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71 AEPAS Aol thgt Avgolx McCubbin} Patterrson
Y Aot 24 Al AFold AETIzE Aol (19832 FA€ *g%LAEEﬂi%H A7) Aol FFg v
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8 X 3= AL vgolo|thKim et al, 2005). thak A48 AbRE, a3 AFEE AR “w‘é}i Ak A7 A
oF 3ol FAMSE ulol]l 2ebH fEluete] vl Ak & 7SS A712 & BT 2 75S #Ystn HElE
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EHolof k= oz AE] Aol sl AEHAE =7t NEugl daxloj BAF Bus =BT Shin, 2003;
(Hopper, 2000; Shin, 2003). Alo}e] AFAEE 93 YU Wrbsky, 2000). ZHE 4ot AL 71EA Foa &
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o} 45 ag2] 71§17““ FEES FF UE & U8 B 28 JkEdu)el AR BAE sty 24T Fer)
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o 19 AAoPrIEe] AEHA

IAE AdAetHY AEdA SAHETE Mils, Funk$t
Calson(1993)e] &zl Mdd AotdFA g4 HRAEGA
L2R1&54 = 7-(Parental Stressor Scale:Neonatal Intensive Care
Unit=PSSNICU)E 4 B@sto] ARGsIgint /P22 26+
goz FAHE HEoht HAbE Uge B $4s 2
AT § 08T 3SR Y BE 03 o
o] et E 43408 ke 54 Ao, dAavt &4 E
AEHAAAFES 8L el B ATl AzE
Cronbach's 0=.88°13iT}

o =Ry
N A&ER F3Y

o

H7tst7] 48l Olson, Porth 9}
Lavee(1986)7F 7H'&dk =7-F Kim(1990)0] WQHsh 715444
7S Ao 53 HER 57t 5855 7154
£8o] &2 ouidh} B AFoMe AT Cronbach's o
=.890|%ith

it

o F-H-orpAF

K AALLE T 1970'd°] Bienvenu(Kim, J. H., 1998
of A&7t 70 Marital Communication Inventory%
Kim(1998)0] =4 Eehsh =72 Algalgon] & 20580
2, 44 Hxoln Ayvt 525F A830F -JAV\% 3t
v AE gusitt B A7 2 A= Cronbach's a=.859]
Ak

o L3 2A]
AHE)E A|A] ETE Chon(1999)°) 7Rt ETE & 1653
o= 53 i—]\:O]U:L AE57t 242 AHFA AXNAEI} &

£ Yudit}. B A o)A 2] AFE Cronbach's 0=.93°]ith

o JtE=UAZ

715U X172 Antonovsky 9t Sourani(1988)ef &l igE
Family Sense of Coherence Questionnaire(FSOCQ)E 474 X
gato] B AFelME & 283 AME3IGleoH, sA HrR
Ae7h &5 YA A w52 vt & 4
T-oflA 2] NEE Cronbach's a=.720]3lth

& 71Eojn]
7F59ml= Wrbsky(2000)oll 23 7i2€ Family Meaning
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Attribution Scale(FMAS)Z Shin(2003)0] H 3t 71&2)m| 7l
HEg olgstglon, ¥ n¥Fow, AE 1¥A odrk |
A o9 P E 4407 &= 43 Aol Al w5
S 4R uE FYHOE WokEelT UST Yulnich
Shin(2003)2] A-FellAd Cronbach's 0=78, & AT-o42] AF]
X Cronbach's 0=.76°]3]t}.
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NAEAEE FuY WEPEE vehle 2°0E Namd
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BT} Lee(1993)2) ATolA Cronbach's o=86°1%1T,
Aol 4 2] AF T Cronbach's =872tk

