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A2y FE R A7 Aol VY AT
5 oo
I.M & Aol e £3 LAY & ged, ol Zdu &l

A w2 A5 WstE g Fsie] g RS oo}

1. Aol 2oy oz fx Al dd st 2AZRE gl rhr]
u}) o) o} (Cerkoney & Hart, 1980).

AR Al Fuy e e AUH T2 Apop &7} (Stanwyck, 1983)-& =pAlel cdh 7bA|
Aol 2o «lﬁﬂ ZA=E s A Ado (A I U “'_}-T’— Aolste AUA Az 2
AR F, 1992) Fndhate] 80%0] A4S A stE A olZZEzle] B L4E Az dlE AFARL Zo} A
28 (Non—insulin Dependent Diabetes Mellitus : 2ol FAAo g oigL ulAA Hc},

NIDDM) 2 clf8o] wute]l Euwloz A& zAe]
Zelivt ozl £u] BollE zstr] wifol Hx
7t 5 FHoll HEE AA FHAEHAG
1993).

Fxy e A5
227} 2o ArlRe 5
© Adde vlsl AgE Re £F 2] zleleFzl
velo] A okl Hslel dl ole e -
e (Etzwiler, 1968),

AAE 4 8e oduy e zloprlxe] 4ol
u ApotzA el Az st ZFEY wx A} B
of 23 =9 o8 L& st e A, 1984).

Ad dFgol eiw Fate Ay Bojdl, =4
ol wAztel 2/30]  wsiw(%ed, 1986
Bernal, 1986 ; Schlenk & Hart, 1984), o]=]3t &4k
2 FEget ohal A9t ol s 3
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T Fud 8= Az Ay ok Ar7rE o
Az Jg FE A3 Aleld 998 =4
+ A7t Bel olFoFHH(Kavanagh, Gooley &
Wilson, 1993 ; Woffenbuttel, Drossaert & Visser,
1993). = F 5 wWsle F2 AA A"z A A E
T Nde A%oe] A el P9 Rokolld AA o
AzE oA 2 glch,

McCaul $(1987)2 A7l &% olsd F4
(r=0.31, p<0.01), #A+Hr=0.55 p<0.01), AA
849 (r=0.34, p<0.01), #5224 (r=0.35 p<0.01)
g #AAZ QSE Buwdtgr, Crabtree
(1986) = A7) 5 A, 5, dukdql A} 7
3 g9 5 g AF P9 olgol SR F37 o

& olAtelw, ol AL 77} 26%, 35%, 25%4
Ao 3k iet,
ANEFE BA A4 FAe AEFE 2



ZA7Ze e o AHseE =8 E stz £33
oF ¥ A%e AgHez oldalA Hh(Kelly %,
1991) 2 et

webd e @b AT e A ESH
Aolegre] F5E pANE 7401 Guy Aol
AhE BNE FAAAT A% BEFAE vhad

3171 S5 A= ojok & LA 314.

©:

2. Ao Y

2 AT FHL gy 7} AAse A7) &
AR AotEFael AL FAHH 2oz,
Zue] gzl 2rt AZPAE Fod F 4 3le 2
35 ety AlzAsE AFshaz @

£ A7 FAAL FH2 53 Aol AA3s

D 9l AR A 253 ke A
=% et

2) AT RS AN B AokEFATe 4
BRAE et

3) e A EAol R A7 Ex) HEE
shebgie},

0:

3. 80 g

2 AT 459 Sole] Aot B e

1) A 28 =+x¥(Non—insulin Dependent Diabe-
tes Mellitus) &=}

A 28 wmal A veEy duEe A% @
Azgadel Wed 2ol slng wzslel glont Al
£ 484 A%tz 229 A AP st
2 do] FEA aTon E% ol oz F
»wwe Aoz ai(nﬂ 4 33), 1988), & AF

2) &7 &% (Self—efficacy)
Nalel AE odd H3d P55 A¥AH
P& 4 o= Ao 2 A (Bandura, 1977), £ o
Tl e iy Fxrl 9 PHPE HFHoR -’F
P F slohe A4t H=E 2 dFA THR

b

r—{u

A A3 7kaets A Agd M2s

A5 B ARE Fitel A4 ANEF =7
S} 1088, £F 889, Aol 28 1983, P4
o % 582%¢ 54 A=
* 1ol A b ALl ek 5
_f.“:.

