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Fadago] T
A x| n|
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1. 97 EeY

F2dA7te AUA7IZ ojojle olrleln o Al7]d
FAsoAle 47 e BT FAHARAN 27
o 83 9L vAHKim, Nam, Suh®} Park,
2001). A4 Fd P9+ 8§ 27 A& P92
A4dozlm gledH, F9& 3 W A= Re de
F2 Fhd7d dojun, BE FEA3 wE%e
A S A23H(Simmons-Morton 5, 1999).

+28] Jete] A= FAJATS] FolE BE Had
FHYTE 19909 604 1999 1205k 24
Y F7ksisien, 3] AftAel Fd&ol FEAA
Z7¥stn ItH(The commission on youth protection,
2002). =3 FAE AFete dEx AR AdHE 5
T Qe FAQ, FEAe] A 25%m nghd o,
D5 A9 8 o, 53] Fm 3% o &
A& At wWalw glck(Lee, Gost Kang, 1996;
Kang, 1998: Kim, 1998). tS°] A4l FAL
279 g2 uleke A& Sle o238l “gateway
drug’e 2 g3sle], T g 312 Fdste AodL
v Aad ®Bo &3 shsdol 3 =3, vk ARS
7VFs4de] 10-30¥f  ¥TH(Torabi, Bailey9 Majd-
Jabbari, 1993).

* Agdistn RAGEY whAt 21

P
ko
3
ok
82
2
g
El
Ho
_jg_ll
0=

oMY FAL BE HE FEFY AlFo|n AHAde
F48&°] Frkeln AQR3E He FHE s E o
Z27] A2drld Sle TS ez A 9 o
# o] vl E|o]o} g},

Aad Ao B Y AT S AvEd, FA
Aet Fdol B A2 2 o] U@ o FE
olFn U (Leedt Kim, 1995: Lee &, 1996:
Lee, 1997: Kang, 1998: Lee S.Y.¢ Lee S.B.,
2000), FQdy Z2aely} m{e] B A7 Al
gd Afds w528 A9E JRHee A4 2B
AcHKim, Jeest Ohr, 1992: Kang® Suh, 1995:
Kim¥ Kwon, 2000). 2322 a3#d FAdW m
o g A7k "editky Be, ANdg A% F3
At m&o] EIFer] e Aade] wE GAH
54 9 Hade FA B7] 58 m;ejstd mg JES
FAska, didAlel ERE mEsle e Bl A
& 4 e 1% e JAsolop gtk £

Aadrle Y dgE W] 4 Zop AA o]
8yslR] e A7lgl APl dig &Ar] oxh AH
2 FHe] uFste] FAE dihe = ¢EE A
3l7] o5 §9& A1A8Al @ch(Sarason, Mankowski,
Peterson® Dinh, 1992: Simmons-Morton %,
1999: Olds®} Thombs, 2001). ®3 zZ+F Fu| HAF
3ol xFo| el SV WEd TmuEel Haf A
23 9 ARGS =4 gepd FAE did FdA
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REo] FAQ FaAolY s34, AR A AW
59 &S AFE el At dvtd m&e
g 7R o7 oj¥cka &

old] 2 AFfdE 27 Fadr|Ql FHYL AL
2w gEHd diAde Ad rleg aSWEd 2§
Al7)a, 7relet &7 Choi(2000)9] Aol 22 i
A9 Zv] fu4E 98 ‘eFH(entertainment) & 71
gl S vteE Adste WHE B FddW
28] A, HE, a&UEHEd wXE 9L £A%
o EAAQ A4 wse WEe A EnA gt