Az &4

1Y
B 717k 7t 35335
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(35.8%)°1ck YddaE= 394 70471xe HA=Z HT
1550401913, S48 Al A5 830golA 4450g7kK12] LR
Hat 2528.11g°10 Ttk AEAME Bl 58H(54.7%), SAol7t
48%8(45.3%)°1 1, EAF=AE AA 577(53.7%), A 399
(36 8%), AA|C)d 1078(9.4%)0]0Tk AlAJote] oJstd ztg
ul&ol 50H(47.2%), TE7]1A AE 12%8(11.3%), JFTA
@s& 11'5(104%), A8aA A& 107(9.4%), AAF - A
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7 30394, oiHUY dAFHLE 214004 4742 B HF
3039401303, ZEHEFEANME oA tE 74'H(69.8%),
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oA e] YL 3Algo] 3778(34.9%), AAY 2478(22.6%),
5 143(132%) 5 olAX, oWy 4L wjE Y A
7} 857(80.27%)°1 3 2.5 é#‘ﬂﬂw-& 101-2009H10] 44715
(41.5%)01%11, 201-3005H4°] 337F5(31.1%), 3019-golAt 23
7FS(21.7%), 100-9018) 7hEe) 6715(5.7%)°1 ek obH A
ol A% Fart e A7t 5978(55.7%), Ft Qe AS
7} 4778(44.3%)010 3, AMYY A5 Fuot e 5Tt 69
H(65.1%), Tt $iv BT 378034.9%)01% T AFEA =
o] Alel AFEa UAT (92715,86.8%), 2F<lel T
o Az E Alssks Hojgtn St At 1449
(67.9%), v AHIATT} 627(34.1%), AE A A=t 61
(0.02%)°130 31, Algole] AW 4o AP EeM = Azbst
2 ¢k Holgkal AZtshz HF-EI} 1297(60.8%), & 4zt
B Atk 467(21.9%), AT BoIThr} 379H(17.4%)°] ATk,

ATHFES BRHTE V1 AEdA 34, NEAS
g 3957, FRYARTE 2974, A AA 3177, 7Y
X2 3.084, 71594 3.05%, 7H54E 37400 ® eyt
<Table 1> o5 MFEIY JAIAE ARy 199 4
Aot 7159 AEHAE 15E5EH=143)3 383, 7t
R AR TAC=-165)7F Jlom, NEALEe i
AL Z(=467), AHE1A 2| R|(r=520), 71E5LA7Hr=542), 7}
Z0)0)(=458), 715 2(r=.520)F SABTAE vEhith 2

<{Table 1> ltem mean scores of variables

B A2 ALEE AA(=488), TSN =557), 7=
AQul(r=360), 71EA =423 SAABATL AHE A A=
7V A X 7Hr=1496), 712 u](1=306), 71E22(r=.502)F &4
BIAZ debga, HEARRE 7 E(=390), TSRS
(=347 SAAAATL a3 1EYN|E IS L r=424)
3 =A8BA7 A ti<Table 2>

oiTHAS) NHET, VHET,

Obh
H

=

B AFeA Ae 7MdA 2¥e) dist %
¥} ZUTable 3><Figure 1>.

1 Aot 71 ~E#AdlE Sot eIV A an
(=0.16 t=3.54)F FAHCE 3P 1, YLLFE= FAF
02 FosAE Yo ol Wy AEIHAE 3% s)
Ak

7HEAEH e A RS (A B =066, t=6.48,

3 B=0.61, t=11.37)°) 7k A FFE vIHow, 7]~LiE
A@-AaT p=0.22, t=5.12, FEH =021, t=546), Ed5Y
(RRET y=0.16, t=3.87, TEZ} v=0.27, t=6.53), &2l of
o MFYATEHAT y=0.15, =3.43, FEI y=0.22, t=4.85),
(AL ETY y=-0.08, t=-1.98, LAY} y=-0.08, =2.00) &
o7 w7t vETh ARBE A gddy, 7EYAE,
Sho} Aelel A= Wtk of Ay 52%%
B =g

HR ALl Ao 2 & 3Hy=0.19, +=4.22)7} 73
2 9gge ughon e dgt AATE AHay-=
0.12, =2.507F Zon, A9, Fo} s FAHSE &
A e gpon olF WMLl A4

