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o ] ojAe] 983} AEtEmste] WA FRIAUste] vi/iE @

42 JAE s 3lan(Wilson, Weedin, OLeary, £ AR AgPAToN F2 thFoin el oA

Hansen, Carter, & Craig, 2014), o] Xk A 2ol BAE do] AE AelA dd BAE vt

I} #AAe] WEE Jor HEUNEE ] 34 °§?"§ g, o]& sdsly] 3 FAHE wlE gavt

= 7HusE AR Busa lth(Faria, Grieco, A= AAREE 3

& Barros, 2012). Tao, Coates® Maycock (2012) SElvels b9 A8H9 AAA Foo] vl S5

2 AAR oz lzle] 7hEst o Adel s del o4 o Ao agle] =2 ¥EE a7 98 20061FH

ATFASA 543 X857 wE AEHA A UFEAAAY S B9, B2 E 189 4%E &

Tt feedl BeS HusluA dlew <3 A% S et 2k Adal eyt 2017d 1089 ¢

ARl 58 dart &S AXRBKAAL, Wilson o AlsHe 7 70@—545}0“ ol2xlth. e 71E A

5(2014)& AZENEFTr} ANkA] A 7A] 4 Aldzte] Bl A, AE 9 A55al AT 5oE

IS Z F JE F93 2009 1F Tl ek X 3 s A ?\—EF: el B} Aol 2eb

FoA el ofgo] Q1A ek AENER Hret 4 (Kwak, 2017), BA4E W] GAAlEY] 74

g gold gt & 7 Favt &S AAEITh A& 0}74] H& o]EglE JeE o3| At o
27k el oig A, HE oldlet YA = T 99 dAE S A A} o] FAR|A] Kat

HojF= A7 wAle] Hdo] oS AT 2 2 Aok g Wl didAE A AR dEe d

Az, A7, AF6] AJAAR] W BAR(Lotfi, Zared, 5 7o Aut RER o R Algsta s AFelA

& Samavi, 2015) AENEE dTFE VA= Y o EAE f A A RS A 71 2ATF

gt 891 ¥ shtol™ (Greeff & Malherbe, 2001), i 7F s7EY
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< 9ulghs Ao, oe EAlE A U EE o AL wgel tigh 7122 E AlFstaat gt

A sted BAIZES 735 7'7%7]7} A &3 Yozt

F7A el A#HE 2 4 rh(Faria, Grieco, 2. A7 =5

& Barros, 2012). Z#ER delog olg Jy

o] Wsl H=g APl FEIU nAe 234 EATE Wl oS gider 3 dEuEe

Hals #Agsly] 3 wyo] aqHT) ofe] A ERIstaL o] TANA FEUze] v
33, FANE 5o dAAEHE} slelERle ZRE ERIsturr goln, FAAHA BHEe tgd

e HAE Wl Al fdEE A Edg=

W3t Ales 5o Ang od vehd & e B8 « AR, gt ARk 43 98, FREEs g

TAL Wl tig tlx 5 AnkEel 1A el AENET Y=g ettt

et 2A7 F5EEA 2AE 2@t ch(Hwang, o B4, IR dRby B4 wE S5, BRI
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olom, el Frof sko] AL A7) L8l 213 Uz v 8-S gRlgict
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gk A 1 ool At vt 204 ~444] o4, L&
g, dA, oA B 85 el delE ekt By
(378 B AT S A A4, dd ol
o the Age] gle AN, AgaA A v
A Sk At AlelE dele] €le] 4

1 ¥E371E G*power 3.10 program=
01%'5‘}04 01? -‘?"“Oﬂ ’\]"9- %74]“4 747&3“401] upe} 4k

significance level (a) 0.05, power (I—ﬁ) 80%.,
medium effect size (£) 0.152 Fi $-&3} Z&W
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WA oz Wolgels JeE Fdke A it

W HEFeR FAH . FRIERE SHY=T

= 72 &4 Likert 538 HEE o] &3 om, A7t

ESTE B LRI 55S @t (1=49 1%
A o

A Frh~5=nj]-%- 1‘%5}). Lee (1998)2] At
=79 AF %= Cronbach’s a #k .88, ¥ A7Lol| A
WESIPel=3

