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Abstract This study had two aims (1) to explore the trajectory of family functioning (flexibility and
cohesion) in the mothers' perspective and classify it according to the development of their child, and
(2) to examine the differences in children's self-esteem as well the internal and external behavioral
problems based on the latent groups. A total of 1,348 mothers and their children who participated in
the survey in 2013 through to 2017 were analyzed. The group was subdivided into low incremental,
average incremental, average-above incremental, and high unchanged groups according to the flexibility,
and into low incremental, average incremental, decremental, high incremental, and above-high
unchanged groups in terms of cohesion. From 2015 to 2017, the self-esteem of elementary school-age
children showed differences depending on the flexibility and cohesion of family functioning; children in
the high-unchanged group of flexibility and the above-high unchanged group of cohesion showed high
self-esteem. Behavior problems of early childhood and elementary school-age children varied according
to the latent classes of flexibility and the cohesion of family functioning. Children in low incremental
and average incremental groups of flexibility and low incremental, average incremental, and decremental
groups of cohesion showed more internal and external behavioral problems. These findings suggest that
family functioning has significant effects on the psychological aspects of children.
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Fof 7|25t} AASHE et 2 obse] 2 60
714 53%8(3.9%), 61714 24678(18.2%), 62714 345
(25.6%), 63714 391%8(29.0%), 6471<¥ 213%8(15.8%),
65714 79%(5.9%), 6671¥ 21%8(1.6%)°1H, FJE2
o} 6887(51.0%), oI°o} 66078(49.0%)°Itt. oMy ] A
He 2000 357(2.6%). 30th 1,096%8(81.3%), 40th

2078(15.4%), 50th 59(4%), F-3F 58(4%), s
FE 59(4%), 1F 38478(28.5%), AEHE 3897
(28.9%), thE 4968(36.8%), EUE 668(4.9%), F+
39 836wl
Table 1. General characteristics of participants
(MV=1,348)
Variables Category N %
60.0 53 3.9
61.0 246 18.2
child's 62.0 345 25.6
age 63.0 391 29.0
(months) 64.0 213 15.8
65.0 79 5.9
66.0 21 1.6
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Child’s Male 688 51.0
gender Female 660 49.0
24-29 35 2.6

, 30-39 1,096 81.3
Af;’;h(f/rs 40-49 207 154
50-53 5 4

No response 5 4

Middle school graduated 5 4

High school graduated 384 28.5

Mothers’ Community college graduated 389 28.9
education University graduated 496 36.8
Graduate school graduated 66 4.9

No response 8 .6

32 &7 |s Hat TiH

6xH201349), 72H2014%), 92K2016¥)9] 37Hd=
A4zl 71%3t ojH U7t A Zet 7157159 fA4, 4
/3o] W3t elS Blsy] e Fuist mygat Ay ¥
3w ES v Wt} Table 20 AAE AAY 2FH
F=E THHS o AT S BF RS 1Y
Hoh A9 wsingo] o efget Zoz It o
of A9 WstEgol 7|zt FAHAGS RISt

Aol dist AT 3RS AiNTable 3 =),
g A, Jod Al vlg, s 7S 1Y
P2 w[24] 4415 HFo] Bhdet A oR ERIHAE &
HAgoll gt FAASHFEAS ZIHTable 4 F=X), 57
% Tgo] Bgdt Aoz A=t

#9449 4 FAASY EHE AN, AF1
AA 9] 6.3%<1 8590] Ee=|lom, 271k 2.362(p<.001),
APusle .170(pl.05)oltt. AF1L 471 AAAS 5
A&HIA 71 B2 R4S BolAh Al AIE B S
7Fohz FAI7E Q171 wiiEo] ‘AL S7H JHe= 3§
otk AE2E AAQ) 30.9%2 416%0] EFHEQl0
o, 2713k 3.233(p<.001), AW .037(p<.05)°]ct.
AZ2e ) FAAS 5 ALIA F AR d2 {4
’3& Bo|A, Z7HEo] AX AT Al Al Bt 5
7Foks FA7E 9lom, 53 Hwo] 34 o] Aeg B
ol7] Wjigo] ‘FE 5718 I o= WSttt AS

Table 2. Information for model selection

32 HA9) 56.0%%1 75580 ZFEoH, z7|gk
3.779(p<.001), AFHILE .040(p<.001)°I}. AZF3
478 AHAS & AL F AR =2 RA8S &2
oA F7HEo| A= EAT Al A Bt FUeH=
FAZE A7 PRl TR T7HE JAF = WHst
A} AlFd= AAQ) 6.8%%1 92780] ZHE o, =
713k 4.404(p<.001), ABHSHE .009(py.05)°Itt. AZ
4= ) FAAS 5 AN 7MY B2 A8 Hol
A Al A B9t s gl7] wiol e FstE
oz Pstgirt.

