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i
x
T

dr)e AlAlE AAE QlxE AE A dHss)
2 detd e Azl 53 AH4de FHA
AolAFHA, Mool I[P Y Hzz el
A= 53 5o UL &) AanA £
oA o] F-oiA| 7] wEol H4aKre ZEFH AEHA
E tEBANA HANA e JLd S vger
olo] x| o] of vholrl HAAZE dosA el

hEe Hadel AAA AAA AR Fo 2
o] =7 wFo(Ackerman, Behrens, 1956 : Nye
1958 : Jensen, 1972 : Duvall, 1977 ; Gross, 1995) %
o) A AR FHated AP AT =R
HAAG Aot vidH4dE Hdee o
& J1Ee 724, 715H 246 2H§ T 4
A 89} (Green, Kolevzon, & Vosler, 1985 ;
Rodik, Heggeler, & Hanson, 1986 ; Friedman,
Utada, & Morrisey, 1987).

3-Dimensional Circumplex Model& 7}37] %53}
FVEAZG B3] sMEFAYA AR dAE A
=53 F+= 29 Circumplex Model$ 23447 2
olth(Olson, 1991).
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>‘2‘~ ri2 r-lm
K2 o ot ¢

3-Dimensional Circumplex

* ¥ =52 199531 64 224 Iceland, ReykjavikollA 742
X A13] FAz5 39 : Nursing Scholarship and Prac-
ticeoll A 75 w3 ® Agrich

* d4diggta AFd st 5 E

Modeloll & 47k50] opbd dib7hse Haez
A2 gd, HEA4He +53 ASs5T B4
5 AYA BAZ e, AEEA g A
ARe g ATL Bgel sholeh =@ o] =

& 24 £ e Bd e 2ALHA

439718 5 (Family Adaptability & Cohesion
Evaluation Scales M€ A A3 =HOlson,
1991).

2alo] dAZA L~ T N3 AFA=E 5
< v Rl Az, Al 7P—'—*}§l§} 435}5'—1]
8 Z9o Rol(Keast, 1987 Goldstein, 1986
Beavers & Voeller, 1983 : Rodik, Henggeler &
Hanson, 1986 ; Lowe, 1982 : Green, Kolevzon, &
Vosler, 1985)el4] 247158 dlatez wol Alxs)
Aot vt ds dlole ohield 7kETE )
Sako] Fpareleh, ol%sh, A3lER, Aty 59
Hok(lols ¢ 47, 1993 : 31FA 9l 69, 1993 o]
Feh 9l, 1991 ; &%, 1984 R, 1987 ; tok3,
1988, 1991 ; =l&lled, 1990 ¥4, 1992)0i14 ~Hal
wE &S 9 E ste] AEA mE dukels A
oz ==

Olson(1991)-¢ 3-Dimensional Circumplex Model
a2l FACES 119 812 x % £8%F + & 4724
Green et al(1991)0] A =& AFF 2 o2 53 g}
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t}.  $Evete) 4= 3-Dimensional Circumplex
Model®] elgte s ZAFdanx Azd dA7e 2E
T Atk

ool 2 <ol 3-Dimensional Circumplex
Model#} FACES ME+& ol &sl4 7154, 7}
ZA4HA AAE753e] FA A¥AH AR e}
YEAE dolnuzl 3gich

2 ot =5

2 A7 BAe ox n5edel AHele

o 2157 543} 259 FAARNE BAE EH
EEDES

o2 93 FAM AF2AL o
1) Aol Azse HEe 149
2) AnAol A7t hae] A4H
3) Aol A7ske A $8E sehe
) Aol Azate SEe BEE 2Abw,
5) AnAel AAARANE 2R,
6) Aol Aze 7HEY A5A S4% AR

