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Actor and Partner Effect of Self Efficacy, Marital Adjustment, and Family Support on Yangsaeng
in Infertile Couples
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to examine the actor and partner effects of self efficacy, marital adjustment and family support
on Yangseang in infertile couples using the actor-partner interdependence model. Methods: The participants were 108 infertile couples.
Data were collected using the Yangsaeng Scale, Infertility Self Efficacy Scale, Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale, and Perceived Social
Support Scale from March to April in 2016. The Actor-Partner Interdependence Model was used to analyze the actor and partner effects
of self-efficacy, marital adjustment and family support on Yangsaeng. Results: The fit indices for the model were Comparative Fit Index
(CFI) = 0.99, Normed Fit Index (NFI) = 0.99, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.90, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
= 0.01, which met the criteria. We found that only self efficacy had an actor effect on Yangsaeng. Marital adjustment and family
support of infertile husbands had an actor effect on the Yangsaeng. In addition, marital adjustment showed an interaction effect.
Conclusions: The findings of this study indicate that the level of Yangseang in infertile couples was positively associated with the levels
of self efficacy and martial adjustment. Partner effects may be hidden due to much stronger actor effects on Yangseang.

Key Words: Infertility, Marital adjustment, Self efficacy, Family support
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Table 1. General and Infertility related Characteristics of Study Participants. (N=216)
L ) Wife (n=108) Husband (n=108) )
Characteristics Categories n(%) n(%) X p
<35 44 (30.7) 28 (25.2)
Age (1) >35 64 (593) 80 (748) >4 16
) <College 15 (13.9) 13 (12.0)
Educational level > College 93 (86.1) 95 (880) 0.16 685
Unemployed 36 (333) 2 (19
Employment status Employed 72 (667) 106 (98.1) 36.92 <.001
. No 48 (444) 49 (454)
e Yes 60 (56) 59 (546) 002 81
) ) <200 11 (5.1)
(Fjr:?r‘lyw Org%gth}lév\'gcome 200-500 115 (532)
' >500 90 (41.7)
) ) <3 84 (389)
Marital period (yr) =3 132 61.1)
- ) <2 96 (44.4)
Infertility treatment period (yr) =) 120 (55.6)
Number of experienced infertility <2 142 (65.7)
treatment =2 74 (343)
Unknown 110 (50.9)
Infertility cause Female factor 41 (19.0)
y Male factor 24 (11.1)

Both 41 (19.0)
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Table 2. Difference in Variables between Wife and Husband. (N=216)
) Wife(N=108) Husband(N=108)
Variables MSD M£SD t D
Yangsaeng 94.60+10.50 97.85+11.60 -2.16 031
Marital Adjustment 51454812 5191+7.59 -042 672
Family Support 51.56%7.50 5147+7.04 0.08 933
Infertility Self-Efficacy 90.97+20.13 102.04+20.36 -4.02 <.001
M=mean, SD=standard deviation
Table 3. Correlation of Variables among Wife and Husband. (N=216)
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Yangsaeng
, 2. Marital Adjustment 19%
Wif
e 3. Family Support 21% A0**
4. Infertility Self-Efficacy A6 207 30
5. Yangsaeng 20% 5O** D5** D3
Husband 6. Marital Adjustment 20* 55e 24% 22 5
7. Family Support 09 12 03 -21 307 35%
8. Infertility Self-Efficacy a A5 59 ~25 35 36 427
*p <05, ** p <001
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Figure 1. Effects of wives’ and husbands’ self-efficacy, marital adjustment, and family support on Yangsaeng.

St B W ISR Helat wee] el ]
2= A7) et A sletetast shgict
2 Aol oJulols A ETRE SO Auln, deln
5o} APl aisgto] £elo] dRlglolls Al anh YR,
al <o) 271 E el AtigEae Qloch ol welielat
HHo A7 asge] EQloAle 9% viFee vttt o]
T SRSt 3 PRSP flot A9 vl
FEA Folge] Aol FFE wixle 2
ok Kim (8], 1=2lo] oPAIRigle]l eks wixle aclg At
Park 5{12]9] lytdtel dAshH, o/ dtle] Pyl g
kS u|x]= 9918 178t Parkk S{11]9] APME A7 ES
@01 AR AZAre H AoRES A YR uifE
A ]9l Haoe SIS Bt Qlrk E3E & dtellM
Qire] RRAS o} sl A o] Pl 2]
At QUL FEASE] Aoz Heluh HHolA MR
AT AL Qolek ol AR ATl vl 82y F
eAFS R RIS oSl dis) et Kim (9]
o) Aol ALBlA AA7} PPl B 1A 2R
WS BUBIATL QJAIGH o) ARSI s A
3} Kim¥} Song [30]2] A7+=
ZRYSel Fagde Bk vt 9l

