FR2IMY  H|SY &, 0|0, S HEY

ulog o F49) wlso} Y Aelol HE H 3}

L.H7e Hey

ulsrolol| A qtA sty Al YU FHEFLTF
Aolm Tf JFUAIE vlsote] HY AAA Fe3
Al da-E A g9log B 4 gl ubatoldl v 3
vlgobe A7 A vl AE715 2HY ojH Sl E
o ZFddE AT o2lgo] ok A gl
o, JFFFeL F52E 79| XeE weldhn
434 ch(Als & Brazelton, 1981). ¥ -5 kA of
| FFH ol A E PFFAH" FA = A FHL A
T ok3 2l =)v(Anderson, Behnke, Gill et al.,
1990), ®l<d<k FA ol mlgo} H5Ae =) E7e
]l Aoz wusEn ok F, vl FAAANE 45
F A5 A sl Moo £ o “z=gsla Aoyl
= A" E FRdctz 215 v gl (Gill, Behnke,
Conlon, et al., 1988 ;: McCain, 1995). v] k& Ad L =
g At Zha, 2 Hb4 3l g 49l lingual lipase £v)
Z£2 Z(2}35 2k 1994 ; Woodson & Hamilton, 1988)
o axrt puse] dFuEANE Feigdcin 2 4 9l
th Sl vlgole] “w]@EAHo| 2 Aoje A
B 25 g wld dEFA Y mbol thd Q77 A9
ol 2 AT+ vlgolol] Qo] Blgdok FHARNNA %

*EQATFE RIA%E A TFuel Aoz ATHUE
= Saoletm o sle 25 $as
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o]t
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i

Ao, AMES, 282 J P4 ol oY BoE 5
ot8} ) gheh,

2. A7 5

2 47 FAY 25 gy,

1) 9% F2 AAAS FAN Y vl Gole] BE A
& vlu g}

2) V9% F2 AAASE EAA S vl gole) Jukg
& vjma,

3) MY FF NN BAAY FlGots) JPY
59 2o| & ZAbgeh,

- H]9 ¥ ¥§3 (Nonnutritive sucking) : Y2 F&
A G FelA ¥l REAE of7|o A HAEE
Aog B AT e 585 NUKAI Y o)&8 227
§ o] 83t BB ZANE HAIE AL ool g}

- 8l el (Behavioral state) : AAo}e] FwoA
57t Aeld P8 {89 YFE vy
(McCain, 1995), ¥ <17l = Anderson, Behnke,
Gill et al.(1990) ol oja) NLd PF 4] Y= & o
g3ty 129412 EFsla ol FHAHO1E-5



A), vl G EA oz Aile A (6-74), FFHol2
EaAg A (84 —124) = HF = ek

II.

8 na

HO
ek

1. 0|0t S SAtEl

HEA = ALz 9 5F 75, bk, FA
g odole] Y5 2Ao L= Felder B 4
9l (Walker, 1992), Al4§otel 5A Aol gl
A FrEE A5, g 455 vebe akatel
= g5 AeolAe ML A o) # ohviet =AH
#4244 4 AE Yo glet(McCain, 1995),

n]<ole] P E D 23 o Iz “Ful—AAYE"
W3k Aol 2 o] A8 2lle AR R e AR
o] & ¢y Atz vusx g rh(Davis & Thoman,
1987). 7+ A E A AefelA o] fdFe &4
A5 L3798 P5& 245 243z o5 B
g wlodgtcln B vlsolold 2Eo A5HEH
ol, AelAql ¥4 & FM71e 54 4d & FA
= ZA7H oA dokx wilch
White—Traut, Silvestri, Nelson, Patel, and
Kilgallon(1993)2 40 4] ul&olE dide g A
A4 Aeke 2 o] oA, Ry FagAT,
24A5% E5(RAAAZ)E 238 FAE AAR
o) Eatel, AHES, Aks g3t el A4 W9 el
%l 2 vpehllo] WA Falr) A Aoz eyt
ttx stgded, AT A APFolAd FAE F o] “A
0191-8-"9] A& vepl ot 2 (p<.05) Rekdct,
Anderson, Behnke Gill et al. (1990)-& “z=g&3}x
Aol AE™ FA & vlgotol A AFAA 75 A
3l HAe] Fu|E s Aeg Bgked AT o
FEe uodoF Fao] “z&3ta AeiUe A" FA
2 s}x &b xm w3t 9o} Gill, Behnke, Conlon et
al. (1988)-& 2473 o] vl<ol 3 127 ol Al 5E-7ke] wld
FAL AAGIES o FAF o £ HAG R4
8 4% & 4 3lgon o5t e “EdAR A
"% vebgotn 2389k McCain(1995)-2 20
o] ml&ololl A vlejok Ao E3E AFsriYE =2
A bl o8 EAE A A FAE 2R %4
of A A 108719 vlodof FAo|ch FFAH F
A &8 =7 3517]9 8 paired t—test & AA& A=}
vlodoF 4 A Foll 55 % 4= Wshrl Fe