SR 57 IAAAGY EE AnE,
ARl 3.0%20  4070] :
2.118(p<.001), A5 .531(p<.00D)oIt}. AS
57 AAAG F ALhA F2 S AL Hol
A5k Al Al B STl FA17E Q171w A
37H I oz B9ttt AlS2E AA 7.9%%
1069o] ZE=E|Qom, 273 3.225(p<.001), AP
shg .255(p<.00)elth AlE2E S FAAE 5 271
F2 F AR 22 A F AR Al WA A oA
A AR 32 g Btk Al AlE B9t St
£ A7 lom, 53 Az 37 o] H4E Hol7]
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f&o| ‘FE FUHE Aoz guysigich AE3L
A 5.0%9  68%ol EFEQlow, zI|F

3.484(p<.001), AFWsle -.271(p<.001)°Itt. A% 3
2 Al A SRF Aol A7 lom, upRdl Al
A 7P E2 3RS Hole 40| 7] wiEd A
3 Ao E Fgoltt. ASde AAY 67.1%% 904
go] xZE|9 o, 273k 3.973(p<.001), AFRSHE
037(p<.00N)°elt}. AF4= 57 FAAS 5 ALsiA
T HAR 22 AL HoldA Al A1 B9 Z71st
FAI7E 7] dEel A 5718 A oE Hst
Ak AZ5= AA9) 17.1%<1 23090] =gEQoH,
27132 4.633(p<.001), AFH3HE -.037(py.05)°]ct.
155 570 AAS 5 AN 7P =2 S84
HolHA Al Al B3t WSkt Q7] Wigol] e &
Wil Jros wysigrt
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L

)

Model v df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Mean
Intercept Linear
Hexibiliy Mo growth 58983 4 960 970 101(.079-.125) 125 36117
Linear 10.098* 1 993 980 082(042-.131) 017 3567 045
Cohesioy _No growth  85.484 4 941 956 123(.101-.146) 204 3085
Linear 117627 1 992 977 1089(.049-.138) 017 3.944" 043+

* pC05, ** pl.01, ** pC.001
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Table 3. Fit indices for unconditional latent class growth analysis models with one to five classes (Flexibility)

Class proportions

Model AIC BIC SABIC Entropy LMR(p) BLRT(p)
1 2 3 4 5
1 6865.805 6891.837 6875.954 N/A N/A N/A 100
2 5962.975 6004.626 5979.214 758 .0000 .0000 26.5 73.5
3 5651.405 5708.675 5673.733 733 .0219 .0000 7.5 447 47.8
4 5479.264 5552.153 5507.681 775 .0014 .0000 30.9 6.8 56.0 6.3
5 5437.548 5526.057 5472.055 779 .2320 .0000 45 33.3 3.2 6.8 52.2

Table 4. Fit indices for unconditional latent class growth analysis models with one to six classes (Cohesion)

Class proportions

Model AIC BIC SABIC  Fnwropy  LMR(p)  BLRT(p)
2 3 4 5 6
1 6546.685 6572717  6556.834 N/A N/A N/A 100
2 5642.695 5684.346 5658.934 .898 .0000 .0000 12.8 87.2
3 5197.712 5254.983 5220.040 .826 .0003 .0000 10.2 18.6 71.1
4 4943.640 5016.530 4972.058 .861 0243 .0000 16.8 68.4 11.9 2.8
5 4867.989 4956.498 4902.496 .864 0034 .0000 7.9 5.0 3.0 67.1 17.1
6 4813.834 4917.962 4854.430 .875 3874 .0000 2.3 4.5 67.0 8.5 7 17.1
500 Table 5. Parameter estimates for latent classes
450 Latent Estimate(S.E.)
4.00 classes Intercept Linear
== class1
350 s 1 2.362"+(.105) 170(084)
.-————..——-—'—-_'-'-. class3
200 I Hexibility 2 3.233"(.038) .037*(.018)
250 — 3 3.779"(024) 0407(,009)
—
200 4 4.404"(.068) .009(.039)
o 2o o 1 2.118*(095) 531%(077)
% Flexibility Class 1: low incremental group, Class 2: 2 3.225"(.068) .255™(058)
average incremental group, Class 3: average-above
incremental group, Class 4: high unchanged group Cohesion 3 3.484*+(.080) -.271**(.076)
Fig. 1. Profile plot of 4-class models (Flexibility) 4 3.9734(012) L037**+(.008)
5 4.633*%(.037) -.037(.032)

5.00
450
4.00 == class1
/. = clss2
3.50
.’_.-""-—-'-‘.’— class3
200 /' =i ClasS 4
/ = class5
250 /
2.00 T T

2013 2014 2016

% Cohesion Class 1: low incremental group, Class 2:
average incremental group, Class 3: decremental group,
Class 4: high incremental group, Class 5: above-high
unchanged group

Fig. 2. Profile plot of 5-class models (Cohesion)
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* p<05, ** pd.01, *** p<.001
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Table 6. Equality tests of means across classes using the BCH procedure for self-esteem