Aaeskel BAE sl

1. o]2X ujZd, 2803 71M 9l S0{He|
1. 3-Dimensional Circumplex Model

3-D Agzd~ 2g(adq 1 #Fx)e 71EH83
54 AEA4A F Adez A8 WA

e A3 2ol Aghzals 2yg &g A
°]C+(Olson, 1991). ¥+ =¥7tel F8 AAolH2 obF
3 2 ARzdga 2y E S1E5H Y, 154
£ Aol Fr e TAA AAEL Adgste 4
ol 3-D Az AA YoM AFH AAlz 4
Bad. FAAH BACME sME7I 5500l & ol F
o2& 7tE2 MEA Y SMEALH Y T
Ax dulelm, A¥H BACNE AE5AHEY, 7F
A4 e FFo] 445 1E/5E & YL
£}, 3-D Circumplex Modelol A& ¥ whAl o] w3}
7} it A ghA| e st A A ej e wsteln F
WA oAl el Wste AA e Witz Wste] g |
3 & 234 Was ddniid. CdE £, sHEAlA
Tratell A=l wabsb deftH (1A, AA
o] Fzob oAl Boll Hsirt A 2DA A, o

A oo Asolde AR F)%o] olAse] A%
Aol 4F34E chzol AAYNA FAD ¥FE B

R
AxAgAe 437 427 2 7o) B3] A9
F2, AGBA, BATH 5¢ AR4AL £ A+ 5
7 2744
Sol AZAAE olugx WA & YEAhE T

3ted, olellw £¥4, B4, ¥, d4 9%, 74,

33 59 shsiAdel ok sHEHAH A W
o wat 7w Abel(Rigid), &ab& Al (Chaotic),
T+z8%5 A (Structured), $-A3 AH (Flexible)

s
o M FFoe FEIAD JEALSYHE JFTAHY
7 Azl el e AAAH fFHZH(Olson et al,
1986) o2 Ao, styAdezs AA, §F, A
7, B2, AT, AAAA, A5E], 28 ol 7
-—a—’é-%-a-’i% AAA v‘ﬂ’& Axol atet Watsl A
(Enmeshed), o]"® Abel(Disengaged), 2-2/% A
e} (Separated), 92 % Ael(Connected)e] vl +F
o7 FEAD WA HEHGEA MEALH
FAdol 23 MG Y L FAAH oz 164P o
L=l aAe =33 #3¥(Balanced), F1-%3
(Mid-Range), S%3 43 (Extreme)s] A §3o2
LRt 289 539 &L A S
Ao Axrt A7 & £FY wE B A
Hol F¥e g FA: fAsn xed AHd
+-3 (Flexibly Separated), §<stx dAA"E Ay
3 (Flexibly Connected), 7Z3}5lz2 225 A
o] $3(Structurally Separated), TZ&=ln 94
5 Alele]l ¥ (Structurally Connected), Z7H-5-3
9| 7HEe HHEASHA JMEA LY Aol FAA
2 g Uiy FAAc2E 8 FHY F1Fo]| 27
Ao zadstn 22" Ade 43 (Chaotically
Separated), $dsta ol2d Alele %3 (Flexibly
Disengaged), &etsta s Ade  £3
(Chaotically Connected), Faddtx 2xx Aee
3 (Flexibly Enmeshed), Fz385 3 ojutsl A=)
o} #3(Structurally Disengaged), 2352 2=
)8} 3 (Rigidly Separated), +23s 3 Uzt
Aol %3 (Structurally Enmeshed), 72 sz o
A" Ao #3(Rigidly Connected). =x14 £33
9 7M&EL ZEHEH A ALY As0h 474
e 47 dgold}, 7AH FPeze EAsin ¥
25 Aelel $3(Chaotically Enmeshed), £2stx
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9] 3 (Chaotically Disengaged), 733
a9 #3(Rigidly Enmeshed), 7=
Abel o] 43 (Rigidly Disengaged)o]ch,

Yol wiwte} ol 23d F89 AFE

A
D
A
P
T
A
B
1
L
{
T
Y

SECOND
ORDER FACES Il
CHANGE _ SCORES

(o

LOW

8

FLEXTBLY
SEPARATED

FLEXIBLY
CONNECTED

AqAg e AT M2E

ol F9d §39 AEuch 55 S
de) 430 A4H & 420l Yx, FebA
430 & ol FoinE Aoz 4L

System Types

(] Batanced
[ aid-Range

fote Extreme
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STRUCTURALLY
CONNECTED
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aoticaty::. N
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Fig. 1. Three-dimensional family Circumpiex Model.
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289 B o2 AYe AZdMaFo s 12
L#H AEZALHE 2L Zaldds Ao
2 FEFYAAE A gerth