4% 2% v

ol WrE
2 uT=eE

Mean SD Range < 9% 1’]":/]’”‘:}
Family stress 3.74 52 0-4 AHEA AR el 7HEYA AR & p=0.90, t=13.39,
Fam}Iy cohes1onA . 3.95 56 1-§ 3} p=0.87, t=1527)0] 7F¢ A AL wgom }—“Q.E_
Marital communication 2.97 36 1-4 =
Social support 317 69 1-5 i AHEHP=012, = 289)7} e, olgmled g
Family sense of coherence 3.08 30 1-5 N E(y=0.14, t=4.05), FFAAAZ(P=0.67; t=12.80), 7}&
iamf:y msning ggj :‘2) }‘5‘ A%(B=042, =6.62), % Q(y=020, =581} THREA7}
ami Yy adaptation . . -
s verdth ol WMTEY 2HEE 63%E et
<Table 2> Correlation of variables
1. Family 2. Family 3. Marital 4. Social 5. Family sense 6. Family 7. Family
stress cohesion communication support of coherence meaning adaptation
1. 1.00
2. .143* 1.00
3. -067 AQT** 1.00
4, 071 520%* 488%* 1.00
5. -.050 S42%% 557 496** 1.00
6. .047 458%* 360%* 306%* 390** 1.00
7. -.165* 520%* 423%* S502** S547%% 424%** 1.00

*EE p< 001, ** p<.01, * p<.05
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T HY0t 7R A A, J1Rn] ¥ 30 FEE ke 29
{Table 3> Effect coefficient and SMC of predictive for the model
Variable Total effect(t—value) Direct effect(t—value) Indirect effect(t—value) SMC+
Family stress 0.03
Patient condition 0.16( 3.54) 0.16( 3.54)
Length of stay(day) 0.07( 1.63) 0.07( 1.63)
Family cohesion 0.52
Patient condition -0.01(-0.36) -0.01(-0.36)
Length of stay(day) 0.05( 1.68) 0.05( 1.68)
Confidence in health professional 0.22( 4.85) 0.15( 3.43) 0.07( 2.05)
Monthly income 0.27( 6.53) 0.16( 3.87) 0.11(¢ 3.52)
Religion -0.08(-2.00) -0.08(-1.98) 0.00( 0.52)
Family stress 0.21( 5.46) 0.22( 5.12) -0.01(-0.57)
Marital communication 0.61(11.37) 0.66( 6.48) -0.05( 0.09)
Social support -0.07¢-0.61) -0.07(-0.59) 0.00( 0.29)
Family sense of coherence -0.06(-0.59) -0.06(-0.59)
Marital communication 0.09
Patient condition -0.07(-1.49) -0.07(-1.49)
Length of stay(day) 0.05(¢ 1.22) 0.05( 1.22)
Confidence in health professional 0.12( 2.54) 0.12( 2.54)
Monthly income 0.19( 4.22) 0.19( 4.22)
Social support 0.63
Patient condition 0.03( 0.64) 0.06( 1.47) -0.03(-0.87)
Length of stay(day) 0.04( 1.48) 0.04( 1.48)
Confidence in health professional 0.17( 3.73) 0.03( 0.77) 0.14( 4.05)
Monthly income 0.20( 5.81) 0.20( 5.81)
Religion -0.03(-1.88) -0.03(-1.88)
Family stress 0.12( 2.95) 0.12( 2.89) -0.01(-0.21)
Family cohesion 0.42( 6.62) 0.42( 6.62)
Marital communication 0.67(12.80) 0.67(12.80)
Family sense of coherence 0.87(15.27) 0.90(13.39) -0.03(-0.55)
Family sense of coherence 0.88
Patient condition -0.05(-1.56) -0.05(-1.56)
Length of stay(day) 0.04( 1.20) 0.04( 1.20)
Confidence in health professional 0.16( 4.24) 0.16( 4.24)
Monthly income 0.22( 6.17) 0.22( 6.17)
Religion -0.04(-1.91) -0.04(-1.91)
Family stress -0.01¢-0.21) -0.11(-2.80) 0.10( 4.06)
Family cohesion 0.47( 7.69) 0.48( 6.28) -0.01(-0.53
Marital communication 0.75(14.10) 0.45( 5.84) 0.30( 5.78)
Social support -0.03(-0.57) -0.03(-0.57)
Family meaning 0.55
Patient condition -0.02¢-0.67) -0.02(-0.67)
Length of stay(day) -0.09(-2.01) -0.12(-3.06) 0.03( 1.54)
Confidence in health professional 0.22( 4.86) 0.09( 2.14) 0.13( 441
Monthly income 0.17( 6.03) 0.17( 6.03)
Religion 0.15( 3.66) 0.19( 4.74) -0.04(-1.90)
Family stress 0.11( 2.66) 0.00( 0.03) 0.11( 4.12)
Family cohesion 0.50( 5.91) 0.52( 6.28) -0.02(-0.56)
Marital communication 0.47( 8.40) 0.15( 1.78) 0.32( 5.51)
Social support -0.04(-0.61) -0.04(-0.61)
Family sense of coherence -0.03(-0.59) -0.03(-0.59)
Family adaptation 0.84
Patient condition -0.13(-3.08) -0.08(-2.32) -0.05(-1.84)
Length of stay(day) -0.01(-0.33) -0.01¢-0.33)
Confidence in health professional 0.19( 5.44) 0.19( 5.44)
Monthly income 0.21( 6.39) 0.21( 6.39)
Religion -0.01(-0.27) -0.01(-0.27)
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<Table 3> Effect coefficient and SMC of predictive for the model(continued)