B a7 TR 5H L d5F 2ok
A, AP dzTle) 9y 54 2§ B

E4, 9 tase] ve F2 A4 ¢ HE vsE

shetgict,
AR, FAPE TF WE L Pl B REVIE
g sheract
0. A7 4y
1. 47 g

2 A7 AN K7l 243 e 9 dvs
g Ztme] 38hd F 7Y 328 67l A9 qE
oz dgct olge @Y Egwes F 2014
oln, o] T BFET HE T 20W e AP AHT

A dArg]ztz &2z A134 A2%

94v, W=Z 87HY 3 18199 AEE BAugem
st}

2. A7 dA

2 A7E VS5 UET AI-AE AR f4 4
¥ 972 (28 Dl veht Qe

20012 69 209 8w 23hd 3N 35S e
2 duzALE @ F ARAIE £3 Bt 20014 6
2 2690 ATFUARIA AFRAZAE ST 2&
E A7) 69 269%E 7€ 1294 ZH sHFE=
23424 AANstgch 13 28 FelE AABg 23
TEL A2 FAt e AHANNY. 2& Y
2 e AR A (E D3 2k 23 2 4
A F ARET d2F 2R AR 2ARIA AR
A4 2 HE 33 =78 /KR AR ZAME A8
on AdTddMEe 28 WEF WYd Wi FEEE
ZAbGTE ouzAL, AR R AR 2AM] AR 2
2 @Ae] Pz dell B Q7AW AAESIch

Y 13 T3 Aade %’—"4 2 8 oz 9%
zARIY. A, 8E, FAAY,
58%e 4dvty 549 S F F

Smoking Prevention
Education

Experimental Group

Experimental Group

general & smoking related factors —
pre-test knowledge
pre-test attitude

Control Group
general & smoking related factors

> post-test knowledge
post-test attitude
satisfaction of contents & method

Control Group

pre-test knowledge
pre-test attitude

post-test knowledge
post-test attitude

{Fig. 1> Nonequivalent control group, Pretest-Posttest study design
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(Table 1) Contents and methods of smoking prevention education

contents

method material

smoking rate in Korea, harmfulness of smoking,
1st. smoking, passive smoking, pregnancy and smoking, penalty on the

smoking, refusal skill

adolescence and

self-produced handout

lecture through literature review

components of cigarette smoke, smoking rate. toxicity of nicotine,
2nd. physiologic effects of smoking, damage of passive smoking, case of VTR

smoking refusal

"For dream”

made by Korea Institute for
Health and Social Affairs
(KIHASA)

A &%, oA A £%, A7 F F9A £, o
ARe F4 AW § 4899 F9 BA 590z 74
so} gick.

) <ol Ui A4 ¢ H=

FE1d 2 nsUee BEdz YL A4 24
e 1089¢e2 ¥9E 0-1"cn ¥4t ve2ssE
A4 F=rt 255 gugt B 23 23e 1453
o2 HAE 0440l A7t B&FE Bt g
&g oulgt} gx B39 A13%= Cronbach’s ¢ &
oU]ZAL Al 0.85, AFARAF Al 0.87, AMFE ZAF A
0.880IAc},

[N}
ok

5. =4 u

AT

AR BAEHYL SPSS for window program 10.0

version< ©]&3}o],

2) 7 9zt 4nd 5
£ X’testE HEdHT.

3) Z JYT 2EAF A4 2 "Hxg vasy] 9
8] paired sample t testE 35 .on] wHo] A
2 2 gz ¥zl X 4TS AMZRA 8
A& Aojskm  Golrr] S8 FHF B
(ANCOVA) & 43l

4) AR7E AR & Y§ 2 uhHd g 7
ZE5 Zolry] A8 ¥l= E4& st

=49 o]

Q

4

m, oA+ 2o
1. lAbRbe] eb™ £4 9 Fcohzh Rjo| HS

ity 542 (R 2)9 Zo] 34 83%(45.9%).
ey 988 (54.1%)°I10 28], & & &E& VY o)