=
Peterson 5 16| FHA]S] 22 YR w7} RREASE 9L,

Zlolck
ol A 7| gt 9l
L%‘ibﬂr ols FRARTE AR FEE mIAAL A
S Hargh Aeda1621,2230] 2F o2 A3Rlg], o]
o] Zpo]& ofsfErt & A7) g WS A=
Ao, FIHE L 0 oq) Byjale So] B 7hdS 43
sh, o] AEFAR o8 REYAE £E3#]aL, Yo} AF
3] w7he Asitta A A Qs 17-22). o]2fst ofle:
7 e A o Sl Hls)
AZoA G FA gFod] WA HaL ol gl &
Lo LERd o8 AT,
4‘% ;“Hﬁ}@l ‘E&%‘ﬂ%% X134

l‘l‘ﬂ

9]
Sx S B /\Egﬂ

EU A S WA 9] o)

ﬁ
m, T
rlo
~
0.
B
=~
o
o|\
2
S
oL



(&)
o
ofn
>
™

Il
i
re
-
N
N
2
I
=
o)

)
HRASEES o 4 gl Zeglo] Hasith B AT
AgA|ofe] dIAElolA HRE YHe UeRE giow 1

S}
o HUTFE o= 7 Aotoln, P Ft 2

N
©
of
ot
o
=2
)
o
:
N
N
=)
R
rr
ox
@,
i
e o
O
=)
LAY
]
1o
lo

AT B A EEg FRASE 0 S}
eS| QP BRI A S el EkE SIS
Sfsto] ABTALE BAPRS H83l0] BBk 242
7 wole] Qpgpsle] A7 1Ept 9]

S0} 713|271 ele] PRSI A

P&} I, i e] BRASEL A2 5 A} 9]
ek olefet AT IR re] PYTRIYL A A Az

13t AldER= Aol 7| ZARE AR

ORCID

Kim, Ju Hee https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6586-7244
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0896-654X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9377-2784

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8787-2693

Park, Hanjong
Shin, Hye Sook
Han, Su Kyung

REFERENCES

1. Berek JS, Novak E. Berek & Novak’s gynecology. 15th ed. Philadelphia:
Wolters Kluwer Health/Lippincott Williams & Wilkins; 2012. pp.59-65.

2. Boivin J, Bunting, Collins JA, Nygren KG. International estimates of
infertility prevalence and treatment-seeking: potential need and demand
for infertility medical care. Human Reproduction. 2007;22(6):1506-1512.
http://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/dem046

3. Kim SK et al. 2012 National survey on fertility, family health & welfare.
Seool (KOR): Korea Institute for Health and Social Affairs; 2012. Report
No.: 2012-54.

10.

11

12.

13.

14.

17.

18.

19.

20.

=
7D|T

o

OIS - LB - 5147

. Moerbeek H, Niehof A, van Ophem J. Changing families and their

lifestyles. Ist ed. Netherlands: Wageningen Academic Publishers; 2007.
pp. 1-340.

. Homan GF, Davies M, Norman R. The impact of lifestyle factors on

reproductive performance in the general population and those
undergoing infertility treatment: a review. Human Reproduction Update.
2007;13(3):209-223. http://doi.org/10.1093/humupd/dml056

. Khosrorad T, Dolatian M, Riazi H, Mahmoodi Z, Alavimajd H, Shahsavari

S, et al. Comparison of lifestyle in fertile and infertile couples in
Kermanshah during 2013. Iranian Journal of Reproductive Medicine.
2015;13(9):549-556.

. Anderson K, Nisenblat V, Norman R. Lifestyle factors in people secking

infertility treatment —a review. Australian and New Zealand Journal
of Obstetrics and Gynaecology. 2010;50(1):8-20. http://doi.org/10.1111/
§.1479-828X.2009.01119.x

. Yi §J, Kim AK. Factors influencing Yangsaeng in middle aged women.

Journal of Korean Academy of Fundamentals of Nursing. 2014;
21(1):39-30.

. Kim SK, Choi HW, Woo WH. A prediction model on Korean medicine

health promotion behavior in the late adulthood-elderly. Journal of
Society of Preventive Korean Medicine. 2015;19(2):1-12.

Kim AJ. Development of a tool in measuring Yangseng. Journal of
Korean Academy of Nursing. 2004;34(5):729-738.