t 5445 A2 &%

3) Aot&F7H(Self —esteem)

AAE FAAoE 48 AL Ao zA
AAste A=z A (Wylie, 1961), 2 ATolds
Rosenberg(1965) 7} W& #ol&2Fz =75 A4
A(1974) 7} 4ekd A& AH&3 108%E 53 A=
2’ Ao o=zl ooy 1A™A ‘AL ooy 5Ho
2 T4 e A4 2E4E AVNEF AR
7t & A& =3

U]

kS

=
Ho
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1. Xt7| &5 (Self—efficacy)

A7) &% o] &% AAg Bandurad] 43 shgrolE
Ad ‘2 P& A7k £PF £+ AeA Y
g Bk s & AVlaselen %Ei. ol 7kl
Boo] EAl A 7)ol ol 2 FeAdE Azt
Bandura(1977)%& <7 #9E wHdste gdles

A Ad 2l AR 2, A j‘:_°‘_"°é‘ 9t
o] 25 ¥t dsl ek, AF, B2 Aol

A Asztge] £38 Y4 ok §ED}.
E3 A3l 29l 7194 7t (Expectation)”} 5%

FA%E, F 5oz sl 2 29 shie @
Ao el Ag Adelz, e am— SEER
Sol Hhak el ek zw: ol Baezre ThE
240 2AE ARUAEA, olg BFo| olulet 2

e Ak & Azt DH AHzA A3 71
(Outcome expectation)’ 2t st en &3, Fa=
ol AaE o) sl dez e YF5& AL
HzHes £y 4 st i e ‘A
7)1l (Efficacy expectation)’ i ez & o gic}
°]"4ﬂ a5 71““*'“‘ A F2e oud d5& AY
T Zigl7h, 2ga of#
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Sallis 5-(1986)- A7l &5 AAZ5E FAsI L
AWsts Pl Fa3d %-XH°17<}01"4, AZEA
Yot UAstA Fidctn F

felvel ey A5 I A% g ool
o) g ““”(1984)4 A7 Aol o3k, o P
okl Feldo] 70%7t YR, 65.7%9 #Az A
olglg A A A ¥ Aoz elgte
o, ¥73 %F& tAHez 2834 % A}
22.3%, =% HAE ol sial ¥ Fx7 66.7% 2
A Az guy FAEE daz @ 98 P95
Az ol slx] B3ln gl Aes dusa glch

Dracup® Meleis(1982)+= =t a& 9] ol
oelgle el o Az Al o8 AsbEoA
T8 Foixle] 3AxtY A7l &% 59 Ao} A
A3 FEo] olFolxA A wiyd A el 4L P4
olgol Foi3}t & 4 glvhm ot (Turner, 1962).

Littlefield 5(1992)% =71 &% Zx A9
olg o] AFold A7 FFol BE4E W A
ol tHdt olsfo] Ygtctx oo, Tv]8(1992)9 A
FoAE Aal Fuy ZAe A7) F50] F4F X }
7Y 2% 49 A= FY5A wopAd e
G ZAe] x4 B4 Aw 251 215 P9 A
AA JUE F AeE A4, A7 24, A7) 5%

Qi olF Ayl &%l HF E Q¥ FUL(=
0.653, T=5159)¢ ®.xatgich,

el A7 ESe wBay 3 e Po4E H
Al Aoz veht =27l G5e] A 4T g9
oldel 2 % W4de A T+ AR

2. XlorE=Z4

ZpolEZ 712 zlo}l o] &(Self theory)ell 2o A
Aglel 27l Al AF ARH, HolE 53
el shdel Aleld ko za adalel ol A
ol ool Arlell wiF st 2ol wheba FA
Holzl = zlolrxgtow olalsElm glevi(Cooper-
smiths, 1967), #71& =|gsl& shiel 74 Ad
22 AFlol NG =7, A4, §7), AW, A F
ol Mg A2l AALola] 4852 2115}510%74%
ZAolAAql on) & A3 9=k (Rosenberg, 1971).