#](t=4.40, p<.01) & = “Aoiglovt v|FFA A
8" = ‘243 ol Y& A" 5 vebleha Fgl
o}, McCain(1992) ] ot g ATolH & G f3Fol A
oot p 39 “w@FHo|z A= FF AH"F
Frarog FAe aH3E 2A G0 209 ] =l
ofoll Al 37HA), F, vlodd FA, AR FH + EF =
2ol 5 ZA 5 AA o 7 el et 2-397 44
o] AdAA e EAASS AFuokch APAAA 3§
ZA4HE 7o AolE Helx Ygtew (X2(3)=
1.9950, p=.57), ZA Al A FA A2 S FAelo] g
EulojokE A v ok FA+HEFAA A7 3ol &
el e (p<.05). &, vk FAL “HEEHon
AelgE Ae"e FE 2AsEd Aol en
2R A" F el A gketasigich 4 %
Woll A& w32k (1994) o] vl ok FH o 545 =25
71930 2299 2] Hedok AA Fal wlsololA] 2
oF AA Az} ¢ FejoFFoll vlodoF FAE AAIR A,
darh 2ol whek (19, 34, 74) A3 =Tl
A Aupggol Fod Aol E ol AFP Tl v 2ok
2vj(p<.05) Lingual lipase $4 =+ 143 340 #
o3& zolst dgivtn wasgch =¥ 75 54
ol A& “Z&3ta Aloigle Au”7 AT 9%
(19), 60%(3%), 38% (7Q)E el on o zFol
A& 27 21%, 56%, 54%5 Vel slglem ‘B
A L") Al A Fol dzFuc A A==
Aoz waslgel

2.0|=0le) duzH|EY EH

o] grololl 4] gk AH = AR E ozt AELS AH
Zgdich vE 23" FAS A3 FH2 A7
32—-34Fl A Edn st AE 7|2 37F AA= F
A, A3, 282 T F 5ol A Y GHA Gectn B
x5 2 glcH( Shaker, 1990 : Whaley & Wong, 1989).

u|&role] o ofatalol 71 E At Ao Fodictn B
2 9) =4 Kinneer & Beachy(1994) & F-f23% A=
o] A /G A" ez fAs e FEAL 2
3l 71 Fol v aglo sl A& A3, W5H 94
2+ BRY F4, 29 7 44, Aed 2x e
odok A Eof b H Al 4o wp A el
AAA 248 34F o)A e 7| 7te) F g gles
velgcha shed vlgote] 4 Sl Fo waigal
¢ %+ Aok



Pickler, Higgins, and Crummette(1992) & v}<:o}
o] Z% ogok 7]l vk FAH £H4E ALY
8 1074 o] w]<rotoll 4] 2 % 5¢AF 5% Fol vl
F FAE AAR A A d ok A4 5EF A T
A FefdA 2&%¢ AHE FA FAH(p=.01)2
sem QAL T4 S AHA v P55 A2
248 AU FHAA FoAdA & H4F el
Weta shodet,