Fll‘ O ot

Ao M Snyder (1979)7} vk A== 7
3t Marital satisfaction inventory (MSI)<} =1 7}
Q1 Marital satisfaction inventory-Revised
(MSI-R, 1991 & 7|22 $Eve} F5E9] 450

=5 #Hrkslr] 98l Kwon® Chae (1999)7F 73 1.
gt = AEREE HAAHK-MSDE AH-sksit.
B E7e 2L godt g9oz ajig W,

% ojd gl

42 £ 9 o

g8, %%/‘VJ A&, ZM"
1

4 AER| & 1009 AL oA 2,
N9l S 0] 99 B AEs 2o B
)5k @ le AA WEES Zgehe JE(
W B ), AEARY ARG BUEe 2
Hoke AEE TPt B ATdNE AEAgd o)
g ANAL BRI LS FeFE AR A
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Cronbach’s a 3 .930|03, ¥ A= 928 &
o5t
5. 24 g
F39 28 SPSS WIN 23.0%
A Agetdon B4 uhye vy EE}.
o thgRte] UukA By -8 RRIUZ 2 Asn
EL AR 7|EEAE B4
o gkl dukE EAo] M & FRIUz 2
AENEE Fret I ato] 4L t-test9 ANOVA
2 Sheffee® 215191

woje] AN FRALL) )& 0

o R S8, FRIEY 9 AEErele] @A
= 9o g A4 (pearson’s correlation coefficients)
2 A

Adxte] 983 AEnErele] PAA BRI
Fho] vl milERNE T3l (stepwise multiple
43t BaronZ} Kenny (1986)<]
A2 o]gate] A3t

regression) S &
3A miEs} HE %

B ATodAte dukd B2 Table 17+ 2t of
A7 ARE u9d Az} FRke] 7)Ee] H& 354
olol T07(42.4%), 35M mEkel Z$7E 954
(57.6%)°1Att. wl-%-Ake] 749 354] olde] 951
(57.6%), 109 (42.4%) 2.2 2 =T Addo] gle
7397t 859 (51.5%), Asdel U= A$7F 803
(48.5%)°19eH, Fu7t sle A-57t 93%(56.4%)
oItk A7t = ALt 27 (16.4%), A7t 9l
= 735971 1388 (83.6%) 01 em, U A& & 4t
S A3 AT 297 (17.6%) ©131H

AR AlsTAE ATl 89H(53.9%), Aels
o] 767 (46.1%) 012, ¥l i]ﬁoﬂ EH?‘?P ﬁxﬂ*—i

o Al rﬂ?‘é} %0% 7&6}711 wﬂ: oTﬂ 707

T2 wE 4571 8219(49.7%) 0l

e A7) 1144

8L A Ak

7397} 131%(79.4%) 0.7 A AT el x| 8o

gk HHTXH =t A=522 397t 827(49.7%),
(

2240l 4971 189 (10.9%) 1A tH Table 1).
2. CHaXte 22, FRIILU 9 As0Eg
e

vl oJyo] &
A 1.51+.324, A5EY 08-60%14 30.26%6.48
Aoz Yehgth CES-D A9 1633 254 7152
2 BY8 A3 168~244 Alolel f89%-252 26

AmE JENe 09~34 Aol
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Subjects (N=165)
Characteristics n(%)

Self <35 95(57.6)
Age »35 70(42.4)
Spouse <35 0(42 4)
»35 95(57.6)
Yes 80(48.5)
Job No 85(51.5)
Religion Yes 72(43.6)
No 93(56.4)
) Yes 27(16.4)
Child No 138(83 6)
Current State of Intra Uterine Insemination 89(63.9)
Infertility treatment In Vitro Fertilization 76(46.1)
Abortion experience after pregnancy with Yes 29(17.6)
infertility treatment No 136(82 4)
Severe 88(53.3)
Economy burden on infertility treatments Moderate 69(41.8)
Mild 8(4.8)
) ) ) Severe 70(42.4)
ls\rnezitaynsy high risk Moderate 82(49.7)
Mild 13(7.9)
Severe 114(69.1)
Burden on pregnancy Moderate 46(27.9)
Mild 5(3.0)
. Severe 131(79.4)
Important of the child Moderate 34(20 6)
Active 118(71.5)
Self Medium 45(27.3)
Attitude about infertility Passive 2(1.2)
treatments Active 82(49.7)
Spouse Medium 65(39.4)
Passive 18(10.9)

W(15.8%), 253 oo g U525 AHES 139
8 (84.2%) 01300}, FRUA Ao dEntses 7t
Zt el 1-elM 53 Ateldlld 3.50+.567,
3.74+ 6535 22 ZAEITHTable 2).