Cronch(1983) & #tet&F2He A4 2719 7S
3 A" vimd Walx e EdeA FAs
B 712 AetzFtal oA 76 elelel 4%

AHE Foh A S5 A
757 Ao
HalolA Aok

ot wsha

Herold(1979) & Atot&Fate]l ¥& +
7ol chel 2o} e BAE 2w ol HA
stz AGPSE AAsr] Ak o =]
=2 ¥4tz ot

Antonucci $(1983)2 ZA7A=7E Y AR F
< Agkec Be zolEFahe hA AAddel +
AAql dakg w3k et

Strecher 5(1986)-& Al&E-2 AN A #7] 71
Z+(sense of self —worth) & F+ A HYolA A7 A%
< WA ylE s s wlEel AV EES sfaldl 9
3 HotEl F3 ool AotEFaE Al

w3l Salazar(1991) &} QAFol|l A zpoj&F7t
Sof xzste A7IEFA JE oA + %
olal M, zolEFA Xprlashe] B
gt 73;4. .:l;d;do] z].o].7~7~7L.CL AL A7) &
£ A ARG gez F A o] AAI} fro
ABDAZL AEE o 4 At

I
PO =
o},nﬁ.‘v‘

wfe o

L o M dm
oo
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1. O1F CHAH

0

2 dAFE Fuy ) Az 3}.‘;— A7) 5o B
T Ae AFEAM, TA 109 duy AF Aol
o) B4 Aus: vy e xﬂ 28 chuw FApz A
grxon Qg Algk ¥ Folvt 4 Ay Al
UA @2 AlEg dades F 278deiyeh

A3 ¢

1) &7 fi%(Self—efficacy) =4 =

2 79 A7l &5(Self—efficacy) 24 =++
Suy #Hxle] A7 £ A=E s H8 A
%} Hurley(1989), Grossman, Brink$} Hauser(1987)
z8]3 McCaul, Glasgows} Schafer(1987) =
Crabtree(1986) 8] =75<¢ 7l2= &3, $evahe]
373, T34 Aae HAPYAE nEEr] HH 2
Axz7t AR vlFz3E AEAE o] &3t 7
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= ERe A" AN EFl e dHE 5o
g 8oz 120738 A sAt
o] WEE A Al Ar|E5e) =
g} A7k 19, AVlETE A7 »
%% grekshal 9
31 8alollAl o st iet.
E}%*ogl A= ‘v eletsiel 53elA ‘A
3 Elebalx) @b 1"oz sl W& EleE A4
(Index of content validity : CVI)E 4l&stgidt
(Waltz & Bausell, 1981).
aglste 7+ Fgo s 80%oi4te] CVIE e
< AYg A, HAF AAFETE 7
1088, &5 853, Aeolzd 1978, 244 93,
Db el ¥ F 8Edoz A}
-a— 54 HAEZ ‘olF AAle] et 11401%1

¥4l 2 19

=5 ZP7l is %57} %;—% A& -4“]3&‘4.
Hurley(1989)7F o] =7% A%¥ w4 Cron-

bach’s alphaz} 0.9622 =& Algeg Hyon], 2

ool 4] += Cronbach’s alphaz} 0.922 vhebkiet.

2) =pe}EZ7H(Self —esteem) 5—'1’-

zlot&F7H(Self —esteem) =A%
Alo}EF A x el =po} _/b_o] kA AL =
43l Rosenberg(1965) 8] Apot&E7
gvtel F3bo] HYgse s Wl 4
goich £ 108%ez 34 7
Az FA= dx, 4 T
Hal @k 1"-elA At o¥
o= 23 Fabol Haie 2 ez FA skt
o] EFof o7 Ael2FH A5t FE4F ANE
F A= 2 AL onlesh

Rosenberg(1965)7} o]
Cronbach’s alphaz} 0.859] AlZ
o] Foll 4] = Cronbach’s alpha~} 0.

-

A 54
£ dolerw, £

0.2.2 vepste},

bt

©

AR T WY

¥ A7 AR 43 712L 1996 99 28 H 9
9 109744 o=, B4R P AFEY 290
2 QT AFe] Re AT HAAE AT £ A

7o 243 AAE A9Hn S T F A4
s8¢ 49sn FasAdgen, 2 Al 4

AQA S5 EHA A8A A2E

2AE Hesch 49 AEA 3003 FolA ¥
2 gabol v BASA PEY 255 A9
278%-% A5 240l o) &gk

4. AR BN WY

~A4% Azx SPSS/PCT z==za3lg
A Azlehgon, $4 Py et ek
(1) hakel ke S4e) Al W4
&2 A&k
(2) A7 Asle 247 Z5o AolEFEze As
2 gletsly) g8l HE, FF HAAE o) &5ty -
(3) st AzAste A7)ass AotEFatate]
A3 2A = Pearson A @A 42 319k
(4) Lubd EA9) A w4 B2 27 &% A= &
2 glotsly] 948l t—teste} ANOVAE 3}t