Bernbaum, Pereira, Watkins, and Peckham(1983)
2 AR A T g REFH anE w98 307
o] mlols Aoz A3t A} vldf FAHL AA
g vlsrobs & o 22 ofAke] FAL vejonvx
g dE-g Aol e AFF oA o8 Aol E v
el Rt M siged o] $ Ao w|odok FA
o] oAl £ F HAAF|AY FE H AAXHL IS F
5 AT Aoz AT 5 dux A A g
9, Field, Ignatoff, Stringer et al. (1982) = 91 <3}
A4l Zel 579 9] vl gotoll A wlodok FAH A K
FeE vl A AR F o AF F7 AU
A 717 g AR T 2w 3¢} gk Brazelton
Neonatal Behavior Assesment Scaleol] 2} g &3 of 4]
TEHANA FA Acko)] vla] & o] FEH o] W@t
Tl vl ok FA ol F o] F4 Al E rhA & Hell 9
¢ ez HA4E 4 Yoz 2ugcsh =3,
McCain(1995) & 209 &} vlgrol & vt o2 v]odak &
AAAF A 542 E 25 2R AARASE S
Aol vl AR fosAe ot F ol 22 4
=5 vebd ez ¥asgct

g, De Curtis(1986) = %3 & 3h= 107 9 v]
Gofoll A wlodokFael odoka vEol e AIAE ¥
7198 matdF Wb o g 37 FAE AASE L
o) chzAl7) e §-o) 3 el & BolxlE kot shgl
ot &, vl FAlo] iR mEol} Aut F4, As

- 2=

FEolAH S24q 235 JepliAl& gtz 2 &
gl o]+ o+ & o 7( Bernbaum, Pereira, Watkins
et al., 1983 : Field, Ignatoff, Stringer et al., 1982) ol
A vlgkEAel AFF N 295 w3 A
= AR A3 Vel Ao B 4 9k

. 247w

1.7 A

—=307—

ol &7 233 2] A4 A2z

g ) Aol Al A g A x| ok A7) a2 o} o) &
a 2kd F{Crossover Design) & A8} sgict. o4 7]4 o
A7 e FRAH 02 ATl A wiAE & AY
H A 7b ol o] FojAm vle|A] Wb widiz 49
e} o] AdAlE ZAAA N A dz JEE Fozy
Tt AAe] ASE AL 4 gler] FE 715
7bete AAol i (Hulley, Feigal, Martin &
Cummings, 1988).

2. T ot

CAlofl 4% 33 542l Dfeh R&d g Al o} A
Z 713 9ol (3 vl GotE dlde s st B
Aol A el A=l 2500g =] akel o = el 7] 7} 37 weeks
olutolw] AT FFE AlHPA 1-59 o e =)o}
2 IFNE 2R YA L Aol AR sl e
TTN(Transient Tachypnea of Newborn) 5 2§35
FHFE A ASE A Y3 vlgol 147 0] o2t
ol it

A ESTE Y

1) AgA

AFE 9191 DA eh A8l A7 HE A A8l E A
A AAbHF 25The 4250} i zolat @
491 A 37t 2 Felgich AT 4 vl oty
220l Sl g A F chabalE 29 Aol o4
A2 AYAA (GRS w3 F4) o} $A Ao
% A% wokeh AY AulE 205 o) #5587

o vk FAHAA Y plgrolr widd 23](2A, &

) FAA 3%7, 58712 NNS 4, 232 2§ o
FEet AAH[G,  v]gotoly F AATL 4
olct. Wl FHL ¢lal NUK Al4ol g AE¥A %
ol &3stolet AF At 4 vigole) LHIF TFA
ol FalA 1 7-83)4 20 Ft el o= 5XE¢
ZHZARE Al o}7E NUK 2E 25 4852 Yo o

Z 492 S sle

2) Y50
Anderson Behavioral State Scale(ABSS)-g A&

shol 5 ARNF AHg 5ol A5 el ok AT 4k of o

AZA 387, FAdelst 2Rk AAFat oy =
At Y52 BAEAUR) M F2 A5 Y54



2 J)&35qgct A7} 7242 stopwatchE- o] £-3}o]
= A stodch WAL 2 doj by AN AFT TR &
78 & 1A 3 &) 71 B Al o 8 A= o

Hooae =

3 ANEF 27

Alul= 4= Escort =+ Corometrics monitorg ©]
gatol 245150k 2L Ao FASNE vl gt F
2ol 2asiglen 2HAAL A 2E FAA 3%
7, 589 B 712, 272 44717 Sk ol g 247