=3 2YolAE A7 54 sELLr)o]
2BA SHEAEHIY AEALH ] FFo| FE 4 3

2 293 % Y A5 iAe e s
% 4 e nesiel, 548
430l 7=l ogA =Am Ut
A% RS ol F AFHIH AEA
of Yepatrizts 1 4%l A2 FALE

of WEE Gohd EAE 480l 4rl5He| ohd
etz ek @ebd X AFelqE 2y F

4 SRS, AEA%E dol ASUzE

EPEEERFEEE R
ot Hade] AAAZe] A 97
7B AAR Qe Aol A BAe] nxso] g
o 28 Bedel weAe ASDAN 43H

ok

AAA Gz vebhdrl webd Hadel wgely
HAAEAFG Palste] FAY AT E Aoz A
BANA FnA 23 HH(Jensen, 1972 ; Hurlock,
1973 ; Olson, et al, 1983 ; Green, Kolevzon, Vosler,
1985 ; Green, Harris, Forte, Robinson, 1991 ; Dundas,
1990). & 7HE4, AAEAA A, AEgd, 22 A
o 5o F2H A AAE Y, AALE, EAS
o ASA59, U9 5o 15 duEe] 3
AAZAZ, v, AAAF 3 Ade] YFE BAF
k.
Seluvetel ASE shsbA e ade) AR
A% FAE AZBA AZBAS
ngA 23 7]?’—‘. HelE3e] faAdS veplich
, o|ZA %, 1978 ; 7 Aokxl, 1982 ; 1}
A, olAE, “’J‘”T—_", 1984 ; oro¥3), 1988 : 7 #3l,
1989 : ¥4 4, 1992). L 24, i 4d 3 F
Sota S hato g EZ8AE F4de A
q5atel AAFE =R A, F 2ol WA, ol
o A=, oz {5, 7tF4, F2o Jd, £2

(o3

o

o AEgEel, oim o=z, $2o Fm
Frwalel dhlel TAYEN AL Ae A
vebuteh (WA, oA g, Rlw -, 1984). =3 ok 1
ax Gl ez 2% Ao dAE
o AR Y=o 3 ol Fu, E4, 7HEH
ﬂl*lﬂ% €9 AFAs A waln shEALY, AE

HE 5o 715 weld fale] Qv Aoz Hux
“4(0&%@1, 1988).

b 2 Aol e dngde HAAR 9 SF
7la e AdTAbeA wiclezd Rmo] o7,

49, A9, g W AA+EE AR

Az 2ye] da4d g A7AINE Hebd Rl
h3lod Green, Forte, & Robinson(1991)-& #Holx «}
3 2L 7R "ol Azst chaA JepdS g
ARGt AA, 2y FTAH M ARG AT
(Carnes, 1989 ; Garbarino, Sebes, & Schekkenbach,
1984), S, 7}E7)57 AEALAALHY A o)
el AR Aot AuBA A vebd AT
(Alexander, Johnson, & Carter, 1984), A= 7}Z7]
8 7EAUALH YA o odld s He
o AYA DA ‘%E}".l o1-7(Beavers, Hampson, &
Hulgus, 1985), v, 715244835k 715707
# Bale] gle ez vehd A7(Green, 1989)
olglct. oA o AE viehd [ldez drs
T, 2, AREA7E, ARsLARY Fol TA
7F ol =g FFEolA wkgdt AlEEe] thay)
wj-Zoleta dck  olol Aial Olson(1991)-2 2o A
REzd~ wgo FAA BAZE Agsied AR 2
FA4z FACES I =+¢] 5-Likert Formatel] A7}
Aol Fostn, £ ATAEY AsRAuyddds
A7 Y AAsIGh ARz mY o] FH
BAE 94 e =F24 FACES Nt Akl
R Hiloh
Szl velel e Bale MAzas