Variable Total effect{t—~value) Direct effect{t—value)  Indirect effect{t—value) SMCx
Family stress -0.13(-3.11) -0.17(-3.57) 0.04( 0.86)
Family cohesion 0.67( 9.44) 0.67( 9.44)
Marital communication 0.53( 9.61) -0.46(-2.82) 0.99( 6.13)
Social support 0.14( 1.20) 0.19( 2.02) -0.05(-0.59)
Family sense of coherence 1.13( 5.29) 1.01( 4.65) 0.13( 1.25)
Family meaning 0.23( 3.27) 0.23( 3.27)

P<0.05( | t-value | >1.96), P<0.01( | t-value | >2.58), P<0001( | t-value | >3.29)

* SMS: Squard Multiple Correlation

—-CN

Lo sty
€5

<Figure 1> Path diagram for hypothetical model

NELDA o= NEAEH AL R p=0.48, =628, FTH}
B=0.47, t=7.69)% 7bg FA AL mFHon, REJALE
2 AR aIP=0.45, t=5.84)2} T AIHP=0.30, =5.78)7} =
T 3A 9L vHA FFIHE=0.75, =14.10)7} =olxich
NEAEYAE AHEINP=-0.11, t=-2.80)7} FZQA AEAH}Z
vebd oy 7P EIHP=0.10, =4.06)2 I3 ZFEIHP=-0.01,
=.0.21)2 &S ol AFU(r=0.22, t=6.17), SELI]
tst Al JE( 0.16, t=424)= FEAI7E IA Yepda
AU, T, Fo} A, A3H A== A vnRon
olg WFES A¥HL 88% 2 Ve

