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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between family strengths
and the marriage intentions of unmarried men and women with a focus on family values.
Data was collected from 337 unmarried men and women aged between 25 and 35 years,
living in Busan, Daegu, and Gyeongsang provinces. The collected data was analyzed using
the PASW 18.0 and AMOS 20.0 programs. The analysis of data revealed that family strengths
had a positive influence on stable-romantic marital values, remunerative-instrumental
marital values, and motivations of parenthood. Conversely, they had a negative influence
on passive-exclusive marital values. Also, stable-romantic marital values, remunerative-
instrumental marital values, and parenthood motivations had a positive influence on
marriage intentions. Passive- exclusive marital values had a negative influence on marriage
intentions. Also, there was a gender difference in the structural model explaining the
relationship between the variables. The passive-exclusive marital values of unmarried
men affected marriage intentions. In unmarried women, remunerative-instrumental marital
values, passive-exclusive marital values, and parenthood motivations affected marriage
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intentions. These results were discussed in the light of the low birthrate policy.

Key words: family strengths, marriage intentions, family values, unmarried men and

women
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Fig. 1. Research model.
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71&ol FootA Rt ACE yehd +4H
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Table 2 Fit indices of the models (N=337)

RMSEA
X df x* /df NFI TLI CFI (9,0%
confidence
interval)
Research 179 10 138 0.98 098 099 0,03
model
Modified
research 892 7 1.27 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.03
model
k2o g I THYPO B9t SAH 7

oge SWME AL Table 30 AN
32 SR, NEAGH-BEIFS A

It BE ABF RO AOZ epi. ol

ASAY0l $24F AY-gury 2eW, Be

ﬂl

Table 3. Analyzed result of the final model

2) Aol wE uE dde AEgFel Bia

ASARY, ASANBEER, Ao
S

ulE o] o] net ASARA, 757
B, 2EY 110] 724 P i}om A
Pohuz] 9o kAL

FlOI

modelolA HY HAd 7+ AFLRE] gRlFol
S A E A% measurement weights model
9] =7t CMIN=368.942 ikl og 1
Euton, Aaw At FAHORE Fo5t A
(p=0.00) 2.2 Yetyitt. o= gy Hd 7+ A+
g &0 S4Hd 9 L2 0] = 2o
aQ¥sFe] tE Aoz E 4 ity o
measurement weights model2] F&/Jo] 54
202 7|7kl wet AR 0 2 = structural
weights 52| 84 A5 J¥L a7t Qick

ot Autg, " Hd 1t 5L 7Hdo] Hul
Holl w2t J Jgk 2+ 7 BEASY SAA A

ol

olE Hlusf & ¢ glod, 'yl Y E BeAE

i

)

(N=337)

Variables B B SE CR
Marriage intentions 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.27
Stable—romantic marital values 0.05 026" 0.01 4.85
Family strengths —  Remunerative—instrumental marital values  0.05 0.16" 0.02 2.98
Passive—exclusive marital values -0.08 -0.25""  0.02 -4.75

Values about children

0.24 024" 0.05 4.56

Stable—romantic . . .
. —  Marriage intentions
marital values

*

0.04 0.09 0.02 2.14

Remunerative—instrumental . . .
. —  Marriage intentions
marital values

*x

0.04 0.15 0.01 2.90

Passive—exclusive . . .
. — Marriage intentions
marital values

-0.14 057" 001 -13.26

Values about children —  Marriage intentions

*

0.01 0.10 0.00 2.06

ok

"p<0.05, “*p<0.01, ~""p<0.001
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Table 4. Results of analysis of the final model by gender

Male Female
Variables (n=105) (n=232)
B B
Marriage intentions -0.05 0.05
Stable-romantic .
' Marital values 0.18 0.28
Family strengths " Remunerative-instrumental marital values 0.09 0.18"
Passive—exclusive marital values -0.31 -0.23
Values about children 0.15 0.28""
Stab.leiromamlc — Marriage intentions 0.19° 0.04
marital values
Rerr'luneratlve*mstrumental — Marriage intentions 0.18 0.15"
marital values
Pass.1 ve-exclusive — Marriage intentions -0.50""" -0.58"""
marital values
Values about children —  Marriage intentions 0.04 0.12"

ok

"p<0.05, """p<0.001

7%t A3= Table 4, Fig. 2, Fig. 33 2t}
stable-
HA W& o] B 7S84 -HE v
2 AZ7H=-0.31, p<0.001)2 HZ FgFS ©
A= A02 Uehth E3 P-4y
(o]

—_

) remunerative-
+ 09 -7 instrumental
- marital values

-.05

r

—AZ93K$=0.19, p<0.05)> H& FF, &
F-vfeby AEH—-2EIH(B=-0.50, p(0.001) N Ko

o 2 g nAE Ao ekt ol 1

€ H40l 715738 A QAT 54

EFd AZ o] olxH, &%_HHEJFZJ, ZAETo] Fig. 2. Analyzed result of the final model

(Male n=105).

stable-
romantic .
marital values | *

Jﬂ{ﬂ:OZS, p<0.001), 71&4 70@_.55'\__5:’7_1_41

42Hp=0.18, p<0.05), 7I5A7/3—-ATHB
=28, p<0.001)> A4 FFZ, IS0 —42=
~Wjets AETHB=-0.23, p<0.00DE ¥ IF
= ”1 A= Ao Yepdth Eot Ba-w A A
—ZA59%KB=0.15, p0.05), AYL—~ZEE

remunerative-
instrumental
marital values

family K- T 3 marriage
strengths " " intentions

passive-
exclusive
marital values

Values about
children

r}on

94?}(3:0.12, p<0.05)& FA J3rS AZ-Hjg}

2 AEH—-EEH(B=-0.58, p<0.001)> #4] Fig. 3. Analyzed result of the final model
(Female n=232).
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Table 5. Direct, indirect, and total effect of unmarried men among variables of the final model

(n=105)
Variables Total effect  Direct effect Indirect effect
Family strengths — Marriage intentions 0.16*” -0.05 . 0.21°
— Passive—exclusive marital values -0.31 -0.31 -
Passive—exclusive marital values — Marriage intentions -0.50""" -0.50""" -

TS

"p<0.05, ""p<0.001

Table 6. Direct, indirect, and total fffect of unmarried women among variables of the final model

(n=232)
Variables Total  Direct Indirect
effect  effect effect
Marriage intentions 025" 0.05 0.20°
- Remunerative—instrumental marital 018" 0.18" B
Family strengths — values
Passive—exclusive marital values -0.23"  -0.23" -
Values about children 0.28"" 028" -
VR;rseuSneratlve*mstrumental marital - Marriage intentions 0.15° 0.15" _
Passive—exclusive marital values —  Marriage intentions -0.58"" -0.58""" -
Values about children — Marriage intentions 0.12" 0.12" -
"p<0.05, T p<0.001
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