28 Ar= EH/\LX]—S’/] Quld EXo] w2 g3k 2}
o7t ik, FRAUR P wipAke] Aol 354
FIEEQL 7 8541 ol d ity id%‘z% =7k felabl

100

88 T it 7ol e AelM At A 'd"] 9}%
[e]

ASac A0 Ak felsb i;cm

379 Blmrt 4349 Ao FEA Agut f

& EUTHE=5.467, p=.005)(Table 3).
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Table 2. Depression, Intimacy, and Marital Satisfaction of Subjects (N=165)
Range of Scale Range of Score MeantSD n(%)

Depression 0~3 1.61+£.32
0~60 30.26+6.48

0~15 (no depression) 0(0.0)

16~24 (probable depression) 26(15.8)

25~60 (definite depression) 139(84.2)
Intimacy 1~5 3.50+.56
Marital satisfaction 1~5 3.74£.65

Table 3. Depression, Intimacy, and Marital Satisfaction according to General Characteristics

(N=16b)
Characteristics Depression Intimacy Marital satisfaction
MeantSD t/F (p) MeantSD t/F (p) Mean+SD t/F (p)
Self <35 1.561+.35 -.081 3.52+.60 .699 3.74+.69 AN
Age )35 1.61+.28 (.936) 3.46+.52 (.486) 3.73t.60 (.912)
Spouse <35 1.49+33 -69 3.60+59 2087 3.81+.63 1.187
35 1.62+.31 (.488) 3.42+564 (.038) 3.687+.66 (.237)
Job Yes 1.46+.30 -1.978 3.53+.56 .909 3.77+.62 724
No 1.66+.33 (.0650) 3.4b+.57 (.364) 3.70+.68 (.470)
Religion Yes 1.63+.36 .865 3.41+56 -1649 3.66+.73 -1.239
No 1.49+29 (.388) 3.66+.66 (.101) 3.79+.59 (.217)
Child Yes 1.66+.28 .868 3.30+61 -2.020 3.65+.79 -.705
No 1.650+.33 (.386) 3.54+.57 (.045) 3.75+.62 (.475)
Current State of ur’ 1.49+.31 1.069 3.653t56 -1.061 3.81+.69 -1.901
Infertility treatment IVF' 1.65+.34 (.291) 3.43+568 (.295) 3.60+.69 (.059)
Abortion experience after pregnancy Yes 1.54+.41 575 3.29+b5 -2.158 3.56+.82 -1.604
with infertility treatment No 1.650+.30 (.666) 3.64+566 (.032) 3.77x.61 (111
) - Severe 1.54+36 1.826 3.41+563* 3.963 3.63+.66° 4.952
Economy burden on infertility Moderate ~ 1.48+.27 (164) 355:59 (021) 3.80£57 (.008)
treatments
Mild 1.34+.16 3.96+.54° alb 4.32+.85P alb
) ) ) Severe 1.63+.33 1.239 3.46%.62 .884 3.66+.68 2576
Anxiety on high risk Moderate 15131 (.292) 3.49+53 (415) 3.74+59 (.079)
pregnancy
Mild 1.38+.26 3.69+.45 4.11+.79
Severe 1.63+.35 .933 3.62+57 1.010 3.69+.66 1.382
Burden on pregnancy Moderate  1.47+.23 (.395) 3.47+55 (.367) 3.80+.62 (.254)
Mild 1.38+.23 3.16+.56 4.14+ .58
Important of the child Severe 1.62+.32 172 3.47+59 -1.148 3.69+.66 -1.711
Moderate  1.47+£.32 (.441) 3.60+47 (.2563) 3.91+60 (.089)
Active 1.68+.41 .933 3.66+.69 1.010 3.72+.67 1.382
Self Medium 1.61+.29 (.395) 3.4b+57 (.367) 3.69+.66 (.2564)
Attitude about Passive 1.47+.34 3.48+.49 3.80+.62
infertility treatments Active 1.48+.28 1.434 3.60+.564*° 4.113 3.87+.65* 5.467
Spouse Medium 1.66+.33 (.241) 3.45+x564 (.018) 3.68+.54 (.005)
Passive 1.51+.41 3.20+.66° ab 3.34+.86° ab