D 9vd 54 % §9BY S AR

oM Mvrd wigto] 1047 (57.5%)2 7P #3kewo,

(Table 2) General factors and difference between groups

control group experimental group total x?
n{%) n{%) n(%) (value)
sex boys 42(48.3) 41(43.6) 83(45.9) 0.395
. girls 45(51.7) 53(56.4) 98(54.1) :
( 10,000 ¥ 15(17.2) 14(14.9) 29(16.0)
pocket money 10,000< (30,000% 53(60.9) 51(54.3) 104(57.5) 7204
per month 30,000< (50,000% 18(20.7) 19(20.2) 37(20.4) :
- 50,0008 < 1(1.1) 10(10.6) 11( 6.1)
residental apartment 83(95.4) 84(89.4) 167(92.3)
shopping area 0( 0.0 6( 6.4) 6( 3.3) 5.744
area the others 4( 4.6) 4(4.3) 8( 4.4)
school upper 14(16.1) 15(16.0) 29(16.0)
hi " middle 50(57.5) 54(57.4) 104(57.5) 0.001
achievements lower 23(26.4) 25(26.6) 48(26.5)
greatly satisfied 14(16.1) 14(14.9) 28(15.5)
satisfaction almost satisfied 6( 6.9) 4( 4.3) 10( 5.5)
at equivocal 34(39.1) 35(37.2) 69(38.1) 1.531
school scarcely satisfied 30(34.5) 35(37.2) 65(35.9)
terribly dissatisfied 3(3.4) 6(6.4) 9( 5.0)
Difference between control and experimental groups : * P<0.05
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Z7] A 1679(92.3%)°] otFERT). tm AHe
27t Axetn 27 o] 104H(57.5%)o2 13
1A ‘-"-h"x’. “}'&E“E 697 (38.1%)°] ¥%, 653
(35.9%)0} ¥ Z31x) gettn gdad. o
z u=0.05°1]*1 @_faa(gzxrg)ur WZZ(ETH) e
AH o7t oms YNE Bi4o] Fdstim AZH
Q.

2. CHMXtel i S4 o HLZt xof HF

gzt FAEAE 54 (FE DI} o] 1194
(65.7%)°] 7% ¥ FA47} gz sied, 1119
(61.3%)°] obAAIZL FAAEL 3%, 867 (47.5%)
o] Fdsh= A7/t flokx sty 459 (24.9%)2 8
g olde] ATyt FAITkn A didAtel 149
H(82.3%)°] &4 ZA¥ol slAen, 1738(9.4%)& o
A FAg o dA AR, 158 (8.3%)L AA

A QA Lz A A138 A2E

FAART ARG FelFE 0=0.05904 4YEH} o
22 ol BAA Aolrt glomz FARA A= F

dsitta AFHAS.

s]

End

3. g ¥EF X

A % BT v

Ho
W

ZEAF FA Ao 3l (E 4 JERSI
gz F4 A4 HFebe ns A 0.8844 n{ F
0.852 Zadtovt BAACE FAUF Zo|7} iy
Az, AETe FA A4 Fee 28 A 0.83904 m
4 ¥ 09322 Z7RRIHE /FE 0=0.05904 /<
wlg ztel7t ek WA, 2§ F dzFe F4 A
A& W3R gskov APFL FolulsA Fristdrt

= el glol AHHHAN] 93-S BAET] A A
A A 2 EHx A4S FHPF(covariate) 2 F I3 W
& F A4 Aol tig FUFEH(ANCOVA)E & 4
e (E 5ok 2ok ARz 43S BAEn o&

(Table 3> Smoking related factors and difference between groups

control group experimental group total X
n(%) n{%) n(%) (value)
smokers in present 59(67.8) 60(63.8) 119(65.7) 0.319
family members absent 28(32.2) 34(36.2) 62(34.3) )
smoking state smoker 56(64.4) 55(58.5) 111(61.3) 0.654
of father nonsmoker 31(35.6) 39(41.5) 70(38.7) )
0 35(40.2) 51(54.3) 86(47.5)
no. of smokers 1-3 18(20.7) 18(19.1) 36(19.9) 5 486
in friends 4-7 10(11.5) 4( 4.3) 14(7.7) )
8 and above 24(27.6) 21(22.3) 45(24.9)
smoking state never 70(80.5) 79(84.0) 149(82.3)
: b.g past smoking 10(11.5) 7(7.4) 17( 9.4) 0.870
of subject now smoking 7( 8.0) 8( 8.5) 15( 8.3)

Difference between control and experimental groups :

* PX0.05

{(Table 4) Paired sample test on the smoking knowledge

pre-test score

post-test score

group meanSD meantSD t S1E-
control group (n=87) 0.8810.11 0.8520.12 1.313 0.193
experimental group (n=94) 0.83+0.18 0.9320.16 -3.851 0.000"
Difference between pre-test score and post-test score : * P(0.05
(Table 5) ANCOVA on the smoking knowledge
source sum of squares df F sig.
covariate : pretest(knowledge) 9.501E-03 1 0.466 0.496
covariate : pretest(attitude) 1.536E-03 1 0.075 0.784
fixed effect (education) 0.210 1 10.319 0.002*
error 3.610 177
corrected total 3.858 180