A7 AAEe] °L/‘1 AAH A A S
e gl——tﬂ 4 01—‘;’-2} o] FACES M=+

[2)
ol Atol|4] AF=E FAE weHdte] Olsone 3-D
Circumplex Model2 A A&tz §47FEo] obd @
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W A, HEASH AZAEHA A5 5
o BAL YA WAL ARG
=g o] 2YY 2

2 ATl 4RR AdE e 2ok

1) 7HE4¢2 A4 = (FACES ol <814
249 d2dol A% S st B
A7k 2A(YSR) #9atrAse] oa 229
AR Sl e AFA DA ol

2) AAZA L AL LA (FACES Mo oshA
=A5 ofuAo] A7 &AL A4 Hd
A7 2A(YSR) R9lstyA e ofs =33

< A¥A Aol

3) 753

=G wek Al 2}7}11/<1 (YSR) ﬁE-rlo}-r
Hzol sl 24" FAARAF2bellE 2ol s}
ek

?Zé% zAgel =
A 2314 (YSR)el
BERIEE 13*1717&3147&0*{— 434 A o)

4) stEAr= ‘E_(FS)OH PR

ol4ke] FHdo] ZHA Fo Folel Hh@ o] EH =
A4 Ao ches 2ok,

@© 71EAH

ol Aol :FlET Aol AH3A = AdA o
Wt Ao 717tel] gt JE,
A, de =2 5o AN Wi
A4 4 91+ 53 (Olson, Russsel, &

Sprenkle, 1983, p.70)
Z7= A e : Olson, Portner, & Lavee(1985) 7} 7+
3l 2L A4 74 5 (FACES
Mot <3t 24" M54 EHA+=2
A At BE24F A& LS
2| n] et

® HEA%H
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AqAtg| ke etslAl A7H A2E

o] B Aol :AAZTFAYe] 2o Heled 2 Y+
A A S 7+(Olson, Russel, & Spr-
enkle, 1983, p.70)

z7 A e : Olson, Portner, & Lavee(1985) 7} 7§t
3} =LA <59 sA = (FACES
Mol &Jste] 248 HEAEH+2
A AE7 2E5E5 ASHo F5E

o u] et

ol A Ao 7}3‘—7‘&"43} AEALER q& AE
Aol akE3sl= A % (Olson, Russel,
& Sprenkle, p.74)
zzA A9 Olson & Wilson(1985)°] it
HEH 5 (FS)ol| o3l 2449 7t
24 A7t 224

¢ja] et

oy Iy
to o

9] : Mol Al Qe TN HAH
oz RYxxs AAle fAE AL
+ A= Ade s#H(Caplan &
Caplan, cited in Hanlon & Pickett,
1979, p.517)

zZ2AA A 9] : Achenbach & Edelbrock(1983)¢l 23}

Awd =7k 74 (Youth Self-Re-

port) FHFAHT el =2A4=

Az A7t 55845 ZAA 34

ez} S ojujct

stm 28hd A oi/q
)R-} Ao}l 9l 2)
A Az ga, 3) Aol Az gleh A7
e s EAol dsen, AFEAL
gl ¥ 19 AL 1009
C AT} %

4 2
AT FAe| Fstn Aolste 3

o koo e

do
=2
ki

Al

%)
O
i) |
S K
LF
32
_g‘l‘

o Ha «
X
2
oo
o
ot
o o
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¥ ATl AnME AFHALE T olfE A
£d7) FolA A 5ol s Er140] Bed
detede @ sEelsvt A€ Aoz vold &
fsl Astasl A4, Seivetel AHAAA BA o

o ofdgel AHAEH @A Aoz A7)
43¢ 27H2A e AAAS Aol AH3]
AelH sEd25) Ao A4L Aoz A
o g ol glet.

