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<Table 1> General characteristics of subjects

(N=165)
L n(%) or
Characteristics Category MESD
Age(year) 46.8414.82
40-49 109(66.1)
50-59 56(33.9)
Religion Protestant 63(38.2)
Catholic 20(12.1)
Buddhism 32(19.4)
Other 50(30.3)
Education Below middle school 36(21.8)
High school 73(44.2)
Above college 56(33.9)
Economic status Good 41(24.8)
Moderate 97(58.8)
Poor 27(16.4)
Job Yes 80(48.5)
No 85(51.5)
Number of 241+ .86
children 1 13( 7.9)
2 90(54.5)
3 or more 62(37.6)
Menopause Yes 49(29.7)
No 116(70.3)

Aztwela A A17H A2E, 2005

o] 33.9%% etk AAdEE gt F 58.8%7)
‘A ek SHsilen (Srbeta S ot
7} 24.8%% TS 2|5 Th

A4 Asle] sl A 48.5%010em AUgE
Ayt 24180 = 29l A7t 545%= 7P wokth
ARE AP & WAt 70.3%% A8 B9
BH29.7%) 5t B e AoR ERTIKTable 1>

s

2. 7I&7|s, AlotEEH, 2AZZ2 Yot FaH
4

At 71571 AR HE 6.252 $3F Fold
o zlolEFiRe 29.0602 et e Ax
= 39.82%1em, A A7LEE Hek 3.46%0E A
o] 7ARE ‘FdeltbEta ket dbdRE 1.8%, Wl9-
) 7.9%, ‘FT¥ 40.0%, ‘1A 227F 43.0%, U
mryels Prhek g dA e 7.3%%H<Table 2>

<Table 2> The level of family function, self—

esteem, loneliness and subjective
health status (N=165)
M=£SD or Possible Observed
n(%) range range

Family function 6.25£2.05 0-10 0-10

Self-esteem 29.06£3.54 10-50  21-39
Loneliness 39.8217.92  20-80 21-70
Subjective health status 3.46% .82 1- 5 1-5

Excellent 3(1.8)

Very good 13( 7.9)

Good 66(40.0)

Fair 71(43.0)

Poor 12( 7.3)

3. YUk SNl ute FEE AL

g Ate] AwkA B4l mE FiA A7 e 8
(F=5.894, p=.003)} A dEl(F=3.276, p=
0400l wet Fojgk ztolg: YERSITE AMERE A
B, FZF olste THEE I gdAES aFolu diE
ool S JH adRERY 3 7 E
2 AR vehston] Ao HAGHE F&

A VS AAGHE vt $Ee oAt
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<Table 3> Subjective health status according
to general characteristics (N=165)
M£SD torF p
Agel(year)
40-49 3.39+ .83 -1.664 .098
50-59 3.61+ .78
Religion
Protestant 340+ 91
Catholic 3.25%+ .72 1.016 .387
Buddhism 3.59+ .80
Other 3.54% .73
Education
Below middle school 3.86% .64
High school 3.34%+ .84 5894 D03+
Above college 3.36% .82
Economic status
Good 3.27+ .76
Moderate 3.45% .82 3276 040¢
Poor 3.78+ .80
Job
Yes 3.38% .79 1.370 173
No 3.55% .84
Number of children
1 3.54+ .78 _
2 333+ 85 20 083
3 or more 3.63+ .73
Menopause
Yes 3.63t .70 -1.773 078
No 3.39%+ .85
#xp< 01, #p< .05
e T AgabEll GRS mIAE frolg v
o =

<Table 4> The variables
health status

aolet 9are

5 dotry] 93 AolEFit, S, dES
YR Mg 43 2elEFTHBE=-.069, p=.001)%F
H A= B2 UE}
olol 3l Amee 14.5%0]A K Table 4>.

influencing on subject

(N=165)

Subject health status

RZ

B Beta F p
Self-esteem -.069 -.299 .00
Family function 003 .008 .145 9.126 927
Loneliness .013 127 181
#p< 01
V. = 9

Qe S B9 el Al Aokes

7 2 92 9o] A AZSEe ojufdl gk nlx|
A SotE 7] 93 A= ATk
AT gdES] 771 AEE 6.

Lo 7ETIsE YERIEY AoFNls oteR &
Chung(1990)¢] A7-elA YEhd 5703 ALsAls
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- Abstract -

The Effects of Family Function,
Self-esteem, and Loneliness on
Subjective Health Status in
Middle-aged Women

Kim, Kye-Ha*Kim, Hyun-Sook*
Park, Kyung—-Sook*

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to
examine the effects of family function,
self-esteem, and loneliness on subjective health
status in  middle-aged women. Methods: A
five-item family APGAR was used to measure
family function. Self-esteem was measured by
the Rosenberg's Self-esteem scale, and the level
of loneliness was measured using RULS.
One-item was used to Investigate subjective
health status. Result: In this study, the level
of family function was moderate. The mean
score of self-esteem was 29.06, and subjects
revealed moderate loneliness. Subjects rated
their  health status as ‘fair’. There were
differences in subjective health status according
to education and economic status. Through
multiple regression, it was found that
self-esteem was a variable predicting subjective
middle-aged

health status in women.

Conclusion:  Facilitating  self-esteem  of  the
middle-aged women can be one of the important
nursing interventions in maintaining subjective

health status as good.

Key words : Middle—aged women, Family
function, Self-esteem,
Loneliness, Subjective health

* Doctoral Student, College of Nursing Science, Ewha
Womans University
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