235k,

D ABASY 24

JEUASAL +H4F v, £, 47T
2 HAagch £R4FL sl gobt AgE +78 A
¥ 9gg g ofvlshe 153o] 7 £5& Eohile
o AE $4FE 25 4ANA FUE W BeiBL
A%z Folshgict
AT ER

Anderson Behavioral State Scale(ABSS)e] =]<
olo] 35 AAE ¥ & AL-&-5 et o] =7+ Anderson
et al. (1990)oll & A=l glon 12709 A5 Ael 5
zAse A=xolth PFAdE I8 =53 4441
), 28T £40A), A £H(3H), H¢ £t
A8 4+ (44), 2+ A= (64), 7loigle) v F5A
Q(64), =23 7ol UL(7H), EAF T Al Z A
9-2(84), ¢ Bt Al 2 Aol Y&(9H), A
(10%), €5(114), AstA £3(1274) 7 1294 =
255 Ed ol HAN (1A -54), vIEEHeln
Aol Ael(6—74), BEHolx kg 4ui(8

—124) =2 ¥ s e

£ 79 A8 % McCain(1992) o] ool 4 #atz}
7+ Agx 958 Raglul glon Fueiy= 7‘;1—{%
(1996) 9] AAT-ollA] 65014 .22 B vl gl 2
FollA e & drAtel 39 dFzde] AAA LR l
£4&.80—.902 2 Ebsith

4.Xt2 M
A8 SAS B4 Zzage o] &3t R3S

o] Zalloll w2 EAe, A4F42 &}l Wilcoxon
Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks test, ol¥&s+

t—test2 ZAFdtgon] A SHLE AEEAE o
2-3to] 243150

V. A5 Hot

L&t £4

hakxte] A B2 dolr) 119 (78 6%6) °) 3 o o}
£3%(21.4%) 2 dol7l of migtow, Ratge 2=
A }A A Bute] 8(57.1%) | n Xa‘-v—u&a 6 (42.9
%) o1gith. o}7] ofmi ] dal & HF 2821 A(3FH
2} 3.85) 01t 44 A2 37 31.86F(FTHA
2.14)clgl o], 74 AL 34.64F(FTH A 1.60)
olgick. A4 AFLS HTE 16%4.21g(FFEAA
359.94) clglev] A4 AFL 1606.29gm(FFHX}
256.21) o} glch. APGARA -(18) = H#5.29(5FH
2} 2.05) o) QL L, SE-ol M HF 7.43(FFH A 1.40) o)
ek, AdFsFey e HFE 7.210(FFAA
12.24) 01 om, Ab& g 717+ BF 1L.072(2FH
A} 16.69) 013, F7d Rl AL AT 4219
(2592} 0.80) ol gich. ATF7]2b5at Ao 4
2 o] 67 (42.86%) 1A 319lewd 192 Oz Hood
(1L/min) 2 A4 3F-& AAFol At 29-F A9 st
BF o] A= A et

CEO) tHaxlel £

£ 4 o9 ¥ F FEdx
oo 4z (4) 2538 28.21 3.40
44 A5 (4A) 28—-35 31.86 2.14
A4 A3 (gm) 32—-37 34.64 1.60

244 A% (gm)
dFA) A% (gm)

1095-2275 1694.21  359.94
1183-2170 1609.29  256.21

APGAR 4 +(1%) 1-8 529 205

APGAR A 4(5%) 4-9 7.43 1.40

AFEFLEAML)  0-37 721 1224

A4 24717H) 0-61 1107 16.69

T3 %A% D) 3-5 4.21 0.80
2. HSHE

1) 3 =4 el 2] o] Y & 7}H(Carryover Effect) 4 &

8 Z P54 N YENE AFHAARESED
9} Ztovy A9 AYHA maFEMol 3 o] Das
+ g+ Aoz btk (p>.05). AX A= 444
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o 3 H 53} B34 71 7HA) olglE ol YEIHE T3
2 4 e ol UEAI} Folahel QYA £ 24
o) 4ol o2l gol edl ¥ AFolME o] Yw o
9t Aoz vebgel,