2 97 EF
2 ATl A4H AFEFE Artundez 745
2 o zc}: Jdartwna(Youth Self-Re-

port), 71&HSHALHHAH = (FACES W), 7%
SIS M E(FS), AFAB =AA] Fol it

1) 7154384485714 £ (FACES )

AR zd 22 L AASE HE =79 RE4E
HEAA I AFAE delA Hedty 2ea 2y
o & ElgAS Asi/E Aot Az &
SH A4} HA=(FACES 1)+ 11158eg =
b Alelm 23 FA 1983 LAHUG 2 F
ol 308 (FACES M)ez zlo|dlslaln FHTol:
20%#3HFACES M)ez ztolst=lgict, FACES I
& Mg JAdez ALtzxlon 2 gfio] A3
=4 FACES N7} &dA w3 olct FACES &
20232 ArtrnAad 124 ol AMldA 2
o] Z= AFo ASHN ALH4FES MR} EF
et SFAbE 53 HER 2 Aol SHdEE
Hol ot SRt A4 gl 1A 3E 549 v
& o d2A 24 A A5Y £F9 WY
= 103804 5089 HYE zZ+r} Cronbach alpha
coefficients #t-& A$7 .62, 4%8 .77, AA 689
& Z++=cHOlson et al., 1985).

2 A Fo)4 2 Cronbach alpha % S8 .71,
249 82, AA 780)%c) o] Axe dubgdA
25gm A 2509E dldes AAF qrekd
(1988) 9] A+AFAuc}t & el (HLH, 63,
A4d 66)KE1 F2), ol 1 Fote wrdTE
%8 oldly) 425 £ H EFE £4Sd W
el Folzly) Wiz Aledgc)

AZVEHEE UEFLE TYHALD 2 Aol
A9 Aol Y AeAR A4A £Fol mAE
EE dudn, AEVEE AEER)s) 0P
AEH 2347 WA S 2 AZolA B3 A 2y
oA 7hFel 2 FHA Aot 4 Ae FTVA
433 FL)AA AZTHAE ol2d@ Zdol

BHEE shed HEse F e Aoz JH
&=H{Olson, 1983). S2AEL 2 FEo 1-5H 3
THAE 214, st 54, b 453
o). gty 49 W9 14-olA 70 ol AhE
Rt&:A Lol @§ Cronbach alphagt-2 .920]=HOlson
& Wilson, 1985).

2 Aol e alpha AlEle g 923 viebyich
ofElgt e <+3](1988)9 <772 7 (alpha=.82)
2o} 52 FFolAKEL 32D,

3) a7ty 24 (Youth Self-Report)

Adzr 2 e 114828 184 7R H4
A A4 ¥ FARPHE 2 E 74
o AUANLRAE T ez L’r-r‘ﬂ%l"% &
22 eol P FAG LA relth F gode o
ol ztzt A4k At A FE
A4 4+ Y2 7 A o
TS 42% 5 Uk s8YdgnS, A4
#0853 Egs, daid 5o A4
Aelet. YAFAGAL FHAS} ‘ol e’y
BE 04, HE 1A, ‘dAY 232 A
e A5 e A ¢4 1038
0dollA 20642 HA4HAE ek A4 Had
75“?-, AAYe s 707 0)do] L, 2 o]
TAYH =z goh —,—xﬂﬁﬂ—rl“ Wika 99 9
PAz 2Hd WP FAPHE 222 o
3 =A3kE Aol AvA °ﬂ-rla Ak, 9fdk
TH]“B«]L ukghd o)z, ukAlg]Holni, =317 o
HE FAE5 LIt dF A9 AAPAlHzE e
.86°)c}{ Achenbach & Edelbroke, 1983).

£ AFolMe P TAFEA RS ol fglon,
103%-3}o]] 4t Cronbach alpha Z+& 9302 ile}
YR 1 F=).

e

)
}.m ol
14
o
2,
ﬂ o
L 3‘:
do ofr 32 2

._.o°‘o>'_l‘2.}m~[¥\‘:lmlmolrr.°£lkl.§i
oft
e

o .Birto

4) AFAHE 2R
e mzxmifa Qe A e B
vrol A%, a4AE, X, 497 AAH 4Tl
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Lol 2AEE AEr53 AR B
741 237 @ ofe} AFeld $oF Aoz g

AAAE L5 g8 A AT A2E

Holselglet =g S AAARAw £ )t
=

Table 1. Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient for FACES I, FS and YSR