7VEou)ofl= NEALS AR $=0.52, t=6.28, TAI} B
=0.50, =5.91)&E 7F% A J3s vixow, Far AF
IHy=0.19, =4.74)7} A ez 28Rl og A=
= AHEIY=0.09, =2.14)9} L ETHy=0.13, =4.41)7} =

bg{t
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A Vel & THy=0.22, t=4.86)7} T ZA el 449)
(VAET y=0.17, 1=6.03), F-HF-AAAEEET =032,
t=5.51, E&3 =047, t=8.40)%} JIFEAEANIHETL B
=0.11, t=4.12, F&I} p=0.11, t=2.66)= FHa77} 24 et
vk gddsE A FIHy=-0.12, =-3.06)7} ¥ dTFE
b-Reans 7W§»}(y 0.03, t=154)7} BHo=w Yeh} 5
Ty=-0.09, t=-2.01)2] BA¢ Fu7} 71-3\_5]311:]. go} A,
ALE A Ax], FHEYAAL g3t vpglon ol HEE
9] Ay 55% =2 viehstch

715 Sl HELANHAFTEY p=1.01, =465, T2 B
=113, 1=5.29), 7ISn|(AHER p=0.23, =327)9} AHFH
AARYET p=0.19, =2.02)7} B2A AHEAE Vepio
o g3 NZAEYAFPED p=-0.17, =3.57, F&7%} p
=-0.13, t=3.11)9k Frot FE(AFAT y=-0.08, =232, TE
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I y=-0.13, t=-3.08)E IHFEN FAHOZ ey}, By
Ab2E-E AR EINP=-046, t=-2.82) FHo|g o} A}
(B=0.99, t=6.13)7} FH o= e} FAIP=0.53, 1=9.61)%
71 ZA Jebsel 1E5ASES 2 a7=0.67, t=9.44)7F
ol T WAE FaIHP=0.67, t=9.44)7} o™, L53@y=
0.21, t=6.39)%} SJElo] thet AFAHE(y=0.19, =544 7
el PHEFHE eI olE WFEe AWEe guZ
UFERSTh

B A7 JMaRYe] 2t BYEEHEAE Brish]9s
28424 X* 574% RMSEA, standardized RMR(47F
it Zolgh), GFI(ZIZFEXA), AGFI(ZYFEXR]), NFI(EF
F844), NNFI(RIEF F8A5), BFES FAL Q-plotE: ©]
g3 o] F X FE A BE A5Eo] Apge]
B39 Hrpies 55k AR § 7
2 7HetA whgske] BESTL
Agsiche AF7Hdel 71ZhH7] 4
S22 X ARE YT dFsA AHgEA 94E AL AlE)
I QlthJo, 1999). T3 Q-plotllXME 712717} 1o 717k

Fol At & & glck T Fdigke] foJ3 2AHan

2
% yehd & A79) £4E FEEME <Figure 2>9) 2tk

<Table 4> Goodness of fit statistics

Goodness of fit  Goodness of fit

statistics statistics
Chi-square 44.89(p=0.0086) (p>0.05)
RMSEA 0.025 <0.05
standardized RMR 0.025 <0.05
GFI 0.99 >0.95
AGFI 0.96 >0.90
NFI 0.97 >0.90
NNFI 0.97 >0.90

RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
standardized RMR: standardized Root Mean Square Residual
GFI : Goodness of Fit Index

AGFI : Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index

NFI1 : Normed Fit Index

NNFI : Non-Normed Fit Index
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<Figure 2> Path diagram for modified model
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Influencing Factors on Family Stress, Family Meaning
and Family Adaptation in Families with High Risk Neonates
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify the relationship among family stress, family meaning and
family adaptation of families with high risk neonates. Method: The date was collected on the basis of self- report
questionnaires (August 2004 to March 2005); Tow-hundred twelve parents, who had high risk neonates in C
hospital's neonatal intensive care unit, participated on request. Results: Family sense of coherence, family meaning,
social support, family stress, marital communication and patient condition had a significant, direct effect on family
adaptation. Family cohesion, religion, confidence in the health professional, and length of stay had a significant,
direct effect on family meaning. Conclusion: The results of this study suggest the consequences associated with
high risk neonates may be alleviated by a family support intervention designed to improve parental communication
skills as well as to maintain family cohesiveness. Medical care could also encourage more emotional support of
parents towards their neonate.
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