4ejo] ol F 1}

HE+EFEAA t3 Py
EA—-AYTE 74.11+33.08
Ag-EAT 58.00+4934 .73 47
@5 Adoln EA-AYT 120.44+33.13
Aol Al AH—%F47 129.60+40.85 — .45 .65
g3doln  SA-AYFE 355+ 455
A A AP-EAT 1060+1663 —1.12 .24

(B2) swrE S

A5
T4

2) FRHAA FH7F Y54 Aol AF

iR YEAele SAA “Fael” 38.12%(F
FA A 26.09), “wlEEH ol Aol Ael” 16.01%
(RF9x 16.17), “#EAHolx E4AZY A
45.83% (3 F 33} 22.58) 0190 en] AR "4 Abel”
36.91(ZFH A 30.95), “v]&F Aol Aolgle )"
3.57%( 3. F 93 9.07), “F5Holm EAs A"
58.93%( £ F % 2 27.23) ollch. @4, #7459 5
Al AR “sHAR" 41.08%( EFH A} 31.13),
“d)gEaeln ool A" 52.28%(EF AU}
26.76), “ZzAHoln EatA A" 2.96%(F FH A
4.80) olglew AA"rdAd” 27.73% (L FEH A}
20.55), “Hl & ol Ao+ Ael” 65.68% (FFH
2+ 18.34), “gFHolx EAH T LEH”BZS”/(ET'_—’Fﬁ%
2H14.82) ol Aok, FH-Fol FRARD A Aol & “u
Aol Ao A"z Wistst HFE 36. 26‘7
F7he ez Jelgte s A4 47 62.10% 37

ol 2 e8| A A4 A2k

A Aoz vehd 494l BAAS ek 25
“l$EHola Ao A"z Wl o we A
22 vhebgteb(Z=~2.35, p=.01).

o
(&]l
O
0z
ul
g
1.1

(B3I FRUYF[E

5 Ael BE+xFAR Z3* Pz
e Al EAA 2.96+35.58

A#A - 917£30.67 — .94 .}
@50z EAA 36.26+33.29
Aolgle A A4 62.10£17.01 -2.35 .01*
$FHola EAA —4287+24.33

EohgrbAdl AfA -5569+30.23 -1.15 .24
* Wilcoxon Matched~Pairs Signed -rank Test
= p<.05

3) TR, FAA, F5F F 5446 A3

7t A)7]el| m|srotel H AR S vwE A £52
ol = sleep(4~d Abel) 36.91%, inactive, awake(w] g
F A& ol i Mo+ Ael) 3.57%, active, restless(Z%
Mol EqtAHE Abel) 58.93%F AREloich, Fx)
(NNS)Alell & “sa 48" 36.79%, “vl@FH ol

old= Ael” 34.64%, “ZE Aol ElAE Abe)”
21.32%% Mol Ao 2 Yeiyta}

FHFole “4u A" 27.73%, “vlEE5Hon A
o1l A" 65.68%, 1)1 “EFHolm B A4
" 3.23% % el o] 45 “vl &5 ol m Aol gl
A" 2ol Wigtt 255 veh gle |l 1 ),

O

O

Ir

NPT

1) AlvbE-4¢] o] ¥ & 7} (Carryover Effect) 7 &
T EALFLY c)lYanE AFS AFAE(H

+»

--#--sleep(1-5)
—{l—inactive,awake(6—7)

— -A—-active,restless(8—12)

QG TRY, SMAINNS), +7E HSHEl HE}
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o} Bony B APA A mApsAo] 93 o] L E T
£ 8l Aoz Jehdoh(p>.05).