Park YS, Lee HY, Kwon Y. Validation of a path model on elderly
women’s Yangsaeng (Yangsaeng; traditional oriental health promotion).
Journal of Korean Academy of Community Health Nursing. 2011;
22(3):325-332.

Park YS, Seo DS, Kwon Y. Factors influencing Yangsaeng in elders
(Yangsaeng; traditional oriental health promotion). Journal of Korean
Academy of Nursing. 2011;41(1):72-79.

Kim AK. Yangsaeng and health related quality of life (HRQOL) in
middle-aged women. Korean Journal of Women Health Nursing.
2010;16(3):297-306. http://doi.org/10.4069/kjwhn.2010.16.3.297

Shin S, Kim JH, Jung D. Traditional Yangsaeng oriental health promotion
in patients with cardiovascular disease. International Nursing Review.
2015;:62(3):312-320. http://doi.org/10.1111/inr.12187

. Greil AL. Infertility and psychological distress: a critical review of the

literature. Social Science & Medicine. 1997:45(11):1679-1704. http://doi.org/
10.1016/50277-9536(97)00102-0

. Peterson BD, Newton CR, Rosen KH. Examining congruence between

partners’ perceived infertility-related stress and its relationship to marital
adjustment and depression in infertile couples. Family Process.
2003;42(1):59-70. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2003.00059.x
Chachamovich JLR, Chachamovich, E, Ezer H, Cordova FP, Fleck MMP,
Knauth DR, et al. Psychological distress as predictor of quality of life
in men experiencing infertility: a cross-sectional survey. Reproductive
Health. 2010;7(3):1-9. http://doi.org/10.1186/1742-4755-7-3
Chachamovich JR, Chachamovich E, Zachia S, Knauth D, Passos EP.
What variables predict generic and health- related quality of life in
a sample of Brazilian women experiencing infertility? Human
Reproduction. 2007:22(7):1946-1952. http://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/dem080
Kim JH, Shin HS. A structural model for quality of life of infertile
women. Journal of Korean Academy of Nursing. 2013;43(3):312-320.
Valsangkar S, Bodhare T, Bele S, Sai S. An evaluation of the effect
of infertility on marital, sexual satisfaction indices and health-related



21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

quality of life in women. Journal of Human Reproductive Sciences.
2011;4(2):80-85. http://doi.org/10.4103/0974-1208.86088
Chachamovich ], Chachamovich E, Fleck MP, Cordova FP, Knauth
D, Passos E. Congruence of quality of life among infertile men and
women: findings from a couple-based study. Human Reproduction.
2009;24(9):2151-2157. http://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/dep177

Gameiro S, Moura-Ramos M, Canavarro M, Santos T, Dattilio F.
Congruence of the marital relationship during transition to parenthood:
A study with couples who conceived spontaneously or through assisted
reproductive technologies. Contemporary Family Therapy. 2011;33(2):
91-106. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-011-9153-7

Kenny DA. Models of non-independence in dyadic research. Journal
of Social and Personal Relationships. 1996;13(2): 279-294. http://doi.org/
10.1177/0265407596132007

Hair JF, Black WC, Babin B, Anderson RE, Tatham RL. Multivariate

data analysis. 6th ed. Upper Saddle River, NU: Pearson Prentice Hall;

2006. p. 217.
Cousineau TM, Green TC, Corsini EA, Barnard T, Seibring AR, Domar

5

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

| 22 2IRP7

Liol==o|

TSRO ol O|R[= APV |=Ret iyt

51

AD. Development and validation of the infertility self-efficacy scale.
Fertility and Sterility. 2006;85(6):1684-1696. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.
fertnstert.2005.10.077

Kim JH, Park HJ, Kim JH, Chung S, Hong HJ. Psychometric properties
of the Korean version of the infertility self-efficacy scale. Asian Nursing
Research. 2017;11(3):159-165. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.anr.2017.06.002
Spanier GB. Measuring dyadic adjustment: New scales for assessing
the quality of marriage and similar dyads. Journal of Marriage and
Family. 1976;38(1):15-28. http://doi.org/10.2307/350547

Choi SI. Revision dyadic adjustment scale: reliability and validity [Ko
Hwang Thesis]. Seoul: Kyung Hee University; 2004. pp. 97-114.
Cohen S, Hoberman HM. Positive events and social supports as buffers
of life change stress. Journal of Applied Social Psychology.
1983;13(2):99-125. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1983.tb02325.x
Kim JH, Song Y. Health promoting behavior in pregnant couples:
actor-partner interdependence model analysis. Journal of Korean Academy
of Nursing. 2017;47(4):467-475. http://doi.org/10.4040/jkan.2017.47.4.467