‘IUl=Intra Uterine Insemination, " IVF=In Vitro Fertilization
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Table 4. Correlation between Depression, Intimacy, and Marital Satisfaction

13)2] 7324 AllS

(N=165)

Depression Intimacy Marital Satisfaction
r (p) r (p)
Depression 1 -.183(.001) -.361(£.001)
Intimacy 1 .637(€.001)

Marital Satisfaction

1

Table 5. Mediating Effect of Intimacy in the Relationship between Infertility Stress, Depression,

and Marital Satisfaction (N=16b)
Independent
Model ~ Dependent (mediation) B S.E. B t (p)
variable \
variable
Intimac Constant 3.987 .209 19.064(.001)
1 v Depression -.322 135 -.183 -2.379(.019)
F=5.660(.019), adj.R?*=.028, VIF=1.000, Durbin-Watson=1.868
Marital Constant 4.848 229 21.189(€.001)
Depression satisfaction Depression -.731 148 -.361 -4.946(£.001)
b F=24.467({.001), adj.R?=.125, VIF=1.000, Durbin-Watson=1.963
, Constant 2.131 323 6.605(¢.001)
Marital ;
X : Depression -.5612 118 -.263 -4.340(.001)
3 satisfaction -
Intimacy .681 .067 591 10.133(£.001)
F=71.205({.001), adj.R*=.461, VIF=1.035, Durbin-Watson=2.115
4. 92, PR 9 HEETele| ARiEH| 20002 p> 058 3te] 271236l Agehdr)

F9 W ARIAE B3 A Wl ojAde]
$-go RRANIH(r=-.183, p(.001)F BEUEL
(r=-.361, p€.001)% F-A3AHA7}, TR
AENEE(r=.637, p.001)<} FA3AAA e
Ao = ALK Table 4)

5. 23} ZEUFTole| AN FREIUZ

o| of7iE ot

&I AENEE] FAA FRFIEZ] wiE
IE A A T A)dad s6s 1
9 vEFddes AES 23, ApIdEd g
Durbin-waston®5= 1.868-2.1152 20l 71719
E34olen, EYPHTE 1t T el Aee
(Variance Inflation Factor) 1.000-1.035% 10¥]
To 2 tEFdde] gle AeR Uittt ate] &

TS AR 23 Kolmogorov-Smirnove] D=

102

946, p<.001). XEzte] 4
S317] 91ek A AT,
AA7e Gk 591§
Aoz folaltt=10.133, p(.001). Al Mz &
AlolA $-g2] Gakol 25302 F WAl ©A9] - 361
Hr} ol &3} AL olo]l FAOA FUzte

BEu gyt EAshs AR Uelgom (t=-4.340,
p(.001), B|AEAe] AL 46.1%°]1%HFigure

D).
V.= 2

2 AT be) ol $5E FUe 0~37e

A 151408 REgAES G2 vel 4L )
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Figure 1. Mediating Effect of Marital Intimacy in the Relationship between Depression and

Marital Satisfaction
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Nl —’F‘%O]‘}i‘ﬂr £ ATolA AMHE 24 C:[L CES-D
& A= AR mEd, §Y5-E50] 15.8%,
% FHEC] 84.2%¢ Y= Ao Jeht
ATl Fedgh bl A9 & F=rt #A T2
2 255 ¢ F J9Uuh o= Lakatos, Szigeti,
Ujma, Sexty$} Balog (2017)4 ¢ 49 ¢
Aot Addale] 7Fsd g 52 A= Bl =
o} old] gk #AF Tt G etk 47, Hwang
(2013)0l|A B2AYA &S v Ul of o] 94%7} <
A o] B gk &5 Adstn 3l

= BE3E AAs= AFeltt. meh |l tiidrEel
d] XzHgo s Qg AAA-AAA e I
oA AR, Ak} 1SS 23 okl AL &
o Eollx] Ak AEAA ool 7IQle A3
=

tlo

o] & 4 9tk(Hwang, 2013). 18 E2E o] #
AE7FES WHO (2002)°14 #|A18k nfe} o]
gzt AElA oEeS Azl o5 AEH