(E 4 RS HLSTe 0jEEY

P+ FFRA 124 P#
EA-ARTE  313.33+21.26
AP-EAF  309.60+25.84 27 77

2) A Fof AltE4 s

T Az} Fo| Autg4 A3te FAAd A4
(NNS)dllat& At 5ol f2 8 2bol7} 2le Ao
2 et (Z=—~1.15P=.24). +%A A} 54
EAA] 154.51(FFH 2} 15.66), NNSA] 158.10( 25
2k 15.69) ol o m, F-Folle FAA] 156.35(FFH
2} 12.56), A4 156.46( £ FH 2} 10.29) o) e}, =,
TRl #FA R A Aol = AlvtE47) 9 1.83
2714k Ao 2 el oo uie) e NNSA|& 3 1.64
74" ez el

(ES) R HHSRES MUES HD

HE+EFA  Zze Pzt
EA)4) 1.83% 8.08
AgA -1.64£1023 -.1.15 .24

* Wilcoxon Matched - Pairs Signed ~rank Test

4. HYHH 5

vl grolrh 1580 Woll Hultsl 58 A8 433 7
TE 74T vlE= sl5&w NNSA] 83.93%, EA
A 89.290% 2.5, HAA ) EG 13HE 472 A 4
S 7H(E.2) A 7} A 9]) & NNSA| 22.96 cc 2} 7.64 o)
Qoo £A4] 20.06 cc 9} 7.58 0 2 el 74
713 ol YA FE A2 & & HA FoHEZA 4
A F 1095g, AN 717 287°%, A7 FA] A F 1428g,
AT 24 AF 367°F) el A 4% 33](FA|4] 23],
ZAA 13l M A28 E a2 old] 42FFE

ANE E 5§55 A&t
V.= 9j

2 A7 A= ojde A7(Gill et al., 1988 :
McCain, 1992,1995) 7} vled ¢ FA o] “w|ZFH el

AN A" E F2A7] = 235 el A7} $4
G ARE HeAF Aok F5A A g Al 71 58.93%
& 27 skgl ot NNS AA A& 27.32% = st e
o, “u|Z-FH ol Aol Ael” & 34.64% S 235}
= Aoz vel vldo} FAo| ol PEAe =
Holl 334 UE Jdebdichn 2 5 glet w3 2H(1994)
o) ATl A fF ‘=43 Aolgle AH” & AT A
19 9%, 39 60%, 74 38%% vElR o3 st o) A3
2o AAE L AFolA vdFEFAA HF 65.5% &
vebd A3 AR B 4l 23, 5536 4
FRE BA Aol “w]BFHo|a AolglEe A2
o] Wyl B 36.26% Sty APAE HT
62.10% S/t Aoz vehd Ag A 76 A 718
o} f-2l 5hA “v] 5 ol z A ofgle el " 22 W3t}
o B2 Aoz veldEd(Z=-2.35 p=.01), o|&
McCain(1992) o] d-Foli4 ZA|(NNS) A= 3o u|<
ole] QA4S vl mAAT} v FFA AR “u) g
FHolx Aol e A" 2] W str}l f9351A el
A(t=.40, p<.05) % BUF AL veld Hlez &
4+ et

vl ok FA FAAI AtEgol NE e =4
FAL o B AFolE AP 44F0 58
ot 32 AYgE LP o {3 AbolE ol sk
£l o} McCain(1992) 2] o1 -Foll 4] E-al| A 9} u)ef o}
FAAE v @a F938 2ol & Vel e A
F2H8 A 22 velll e o =3 Pickler et al, (1992) 2]
AToll A = vl srotol A v]of FF-A o] Aa]A Abelol of
T 52345 AFHAE o Adgsol BATH Fo
T 2bol7h &S Wnd A dA s A E ATE(
%ak, 1994 ; Woodson & Hamilton, 1988) ol 4] Al u}%
o Z4E 23% A Aol ARE Jehlcke
£ 4 ek B Aol wil R 13 A5 4E &4 AE
et ojZlo] A4 wistg A 5s) shetstdle
FAE el Heze B 4 9ol 25 d77 Dasl
oha Eo,

B ATl Ayl 255 25 AHAY v E2NNS

- 4] 83.93%, $-A14] 89.29% = th& EAA] A vhebyt
1:9!

ot AAA 75 13 BF 4% D 4741712 NNS
2] 22.96cc o}t 7.648- 015 2.0 EA| 4] 20.06cce} 7.58 2
2 frAE A2 velytcl ol & Pickler et al. (1993)
2] Aol A NNS 4] of o 43 5-Hol Fo544] &
SEE 20d e Aol g A3E e gt

