33)
65—74 29(29.00) 78(39.80)
75—84 51(51.00) 75(38.27)
85— 12(12.00) 11( 561)

OBS vs. Non-OBS : X* = 1250 df=3 P<001

stz B o OBST Y 94%7) ¥-8 Z4alo
2 Non-OBSw* 9] 74%°l W&} w@ekon s 2
ol Ui eFiFihol H9F Zolzh AJTHP

R 3
At elel 10% (15%), o #Ax<le] 90%8(39%) <0.00D) (F4).
o]t} AAAPYEI B o, OBST 9] 64%7t H o
OBSHTO AMEYE By g&a o|a7} 156 & Non-OBST 9] 20%l ®l&f woich 42 &
Table 1. Distribution of the elderly by sex and diagnostic categories
Male (N = 27) Female (N = 36)
Respondents - -
OBS Depression OBS Depression
(N = 63) )
4(14.8) 2(8.7) 22(66.1) 3(21.4)
AHA 2 6
Non —respondents W o 6
& O

(N =16)
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hE Aol &4F AL e OBSEO 11%2
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of Qlojx 3 ol H93 Ho)rt ANTHPL
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Table 4. Scores of DIS’s OBS scale in the
elderly by education

Educati OBS Non-OBS
ucation No (%) No (%)
[lliteracy 94(94.00) 145(73.98)
Elementary school 4( 4.00) 45(22.96)

1( 0.51)
5( 2.55)

Middle and high school 1( 1.00)

College 1¢ 1.00)

OBS vs. Non-OBS:X*=1993 df=3 P<O0.
001

Table 5. Scores of DIS’s OBS scale in the
elderly by past occupation

Past occupation NOO:B(S %) I;%n;(ngs)
Agriculture 21(21.00) 49(25.00)*
Industry 0( 0.00) 4( 2.04)
Commerce 4( 4.00) 16( 8.16)
Others 11(11.00) 41(20.92)
Abscence 64(64.00) 86(43.88)
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Table 7. Scores of DIS's OBS scale in the
elderly by growing place

Growing Place NOBS Non-OBS
o (%) No (%)

Large city 18(18.00) 54(27.55)
City 31(31.00) 48(24.49)
Kun 11(11.00) 35(17.86)
Up 8( 800 11( 561)
Myun 32(32.00) 48(24.49)

OBS vs. Non-OBS: X? =768 df =4 NS,

Table 8. Scores of DTS's OBS scale in the'
elderly by religion

Religion OBS Non-OBS

No (%) No (%)
Protestant 44(44.00) 102(52.04)
Buddist 6) 6.00) 15( 7.65)
Catholic 14(14.00) 55(28.06)
No 36(36.00) 24(12.24)

OBS vs. Non-OBS © X? = 1382 df=4 P<{001

Table 6. Scores of DIS’'s OBS scale in the
elderly by birth place

OBS vs. Non-OBS ' X* = 24.16 Df= P<001

Table 9.Scores of DTS's OBS scale in the el-
derly by marriage

Bih Pace 00, NG Marage 000 Neom
Large city 11(11.00) 39(19.90) Bereavement 88(88.00) 152(77.52)
City 33(33.00) 40(20.41) Divorce 3( 3.00) 12(¢ 6.12)
Kun 10(10.00 47(23.98) Separation 4( 4.00) 17( 867)
Up 9( 9.00) 18( 9.18) Single 4(4.00) 13( 6.63)
Myun 37(37.00) 52(26.53) Couple 1( 1.00) 2( 1.02)

OBS vs. Non-OBS : X* = 1743 df =4 P<{001

OBS vs. Non-OBS : X* =477 df=4 NS.
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Tabie 10. Scores of DIS’s OBS scale in the
elderly by family

Famil OBS Non-OBS
y No (%) No (%)

Yes 34(34.00) 71(36.22)
No 66{(66.00) 125(63.78)

OBS vs. Non-OBS ' X* = 017 df =1 NS

Table 11. Scores of DIS’s OBS scale in the
elderly by separation periods from
family member