o ¢ ciabAte] Qubd BEA4L (F DI Fhet

AT iatale AW Bz Jda) 12279(43.9%) o
A 1569 (56.1%) 1=, A9 £E+& 60—69417} 96
3(34.5%) o2 713 #wkers 2 & 50594
7+ 9473 (33.8%) ol gich. D4Rkl 275%(98.9%) 0] 71
Eaolglx, EEE 212%(76.3%)°] 743 e
o] 1197 (42.8%) 7o) 2 do] Ut

hazte] m&AEE 25F0) 1079(385%) 22
b4 wkn FFo) 77H(27.7%) nZE el 58%(20.

2

9%) AENZE o142 369 (12.9%) ©1 3=t

guuloz qldd AEel Y+ At 30 (10.8%)
ol 3, FrmES e Aol s e 57 (20.
5%)e2 Az3 AAolglor, wuvor Qg ¥
WS Axn Q& dARle 529(18.7%) & A=l
2Arh.

2. 7 CHARLZ} X|2tete A7|ESD AOESH
HE

¥ A7 Rzt Az4ste Ar| £t AletEFt
55 stobsty] He) A, TFE HAE AESIRe
w, 2 A (F 2 Rt
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(E 1) tHyRte] ety 54

5 4 A4(%) A18(%)
4 4 3 A 122 43.9
o & 156 56.1
A3 (Al) 20-29 2 0.7
30 -39 10 3.6
40 - 49 34 12.3
50 — 59 94 3.8
60 — 69 % 4.5
70 - 79 42 151
4 & 7l E 275 98.9
v & 3 1.1
5 = Aqd & 212 76.3
TR 66 2.7
2 9 A & 119 42.8
ST 159 57.2
€Tk HE EX 107 38.5
5 % 7 27.7
z Z 58 20.9
AEFHE o4 36 12.9
A 4 A & 30 10.8
a4 & 248 89.2
G 2% 7Y A & 57 20.5
o & 221 79.5
4% A & 52 18.7
ad & 226 81.3
2 4 278 100.0

(E 2) IRt X128k X7 |50t A0IESZ HE

M SD

A7 E% 8oy
Alo|zAdl #3 ArES 3.60 12.78
A B A7 ES 3.18 7.79
5ol &t AR 3.40 7.20
Foko) B3 A7 5% 3.91 6.54
dubA Ao} A ANES 3.53 8.20
Ao}z 7t 351 6.98

WA At A7 iy AEE AT
o2 Hygdde wel, Aolzhol B A7)
AF 3.60%, ¢4 4011 2 A EFL 318
Soll B AVEEL 3404, Fopol BL
& 3014, YA Belol VY AFEEE
o2 Sofol B AA RSB0l A% BA et

w

.5
i
A,

(3]
o r‘o m

.{

irf

71&
3.53%
o},

2 of

o;

of Aute Fr|£(1992)9 A #Hxd FAE A
Aoz § Afold =AY AVliy H 3.83HH
2 13](1996) 2] 184 =|ute] olwdl o&EA wx 3
olso ArlEs BT 32149 A7 Ao} vw
W fAeHAl debten, A9 4L AA %
@ A71ES 24 =7 ohdr] wlFol A sl

AE-g 7)ok et

Robertson® Keller(1992) 8} oo+ A5
Agoz FEAe A Al BEE F5E
ol @ AN F, AV ESS ekt AR
dE AE A HF 472483 vims 2 o =S
3o wojo),
wg AT thabate] ApelEE7 Ax ke HF 3.51
oz Jehded, ol WA 5(1991) e FeieE