&4, De Curtis(1986) &£ ¢ o o4& 31+ 101 9] 1]
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Srotoll A 3A kel wlodokF A o G uEol o7t 2H
E w13 dTFolA vt A o] ojvix] HEo)
3 F, AaTYlA =170 A3E el iR =
Ao 2 Vel rastd e FAANE 24
= AT diA g2 F5AA o8 Arizke] 52
8k3] 7] oj 8ok A o] (Gilkerson et al., 1990) x| =
B ] JFAd Ao AR vl FA a7
717 a#AE &A% A7 a}ddn B

X

R orjr oy ok 52
o wjo
o W

&1, Als, Tronick, Lester, & Brazelton(1979)-&
AR AT ulgololA AelH, P54 pEE &
7FEE 4 glekn Bgkeow QoA vlsolke) A
AAs} e YA e Hage] AFoe 47
A FA] =Ao] t]§ U g ety £rf £ dFol4
FHAAA 539 v UFAL PF A 2A4M &
FA ol kA& FAE delntod] o slgel
A% e AL % dhokdta £87 el Aol of
& A7 A% e sicha o

)

el

0;

V. 22 H M A

2 T ud o FAY visole] GEA ) gt
B35 A/ AAE G CAol 448 33
Ao Aot AFzrEetklol YAEk 147 9] o) gol(A)
H7i7k 28—35 F, W 31.86: EAA) AF 1095—
22758, B 1694g) ol A L} AT o 2 297ke] F
Aot BAAN I ZlE ATHYY EAE FF2H5
B2k v]odoF FA-(Nonnutritive sucking ; NNS) o]
=l w|<olel 53 el ABSS(Anderson
Behavioral State Scale)% o|-83}le] F214, NNSF
AEgL, 28l TG Feed WY 28)(2A, 0 %) B
Aot =g AlutE47t 24 5oy 442
g A8 o

BAL 2del4 Aol AFwloo] ¥4 399
NICU ZkZAtell o3 AA o) dF29} 3¢ o
T2 BAAZ LX) =& .80—.9001 Ak

AT AAdE -3 2o

1. wlsrotel FFAeolA “EAdHE A" F7A
58.93%& A stol e} FAI(NNS)A| 27.32% = 7
43t en, “wgEelw Aojgle Aul"E 4%
A 3.57% oA FAA) 34.64%F AR she Aoz v}
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— Abstract—

Key concept : Nonnutritive sucking, Behavioral
state, Preterm infant

Effects of Nonnutritive Sucking
on Behavioral State
in Preterm Infants

Shin, Hee Sun*

The purpose of study was to examine the effect of
nonnutritive sucking(NNS) on behavioral state in
preterm infants, Fourteen infants(gestational age
28—35 weeks, M=31.86; birth weights 1095—
2275g, M =1694g) admitted to NICU, serving as
their controls were randomly administered 5 min of
nonnutritive sucking and a control condition,
Behavioral state was measured using the Anderson
Behavioral State Scale(ABSS). Heart rates were
obtained for each infant before and during NNS and
bottle feeding. Data collecction was done by 3 ex-
perienced nurses in NICU 2 times a day for consecu-

* Associate professor, Nursing Department, Dankook
University
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tive 4 days for each subject. Interrater reliability

were .80 —.90.

The findings were as follows :

1. Preterm infants averaged active restless states
58.93% in the preintervention phase and 27.32%
in the NNS phase. Inactive awake states were
3.57% in the preintervention phase and 34.64% in
the NNS phase.

2. There were significantly more positive changes to
inactive awake states for the NNS intervention,

=-2.35p=.0L

3. There was no statistically significant difference in
heart rate change between NNS intervention and
control condition, z=—1,15, p=.24.

4. The rates of feeding success determined by fin-
ishing prescribed amount of milk by bottie feeding
within 15 minutes were 83.94% in NNS inter-
vention and 89.29% in control condition,

The findings from this study confirmed that NNS
is effective for behavioral state modulation and in-
ducing optimal state for feeding in preterm infant.
The NNS intervention in nursing practice may help
the transition of preterm infants for mpple feeding.
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