Overall test

x*(Significant

Overall test
x*(Significant

Variables Latent Classes M S.E. o7 Latent Classes M S.E. >
pairwise pairwise
comparisons) comparisons)
Classl 3.32 .06 Classl 3.26 .10
Class2 3.39 .07
_ Class2 3.35 .03 ook o
Selfzgsltseem Flexibility 3&%?31 4 Cohesion Class3 3.34 .08 (1142'5322(5)
Class3 349 .02 e Classé 344 .02 o
Class4 3.61 .06 Class5 3.53 .03
Class1 3.40 .06 Classl 3.35 .09
Class2 3.39 .05
~ Class2 3.40 .03 ok s
Selfz(e)sltGeem Flexibility 2(?2}%3@) Cohesion Class3 342 .07 (116262?_)
Class3 3.47 .02 14 Class4 3.45 02 EAA)
Class4 3.69 .05 Class5 3.57 .03
Classl 337 .07 Classl 340 07
st Class2 3.47 .06 et
_ Class2 3.41 .03 26.013 32466
SEIfZSit;em Flexibility (1,2,3¢4: Cohesion _ Class3 ~ 3.25 08 (1,2,3,4¢5;
Class3 350 .02 203) Classé 346 .02 3(2.4)
Class4 3.65 .05 Class5 3.61 .03

% Flexibility Class 1: low incremental group, Class 2: average incremental group, Class 3: average-above incremental group, Class
4: high unchanged group: Cohesion Class 1: low incremental group, Class 2: average incremental group, Class 3: decremental group,
Class 4: high incremental group, Class 5: above-high unchanged group

* p<05, ** pd01, *** p<.001
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Table 7. Equality tests of means across classes using the BCH procedure for behavior problems

Overall test Overall test
Variables Latent Classes M S.E. X“(Sig';nif.icant Latent Classes M S.E. X“(Sig';nif'icant
pairwise pairwise
comparisons) comparisons)
Class]  52.68 1.35 Classl]  51.69 1.82
Internalizing Classz  50.30 58 - Class2 52.05 1.27 44116
problems Flexibility ?473?? 2 Cohesion _ Class3  50.21 1.61 (5¢1,2,3,4;
2013 Class3 4719 40 : Classd 4823 35 42)
Classd  42.69 1.13 Class5  44.94 .63
Classl 5247 130 Class] 5170 201
Externalizing Class2 4993 55 ot Class2 5040 1.28 58.944**
problems Flexibility 1&?593142) Cohesion _ Class3 5059 1.50 (5¢441,2,3)
2013 Class3 4575 38 ’ Classd 4718 33
Class4 40.22 1.03 Class5 43.27 .63
Class1 5251 1.23 Classl 52.03 1.79
Internalizing Class2  49.98 59 . Class2  51.14 1.38 56.598"***
problems Flexibility . ?2(??? 2) Cohesion _ Class3 ~ 49.79 1.57 (5¢1,2,3,4:
2014 Class3 4537 .39 : Classé 4696 34 1,2
Class4 41.38 1.10 Class5 43.30 .65
Class1 51.03 1.17 Classl 52.09 1.77
Externalizing - Classz  49.02 57 114.905% ' Class2  48.82 1.27 73,726
problems Flexibility 4 Cohesion _ Class3 ~ 49.76  1.59 4
2014 Classy 4406 37 4312 Classé 4585 33 0123
Class4  39.63 1.01 Class5  41.58 .63
Classl ~ 53.51 1.01 Classl  54.45 1.55
Internalizing o Class2  51.73 53 66.034% ) Cllassz 5235 105 45.340%
problems Flexibility (4G3¢1.2) Cohesion _ Class3  52.80 1.35 (5¢4<1,2.3)
2015 Class3 4866 .37 ’ Classé 4953 32 -
Classd  45.23 .90 Class5  47.26 .56
Classl  56.28 98 Classl ~ 56.36 1.34
Externalizing Class2  52.64 55 oo Class2 5314 112 56.064***
problems Flexibility ng?;l) Cohesion _ Class3 ~ 54.11 1.54 (5¢441,3;
2015 Class3 4997 .37 Classé 5097 32 5(2)
Classd  46.25 91 Class5  47.97 .56
Classl 51.34 1.21 Classl 50.64 1.52
Internalizing Class2 50.23 56 ot Class2 5140 1.22 25.171%
problems Flexibility ZéZf 2 Cohesion _ Class3 ~ 51.33 1.52 (5¢442;
2017 Class3 4768 .40 e Classé 4852 34 5(1,3)
Classd  46.07 1.16 Class5  46.50 .62
Classl 5251 127 Class] 5164 185
Externalizing Class2  50.79 56 - Class2  51.19 122 24717+
problems Flexibility 3(;2??2) Cohesion _ Class3  52.20 1.45 (5¢1,2:
2017 Class3 4795 38 A Classé 4897 33 5¢443)
Class4  46.28 1.24 Class5  46.79 .66

% Flexibility Class 1: low incremental group, Class 2: average incremental group, Class 3: average-above incremental group, Class
4: high unchanged group; Cohesion Class 1: low incremental group, Class 2: average incremental group, Class 3: decremental group,
Class 4: high incremental group, Class 5: above-high unchanged group

* pl05, ** plOL, *** pd.001
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