Study Male Students Original
(Ahn,1988) (Olson,1985)
FACES I
Adaptability il .61 .62
Cohesion .82 .63 a7
Total .78 .63 .68
FS : .92 .82 .92
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1987)
YSR .93 - .86
’ (Test-Retest)
3. AZ $F w2 FhA 1wle 4 7bA] siwkE gl

1994 109 8¢ 35 13477 (6L 7)) =g 4A
wet A2 FAAANE EARaesta agd4d e
g w2 Fsasted Foste] o] Foizleh &
AFAE FEaabeh 4] ARG ez o
TE5H 2 Aol Uy Boll gt FaAE Az, F1
W FrmAt 5 GAEL TETFASolA A
TAE W Fstn B Ao BAS Adgsigich A
Ae 7 el 222 FA}EE 5}
25—30%°] a5t AFAE 2 A
3 g4Edct £ A7t dad AEg HES
et ‘

o

de o Ao w

2

2
h-7

==

4. X2 M

A% A8E SPSS PCZ2a3g o)4sle A7)

Ho BAA YL JEd EAM S 284 &
A AL3tgel, 3] EAL Wy Y usg
o] &3t B-AsAR, Al A P FA LA
7FEA R AL HY A e JEEA s Fof A
T Z1ed BAFez AAsIG o] 3 24uby
ATEA 1Hae 5H7kR e s i), Pearson4t
ARG FAEAL 5o D" AAE= 84, 7}
A&E, AEarFzte BAE Y8 AHEs g
ANOVAZ¢} Post Sheffe A2 38, ALd 7%
2rE3 ol A B4ty #A o FYEAX=Hs
b ASFE e BAA TN ALE% o)EE A

y

4o o fn 2
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. ATHARE 52l oI TALEIBHS S

ool A#AE 3645 ANz HFAH
434l el odeh, ofmr] o] a2 of ub4-(49.7%) 7h
ol 2478(12.1%) & HZo| gk ofnivs} 2|
b S dAlef 42.2%(84) o)l R 2, F
F& 57.8%(115%) o] A ch. opixl o] Az 9
384126 64424 HF A o] 47H 01 :, o}
2o} ge 2 29.6%(599) 7 HE =& 2 ol o]yl
1, 53.3%(106%) & 2ZFe)Ac} ofwix9] A

2 P44 i FelH40.7%) 0192, 2 ge] 4
FA(23.5%) o1k R2st Fast e A, S
azt 7ba gokew (4, 21.6% : =, 32.6%) olwiA
o] o ub4(55.8%) € "41_7} ch

7E9) ZAA el ol y-gol F57(98.0%) o1%ich

2wy

o}L

o koo
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$9 1245 A150Y 1S
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9 7]":“’% iAoz A qkak3}(1988) d-+7 7o} Socioeconomic Status

slmatgict, <kodsl(1988) AT+ el A =zAA High Class 1 0.5
5,_%:4 7}_174 03475_/%_3 07],;‘_1'5_(FACES m)_"‘;_l_ o} Mlddle_ngh 29 14.6
S35ed AZASaWs BAARTE] DAL W3l = Middle-Middle 138 69.3
So . BAdANT] B ATk gon, ssie Middle-Low 28 14.1
EAdo] of ol sk o)zl Ewg gqlo] gl Low Class 3 1.7
Aol dAfAAe] 4L old 5HE eqlo] gle 199 100.0
Ao| o} &AL JEALY, JMEutE AL 5

slahede F27k glesleh wakeh
Table 3. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range of

1) 71E389 Scores on Adaptability

AzAGH AE, BEAA, A4 %% Az Adaptability
et o mfo] A7she & o I v 24. Mean 2488
83(ZFHA} 6.45 W4 11— 50)01°‘D+<£ %i) o Standard Deviation 6.45

Range 11-50
Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Sample
Families
Table 3-1. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range

Characteristics Father Mother of Scores on Adaptability (Ahn,1988)

Age
Mean 47 43 Adaptability
Range 38-64 36—64 Mean 21.2
Standard Deviation 39 3.7 Standard Deviation 5.1