1 [ ko ol

A ZRe) Bl i AS ApAck Btk 3,
Q) Ak AR By, AR Fol o277 vl o

A9l Aol gA BAle] B NS weln, AU
A Bl A thdAe] BAZ 2716 Zohfe] of
2 d2a7] 99 FA AeE wilslelof sl

2 A7eld AdEnEe Jdme Al 15 ~53

o

-

2o e ole TY3
E:r%_’— ’\F%‘a}oi Ei‘ﬁ*—l‘%% AlFA del oA
AEREs Y58 218 Kim, Park® Nam (2016)
3} du|EoAde] HAEUEE HEE 2ARE Youn
(2012)3 ARG olt), Wi, o] Ak g &
o] 2he] Ho] fhadtm #AY ®sht =EmEEHA
WehK(Greil, Slauson-Blevins, & McQuillan, 2010),
ANEAQl Ao gk BEE A3HE siATho] A
dalo] 7hsgh g Hg) AEErrt U3s By
gk Tao, Coates®t Maycock (2012)¢] ¥ tha
éﬂro]r/}. I3 3 oo ATV Hre} F
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rt

[e} hal
S
#3899 5 g 801 neld el ¥40] B
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219 AFT A BE AF To A M)
AleT FAS AAH Fo] od=e vl old g
ZARarde A5A A w=FHo] 2T} B
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@ Al Bt AFA A9 e A0 Vet
3, #30) @ AFAeR el B4 AAE 9d

Yok RRENY dIAE % ADAA PES 5
HY A ARAge A a5 239 9%
3449 2

= a9 4 ol Adel v A5
o} Aefarslel] AAE Bl B ATAIEE delS
oFgolt= 9le] Q1o we o A, A pE
A A9 MBI 28 5 U AT, Bl
of el SHAeE ANFoEA TP At B
SEEEEREBESEELEEES BRSS!

Z}%QE(Karimi Hasani, Soltani, Dalvand, &
Zohdi, 2012), F'dzte] ¥ JALS 233t +

o] BAS} ake] WHel|7bA] FFele Fa3 Hele %
HLee & Monn, 2000) & ATellA] Tl oJAde]
A AEE A9 18 ~58 Aol 3.744
or FUY =FE ARSSl deloR AgEl 4
o] FRAUZNS A8 Kim, Park® Nam (2016)<]
3.508 3 fARE el o= FellAl 2hd s 2t

A Fake BAE $Re] AH S $gH0E o

rN

o

3Fe+S B 13k Faria, Grieco®} Barros (2012)9} ‘jr
4 T 239l 3, il A} X5yl B
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ABSTRACT

Mediator Effect of Marital Intimacy on the Relationship between
Depression and Marital Satisfaction of Infertile women”

Kim, Miok (Assistant Professor, Dankook University College of Nursing)
Kim, Hee Sun (Assistant Professor, Chonbuk National University College of Nursing)

Purpose: This study the mediating effects of marital intimacy the relationship between
depression and marital satisfaction of infertile women. Methods: 165 infertile women
visiting a hospital in Gyeonggi-do and Busan, Korea from January 2016 to April 2016. The
data was analyzed the SPSS WIN 22.0 program. Results: Depression, marital satisfaction,
and marital intimacy averaged 1.51+.32 (range of scale 0~3), 3.50+.56 (range of scale
1~5), and 3.74+.65 (range of scale 1~5), respectively. Depression had a negative
correlation with marital satisfaction (r=-.361, p{.001) and marital intimacy(r=-.183,
pC.001). Marital intimacy also had a positive correlation with marital satisfaction (r=.637,
p.001). Marital intimacy partial mediating effects between depression and marital
satisfaction (B=.591, p¢.001). Conclusion: the intimacy of couple can alleviate the causal
consequences that lead to a decrease in the marital satisfaction due to depression.
Therefore, healthcare providers for infertile women should screen depressed women and help
support infertile women from negative values for marriage depression. In addition, it is
necessary to include interventions for maintaining and enhancing the intimacy of couples

during infertility treatment.
Key words : Infertile women, Marital intimacy, Depression, Marital satisfaction
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