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Purpose: this study was to develop and test the structural model that explains husband and wife compatibility and
family health of married middle-aged. A hypothetical model explaining husband and wife compatibility and family
health based on literature reviews. There were three theoretical variables and twelve observed variables in
hypothetical model. Methods: Data collection was carried out May through July 2005. Data were collected by
self-reporting questionnaires from 854 married middle-aged who lived in Seoul, Busan, Daegu, Kyungnam,
Kyungpook. Collected data was analyzed using SPSS/WIN 12.0 for descriptive statistics, Pearson Correlation
coefficient, and Kolmogorov-Smirnov analysis. Results: LISREL program was used to find the best fit normal which
assumes causal relationship among variables. This model was to be good fitting and parsimonious to measure
husband and wife compatibility and family health of married middle-aged. Conclusion: Differentiation of self and
husband and wife compatibility predicted level of family health. Therefore, a family health improvement program
needs to include these two variables.
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Fig. 1. Path diagram of the hypothetical model.
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects (N=854)
Husband (n=427) Wife (n=427) Total
Characteristics Categories
n % n % n %
Age(yrs) 40 - 44 46 10.8 100 234 146 17.1
45-49 194 45.4 271 63.5 465 54.4
50-54 166 389 52 12.2 218 25.6
55-59 21 49 4 9 25 29
Education < Middle school 32 7.5 56 13.1 88 10.3
High school 220 51.5 264 61.8 484 56.7
= College 175 41.0 107 25.1 282 33.0
Economic level Upper 104 244 104 244 208 24.4
Middle 289 67.7 289 67.7 578 67.6
Lower 34 8.0 34 8.0 68 8.0
Occupation Profession 99 232 55 12.9 154 18.0
Management 99 232 8 1.9 107 12.5
Office work 64 15.0 26 6.1 90 10.5
Production 36 8.4 39 9.1 75 8.8
Sales 38 8.9 40 9.4 78 9.1
Service 35 8.2 50 11.7 85 10.0
Housewife 0 0 173 40.5 173 20.3
Other or none 56 13.1 36 8.4 92 10.8
Religion Yes 211 49.4 289 67.7 500 58.5
No 216 50.6 138 323 354 415
Religion agreement Same 340 79.6 340 79.6 680 79.6
No same 87 204 87 20.4 174 20.4
Hobby agreement Same 191 44.7 191 44.7 382 44.7
No same 236 553 236 553 472 553
Type of marriage Love marriage 240 56.2 240 56.2 480 56.2
Match making 99 232 99 232 198 232
Compromised 88 20.6 88 20.6 176 20.6
Family type Nuclear family 342 80.1 342 80.1 684 80.1
Extended family 85 19.9 85 19.9 170 19.9
Number of family 3-4 302 70.7 302 70.7 604 70.7
=5 125 293 125 29.3 250 29.3

-646-



Table 2. Descriptive statistics of variables

A8l 5597 71E 4o 7

R

Kolmogorov-Smirnov

Variables M + SD Range Statistics »
Differentiation of self 109.50 £19.43 51-139 .095 .000
Cognitive function vs emotional function 21.90+4.41 7-28 172 .000
Ego integrity 16.34+3.07 8-22 174 .000
Family projection process 19.01 +4.44 6-24 173 .000
Emotional cutoff 18.10 + 3.89 6-24 146 .000
Family regression 34.07£6.19 13-44 182 .000
Husband and wife compatibility 247.78 £50.51 110-317 167 .000
Self compatibility 68.67 £ 13.61 29 -85 159 .000
Spouse compatibility 148.64 £31.65 46 - 195 .164 .000
Common compatibility 31.46 £ 6.05 13 -40 .196 .000
Family health 105.35+ 15.76 52-131 138 .000
Family self-concept 35.92+£5.60 20 - 44 155 .000
Family health care 33.96 £5.30 13 -46 124 .000
Physiologic function 22.65+3.16 11-28 130 .000
Role function 12.82+£3.02 4-16 174 .000
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Table 3. Parameter estimates of measurement model

Parameter estimates

Theoretical variables Measurement variables (SE) t-value SMC

Differentiation of self Cognitive function vs emotional function 1.00 1.00
Ego integrity 73(.03)* 24.58 .54
Family projection process 83(.03)* 29.65 .69
Emotional cutoff .86 (.03)* 31.10 74
Family regression 91 (.03)* 34.02 .82

Husband and wife Self compatibility 1.00 1.00

compatibility Spouse compatibility 99 (.01)* 95.16 97
Common compatibility 94 (.01)* 67.10 .89

Family health Family self-concept 1.00 1.00
Family health care .84 (.02)* 38.82 .70
Physiologic function .84 (.02)* 39.29 .70
Role function 92(.02)* 53.57 85

*p<.01 (t-value> =+ 2.58).

SE, standard error; SMC, squared multiple correlations for structural equations.

Table 4. Parameter estimates of theoretical model

. . . Parameter estimate
Endogenous variables Predictor variables (SE) t-value SMC
Family health Husband and wife compatibility 83(.04)* 18.81
Differentiation of self .12(.04)* 2.75 90
Husband and wife compatibility Differentiation of self 92(.03)* 33.37 .84

*p<.01 (t-value >+ 2.58).

SE, standard error; SMC, squared multiple correlations for structural equations.
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@#7} FRxsks dyshs FEE 84% T o4k
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Table S. Effects of predictor variables on endogenous variables in the model

Endogenous variables Predictor variables

Direct effect (t) Indirect effect (t) Total effect (t)

Family health
Differentiation of self

Husband and wife compatibility —Differentiation of self

Husband and wife compatibility

83 (18.81)* .83 (18.81)*
12(2.75)* 77 (16.64)* 89 (19.39)*
923337 92(33.37)"

*p<.01 (t-value >+ 2.58).
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ot ou] Q= BRolake] HAlA HAA A ¢l

=

ol A A= =4

Szo] e AR HHPATL Untshe] Rysts
4 olgomn RE gt A5ol} AEHAE Ho| 4
BAR] § BEY 5 dohs AL o 4 sl

ool ool 2 7o) ARG o EH4E
o] FAEAZE 9% of5 &7 st glo] & o
o) MR AEALE & L& WSl
z3o] 9eg tehict

web ZLEAR SwlA F17] 71E Aelo) 7hE
A7l GaEe VAL Fat 200 Kjorsle} 1
RAspt SIHgong AEAZ 22 A A
szl 7 B AR nAs aclsl BEx
sho} Aobrsl 458 F3A717] I3 FA0] 24
srojof & Ao Hof i}

R o
wrzsh 547 5 3700 ol 2ueR TAE T
o] o4 AobEshs ejamsol i, UAHSE R

=3}, 7h5% ol

Wt obRsl, REATR A4 o SWsTt 7152
e AEshe JEE 0%t

A, 971 71& 449 7157 9= vAl

E FaNpR FRzsie Aot sklEglen
2 o5 FAA7] A% A S Zeayel
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