Characteristics Father Mother Range 11-38

N % N %

EhucEal:r(:entary School 0 50 2 136 I Ashe kS (1988) 8 Aol vehd way
Junior High School 24 121 49 246 of AzetE AEASH A4(HT 212, HA 5,
High School 106 533 9 497 W9 11-38) 8ok & AgolUKE 31 FH=).
College or Above 59 206 24 12.1 7} A A4 =4 el 322 20 £3he] A

199 1000 199  100.0 atollA] =gl sl Abgto] FFelx| @bz o)

Occupation (3 3.22) 0192, 7h3 @ A4E dehd 35
None | 8 40 15 518 210 2ol xmst Az A g (3T
Labor & (Un)Skilled )

Production 15 176 2 101 1.66) o1 glch qbak3}(1988) o] AFolAH & 714 H4
Sales 2 111 10 5.0 7t A vebd Eo] 4l oz ‘oM e
Clerical 47 23.6 6 3.0 A 55 X FAof & ol Ha] AL AAY &
Administrative or A (H T 2.78) o1, 714 w2 A54F vepd &

‘Managerial 81 407 42 211 o188 2oz ‘92 EFojHE S} A}
Professional 6 3.0 6 3.0

AR $2H8717 oA H(HF 1.55) ol ek &

—{u:

199 1000 199  100.0

Religion 2o AYESYYo] Fn P L AHSEE A e uid
Protestant B8 26 65 327 o Ange HIES FET & F Ak
Catholic 7 35 14 7.0
Buddhism 3% 176 55  27.6 2) &AL
None 111 55.8 62 31.2 NEALE HF, zFAA A4WY =5 AFE
Other 3 15 3 15 sodeh o Aol A7shE AEALH Y FER4E

199 100.0 199  100.0

30.80(ZF F 2k 8.16, W9 11-50) ol AeKE 4 3
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2. o|eig Ase hksl(1988) 9] AFelA vhehd
dadol A%se AEALARS(HF 316, A

6.3, "9 15-45) B}t e AgoldoKE 41 #2).

Table 4. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range of
Scores on Cohesion

Cohesion
Mean 30.80
Standard Deviation 8.16
Range 11-50
Table 4-1. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range

of Scores on Cohesion (Ahn,1988)

Cohesion

Mean 31.6
Standard Deviation 6.3
Range 15—45
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Table 5. Range and Frequency Distribution on
Adaptability and Cohesion

Dimension Range N %
Adaptability Rigid 11.00—18.44 32 16.0
Chaotic 18.45-24.88 66  33.2
Structured 24.89-31.32 72 36.2
Flexible  31.33-50.00 24 12.1
Total 199 100.0
Disengaged 11.00—22.64 34 17.1
Enmeshed 22.65-30.79 52 26.1

Cohesion

Separated 30.80—-38.95 638 34.2
Connected 38.96—-50.00 38 191
Total 199 100.0

Table 5-1 Frequency Distribution by Family Type

A

w Disengaged Enmeshed Seperated Connected
11-22  23-30  31-38  39—46

Flexible - - 12(6.0%) | 15(7.5%)

32-43

Structured o o o 2
3(1.5%) (24(12.1%) {31(15.6%) | 16(8.0%)

25-31

Chaotic 105 09%) |2013.6%) | 2211.1%) | 2(1.0%)

19-24

}Eglclls 15(7.5%) | 12(6.0%) | 3(1.5%) | 1(05%)

n=199
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8>
Type N %
Balanced 74 36.8
Mid-range 55 274
Extreme 70 34.8
Total 199 100
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Table 6. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range of
Scores on Family Satisfaction

Family Satisfaction

Mean 454
Standard Deviation 10.41
Range 14—-70

Table 6-1. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range of
Scores on Family Satisfaction (Ahn,1988)

Family Satisfaction

Mean 4.4
Standard Deviation 8.9
Range 18—65
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Table 7. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range of
Scores on Behavior Problem Scale

Behavior Problem Scale

Mean 58.75
Standard Deviation 24.06
Range 13—156

Table 7-1. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range of
Scores on Intemalizing and Externalizing