B

rr

DAY AL daez g Aol AolEFE3t
£9 HF 350802 ¥ AT Az fAstge
=] J(1995)4 o F-oll 4] whA Al B $hapel po}
72 B2 H 3.208 2} ch4 A viebuteh
thtlefleld £(1992)2 A&7 4o vy =}
7] #el g3o] Axd olfFEAE AVIEF ASHE
7t e AoteFae Aol oA FAYL A
;dﬁ_‘_:_o] ulhug ﬂz}oﬂﬂ] z}o}%%t}% =8 Z3

rw T 01 1> &2

w2
4 9% 4% 34 AF Aol Aed Aoz Lok

3. o7 HAPt XZtske X7\ ESnt XHOEESH D
of A

2 AT dAAST AAEE A5 AetEFH
7o) BAE she}slr) 93 Pearson Correlation Co-
efficient & o] &3t 2 A== (¥ 3)7 2ok

CE 3) L&At x|1ztske A7| &S Xtote Szt
9| A

A7 5%
ol EZ 7} 3125
(p=.001)

AF A Az AR ESH AolEF R
o BAE r=31B(p=0D22 F4T 43 BA
79l Aoz dehget

Bloom(1982) & %% AA4e e fu &3
1303¢ 4oz Aeled 43¢ 23 A3 A
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A5 AolEFae BAL r=.26(P<0.05)°]%
2], Coppel(1980) & 166 o AL hatez ~

Edlzol R AAEST AolEF

r=74(P<0.01) 22 #fol&F3to] £

das WA U 4 de ArEEe]l Fols

gehe AE & AFE AR,

Diclemente %

(1986) 2 =7| &L%ol

4 24k de AL £% A

Grossman 5(1987)-&

A3tel BAE

4ol Ax

A% A9 E
bt om,

Aid Fay gxE galo

2 27 mxo] wlAzA mx = o k-3 B A 3}o]
Fodt #A(r=.25 P<0.05)% dellleon, 2d4

(1993) 9] o4 A 3} 964-g Aoz

= @ A7

A A Eol ARER B AR o W4

(r=.22, P<0.001) & &aistgich

Bandura(1986) &
A=Al PAE FY3}= 57
o] WHatE At o3
st3iet

CE 8y CHAIX}] Qbbe SA

0_..

A LSS SEG

of e XI|Es F=

A28}t 5 k)] AgH M2

watA] syl $xle] zrlgts o9 P9 olPL
FAAZ 7] M duy Fxle] zpelE2FA L ¥
Fo] AZEFe FHAL A4S =2 F+ U=
t3FAE vt s of ¢ AHolrt
4. AT CHadXtel elHbd SMY XiZsts AP &5
T

£ AT HatAe dubd B4l wE Arlas A

=
=9 Aol & AAE Are (2 4)eh 2o
7 Ak 549l A, AR, Fad, A9 F¢
A AR, A APy, ?e ag AP, P

BEg e AE] A7t

E 4 + 3 M SD tor F p

4 g g & 73.13 13.07 4,14 000
S 62.23 14.99

A2 (4]) 20 — 29 68.23 16.37 2.32 798
30 — 39 65.11 15.23
40 — 49 67.34 15.22
50 — 59 61.23 16.07
60 — 69 60.16 15.26
70 - 79 59.56 16.28

% Eui A & 67.34 16.44 ~ .21 786
S 64.26 15.76

A ) A & 68.73 17.42 1.45 756
3 T 65.38 16.22

& A 25 % 61.01 15.98 6.24 .006
z % 66.34 14.78
z % 71.52 15.46
A 2ol Zol A 74.33 12.45

g4 749 A & 65.33 17.38 .79 785
% & 64.89 16.30

G wE 7Y g & 72.01 17.27 3.25 ' 031
7 63.15 15.39

b A & 68.11 16.59 1.36 1.298
T 67.23 15.82
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Al vrelytet,

ZA4(1996) 9 ATFolA dof BuBRF Folr}
ofelrc o] & A7ESS dehdend(t=226
P<.05), 124164 1641 Alole) qleal &4 wx
e 7hAl dobFo] oJotEnct wuy =st e
& A7l mse] o] 7sbctz 3§ Hildreth 5(1987)
o nme} 72 WMzl o]% 3 9w, Christine %
(1992)¢] ATz ofe}Eo] AulHog o B
ol o] Astrt dolErct A7 Exol v R o
7113 Holzta dloj B A7 Ao} A=A slgic)
ol wxd Mol Al shab= AT eld vl
A& #abe s5Helnz dAA Tl G e
2 3t AAHE o 44 v dfq Aoz Als
et

L& FFol ¥5
&y A=t fdgsA o A deld R
Crabtree(1986) 7} 23 A5 digdos
+ 23T AT A3 2] 4% ¥% F£5 AV
Sol o Fol uve Aspzts g A
ot Flowy, At HokoAel A7 (Gurin, Gurin
& Morrison, 1984) o4 = & 3}% 79}k B oo
T AFHE A A&}