Separation duration OBS Non-OBS
from family member No (%) No (%)

Under 1 year 11(11.00) 21(10.71D)
1—5 years 21(21.00) 34(17.35)
5—10 years 9( 9.00) 38(19.39)
10—20 years 15(15.00) 23(11.73)
Over 20 years 44(44.00) 80(40.82)

OBS vs. Non-OBS ' X* = 525 df =4 NS

Table 12. Scores of DIS’s OBS scale in the
elderly by seending money per mo-

nth (won)

Spending Money OBS Non-OBS
Per monthe (won) No (%) No (%)

Under 10,000 97(97.00) 185(94.39)
10,000 — 20,000 3( 3.00) 6( 3.06)
30,000 — 50,000 o( 0.00) 4( 2.04)
50,000 — 100,000 0( 0.00) 0( 0.00)
Over 100,000 0 0.00) 1¢ 051

L LR R R PR

47} OBST 2] 3%Z Non-OBST 20%¢] H] 3
worton gty #9% Hole AATHP 0.
01) (¥ 14).

€, 2, 4EEE F9 #F5d AodAE &
w3rel Fo)g ArF ITH(E 15+ 16 - 17).

Table 13. Scores of DIS’s OBS scale in the
elderly by duration in home for the

aged

Duration in Home OBS Non-OBS
for the aged No (%) No (%)

Under 1 year 21(21.00) 44(22.45)
Under 2 vear 13(13.00) 28(14.29)
Under 3 year 13(13.00) 29(14.80)
Under 4 year 23(23.00) 25(12.76)
Over 4 30(30.00) 70(35.71)

OBS vs. Non-OBS { X* =472 df =4 NS

Table 14. Scores of DIS’s OBS Scale in the
elderly by previous care system

Previons care system OBS Non-OBS

No (%) No (%)
Hospital 3( 3.00) 39(19.90)
Nursing facility 5( 5.00) 9( 4.59)
Prayer house 2( 2.00) 3( 153)
Camp 4( 4.00) 6( 3.06)
Home 86(86.00) 139(70.92)

OBS vs. Non-OBS : X2 =170 df=4 P<001

Table 15. Scores of DIS's OBS scale in the
elderly by alcohol

OBS Non-OBS

Alcohol No (%) No (%)
Yes 14(14.00) 40(2041)
No 86(86.00) 156(79.59)

OBS vs, Non-OBS : X2 =223 df=1 NJS.

Table 16. Scores of DIS's OBS scale in the
elderly by tobacco

OBS Non-OBS
Tobacco
No (%) No (%)
Yes 22(22.00) 56(28.57)
No 78(78.00) 140(71.43)

OBS vs. Non-OBS : X* =242 df =3 NS.

OBS vs. Non-OBS : X* = 1.18 df=1 NS.
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Table 17. Scores of DIS's OBS scale in the
elderly by drugs

D OBS Non-OBS
rugs No (%) No (%)
Yes 22(22.00) 31(15.82)
No 78(78.00) 165(84.18)

OBS vs. Non-OBS : X* = 143 df =1 N&S.
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—Abstracts —

A Study on Organic Brain Syndrome
in the Elderly at the Home for the Aged

Byung Tak Park, Jin Sung Kim, and Seung Douk Cheung

Department of Psychiatry
College of Medicine, Yeungnam University
Taegu, Korea

The authors studied organic brain syndrome, using organic brain syndrome scale of the Diagnostic
Interview Schedule for DSM.-III, in the subjects of 65 males and 231 females at the homes for the
aged in the Taegu and Kyong-buk areas.

The authors collected the data during the period from June to August, 1986, and applied ANOVA
and x*test in order to compare various psychologic factors in relation to the organic brain synd-
rome,

The results could be summarized as follows :

The elderly males(15%) showed high OBS scores of 12 and over, while ninety elderly females(39
%) showed the same scores.

Among those psychosocial factors, age, education, birth place, occupation, religion, history before
institutionalization are significantly related to the OBS scores.