Raw Scores
Int. Scores Ext. Scores
Mean 29.22 14.29
Standard Deviation 13.87 7.97
Range 2—69 1-55

=
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o|7] % 3t Table 10. Comparison of Scores on Family Co-
hesion and Socioeconomic Status
Table 8. Frequency Distribution by the Need for FC
Mental Health Service SES Mean SD F
Need N 9 High class 28.00 -
Yes 77 8.7 Middle-High 33.96 9.83 3.2813*
Middle-Low 27.21 7.71
Total 199 100.0
Low class 23.33 11.67
*P<.05
4. ©ITALE|BHY SMB} 0{TMO| X|Z3HE 7152
71SH Sanel A Table 11. Comparison of Scores on Family Satis-
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Table 9. Comparison of Scores on Family Adapta-
bility and Parents’ Religion

Religion Father F Mother F
Mean SD Mean SD
Protestant 26.41 5.69 26.81 5.61
Catholic 29.00 6.11 3.7635* 26.57 7.81 3.1151*
Buddhism 22,34 6.13 2316 6.86
None 2480 6.5 2411 581
*P<.05

—275—

faction and Socioeconomic Status

FC

SES F
Mean SD
High class 38.00 -
Middle-High 49.37 11.98 5.2431*
Middle~Middle 46.17 9.10
Middle~Low 39.46 11.23
Low class 32.33 17.15
= P<.0005
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Table 12. Comparison of Scores on Behavior Prob-
lem Scale and Mother's Education

YSR

Education F
Mean SD
Elementary School 47.70  18.03
Junior High School 59.19 2451 2.8877*
High School 58.65  21.93
College or Above 67.42 28.32
*P<.05
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Table 13. Correlation Coefficients for the FACESII
Adaptability subscale, Cohesion subscale,
Family Satisfaction, and Behavior Problem
subscaie

Variables Behavior Problem subscale
Family Adaptability ) —.0525
Family Cohesion —.2237*
Family Satisfaction —.30951**

*p<01 = p<.001

Table 14. Comparison of Scores on Behavior Prob-
lem subscale and Family Type

Family Type N % Mean SD DF F
Balanced 74 368 50.67 22.24

Mid-Range 55 274 658 2516 2  7.5574"
Extreme 70 348 6L70 22.87

= P<.0005
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An Analysis of the Relationship
between Female Adolescents’
Perceived Family Characteristics
and Their Mental Health in Korea

Ahn, Yang-Heut*

A cross-sectional, descriptive-correlational de-
sign was employed in this study. The main pur-
pose of this study was to identify the relationship
between female adolescents’ mental health and
their perception of family characteristics, such as
family adaptability, family cohesion, family type,
and family satisfaction. The theoretical rationale
for this study is the 3-Dimensionl Circumplex
Model that was formulated by Olson, et al. With
respect to method, a structured questionnaire was
employed to obtain the data., A total of 199 fe-
male students(high school second year) were
recruited by convenience sampling. Data for this

* Department of Nursing Wonju College of Medicine,
Yonsei University
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study were collected in October 1994 after a pilot
study and pretest of the tools. The research tool
used the following four self-report research types
: Youth Self-Report(YSR) developed by
Achenbach and Edelbrock, Family Adaptability &
Cohesion Evaluation Scales(FACES) III, Family
Satisfaction(FS) developed by Olson, et al. and a
Demographic Data Sheet. The resulting data were
processed using an SPSS PC for a Pearson prod-
uct-moment correlation coefficient, ANOVA, A
linear relationship were found between female
students’ mental health and their perceived fam-

ily cohesion(r=—_2237, p<.001), and family satis-
faction(r==—.3951, p<.001), but no significant
correlations was found between female students’
mental health and their perceived adaptability.
These findings demonstrated that family co-
hesion, family type, and family satisfaction were
more powerful predictors than family adaptability.
This study contributes to nursing practice by
demonstrating the usefulness of YSR to differen-
tiate deviant behavior in youth and also by pro-
viding nursing interventions designed to promote

female mental health.
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