FrmEE 2 Ao = dAdAT Fxel
g Arlas A= folstA o A veEld AL
Bandura(1986) & #}3] dhgpol oMol X zste A}
7]3'1:-3— ANz Pofe] Fog FA 240, 3}
e E4g 29 ojge] A $HE AT 4+ gl
b= —’:‘-70“’] e A7 A=k g A7
(Oldridge & Rogowski, 1990 : Gilchrist &
Schinke, 1983) Z 72} 2 A7t dxjshoic

22l Christensen %5-(1983)9) =z 3tofol] =&}

AT Al A4 Hxo A7) 25 FEA FAF
TA} gt Badle] B dFe AAE A5}
At

)

V.42 ¢ Mo

v %x}v} AR A7 £5 A=
= kel BAE BA T P
B4 dE3AS Azrns Phais) fs A=
2

19963 94 2428 99 10974 TAY 174 %x
g AEHLolA F5 BeE P g A2y Fu

o #AF AR VFE we B2 2784 S AT
[

25 A7 a% =72 ATE4 290 47
gl Al B A7 EAs HAAE AHsn §o
T F AA A st AR E slgskeis

448 g+ SPSS/PCTz wls, wxg I,
W 2], Pearson A@A4, t—test, ANOVAE o} &3}
of ¥-A3tiet.

2 ATl Azbe ohgst 2ot
L a7t AZdse 5 A7las A=s ST 3.52

Aoz Rgods unl, AelzAd A Ara
T2 W 3.60H, A A3} ArEF2 318
, ool B AV EFL 3.404, Fokol #e

A7 &5 3.914, dubA Helo] A3 AVEF

£ 353" 087 Eoko] B Ar|E 5ol A A4

vetgtom, dadxte] AolEF Jev HE 3.

514 22 eyl
2. AT W47t AAEe A7 B2 Aol

o #dAls r = 31256(p=001)2c2 Fe

BA 2 velyte
3. cHAaEY] odubd Aol BB xrlas Az A

o5 Wlmg Az, 4¥W(t=4.14, p<0.001), =&

AFE(t=6.24, p0.01) W ZF=m§ FH(t=3.25,

p<0.05) ol 213 27k AUgieh

4
™
rle

L o

3%
b ga

® o

el & AT ARE Swez b 7o) A
AstzA ek
A, "y S Adets A7) Lol Y
FE A 29¢ FHEHE 977 Yas
A, By B0k AAHE A7 LSS FAA
A 4 9t 2w BEFAL Aol Yk
4 32

Tol5(1992). e gatel AU|E YL} Az
Aol 2 T2EY, Agvista fEd Hae
A =%

A, F73o0(1991). AAZZA} vk A&Abe] @
o Azt ALz A e &7 23, 21
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ZA4(1996). ZoF dxu¥ #Atel ArlEs FA
e ApA=E Zga
LA E TR Y
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A Study on Perceived
Self-efficacy in Non-insulin
Dependent Diabetes Mellitus

Choi, Yeon Hee

This study was designed to identify the degree
of perceived self-efficacy and self-esteem in
non—insulin dependent diabetes mellitus.

The 278 Diabetic patients participating in this
study were selected from a diabetic clinic.

The period of data collection was September 2
to September 10, 1996.

Collected data were analyzed by means of Fre-
quency, Mean, SD, t—test, Pearson correlation,
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ANOVA using SPSS/PC™.

The result are summarized as follows :

1. The mean score of perceived self—efficacy
were 3.52 in total, 3.91 for medication, 3.40 for
exercise, 3.60 for diet control, 3.18 for glucose
test, 3.53 for general management. And the
mean score of self —esteem were 3.51

2. Perceived self—efficacy and self —esteem had
statistically significant positive  correlations
(r=.3125, p=.001).

3. The results of testing for the degree of perceived
self —efficacy, according to the subject’s demo-
graphic variables, showed that there were signifi-
cant differences in sex (t=4.14, p<0.001), the
level of education(t=6.24, p<0.01) and diabetic
education(t=3.25, p<0.05).

These results suggest that perceived self-effi-
cacy and self-esteem is an important variable in

the compliance of diabetic patients.