* PX0.05
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(Table 6) Paired sample test on the smoking attitude

pre-test score

post-test score

group mean+SD mean+3SD t sie.
control group (n=87) 3.07+0.51 3.2210.50 -1.956 0.054
experimental group (n=94) 3.14+0.59 3.1620.60 -0.283 0.778

Difference between pre-test score and post-test score :

o] FE EAMF A, m{o] A4 Ade} v o
FrelsE 0=0.0590M Flsisc
SAF 4 HE W3l (& 6y Jepddch
zze] Fd d= AFE 2% B 3.07404 28 F
3.222 Ve oy BAHCR freng Alols} ohy
A3, AETY FY = Fo= 25 A 3.14904 m
£ % 3.1602 F7IEtd o F95F a=0.054 #
oulg ztol7} itk WA, n& ¥ J2FFH AFT
2% &9 "=e) Wzl gl

= g glo] AbdzAle] 4EE BAIB] Ad A
A A4 2 Bz F5E FA%(covariate) 22 31 T
& ¥ Hx Hfol digd FUFEA(ANCOVA)E & 2
e (B DI 29 ARAAE 98E ARl B&
o] EFE BAMF A, 3] HE W oA o
g2 FoFFE 0=0.05904 fol3A g& Aoz vet
Sk,

o
E flo 1o

M

/3‘

AT

4, K U Y LYol oE VEFT

(Table 7) ANCOVA on the smoking attitude

* P(0.05

5 B4 2 uRld] g BExE (F 8)d Yeh}
ek w& Ulgel 1ol AM 71Ee 0-4d WSl H
T 2.85328 & We Bo 9ER A7t B3k
I e Ee 343 9, §9& 2 F99 Re4,
7 ¥, Az Fdololn, FAd W Ao u&
wEwrt 7P R

TE e dig VEHE Ao ol oS siulg
vt AlAe 0-4% YoM HF 2.77-0jx, 79
v 3F 263822 Hge AlAd e BEEst el
J g HEE Bo 4t

v.= 9

2 A7l Fotm 3ghde) FUELe WA FAE
o] 9.4%. dA FAg&ol 8.3%cIY}. ole WIAY
ZRSHYSS dlez AT Kam 5(2000)9) o
TN @A Ze4 38hdel }A FAE 16.6%. A
FAE 3.3%, A 284 38hde AA FAE 7.9%,

source sum of squares df F sig.
covariate : pretest(knowledge) 0.429 1 1.387 0.240
covariate : pretest(attitude) 0.126 1 0.408 0.524
fixed effect (education) 0.264 1 0.853 0.357
error 54.755 177
corrected total 55.357 180
* P{0.05

(Table 8) Satisfaction on the educational contents *tand method

Item educational contents/method meant SD
contents smoking rate 2.77£1.01
harmfulness of smoking 2.77+¢1.14

adolescence and smoking 2.78+1.04

passive smoking 2.711£1.26

pregnancy and smoking 2.65%1.13

penalty on the smoking 2.55%1.00

refusal skill 2.85+1.02

method lecture 2.63+0.88
VTR 2.77+0.89
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dA FAE 3.1%% 2D vimsl 2w, A% AR
FAL PP AAA FARPES ¥IS) B A7
ode d@A FAgo] AuHem ¥eE ¢ & AU
a8y Suh 5(1998)¢] AFdl olskd 199749 ¥y

ool WA AL 5 3.9%Ake Ane} Ma

g o) Fage dA FAEo] A A w} 7t
Ackn FHY 4 k. £, FQ Az dF Aol
Ay FAL2 7te F8 Ag8ldelde Ea(Murphy
s} Price, 1988)8 3¢ o @A FAA ¥ ol
HA FAAE ARYFEFOR Holop 3r, HAdd
4 37 3 A7 AR o FAsA sHe A
(Lee, Y.8t Lee, J., 1993)& z2l@ o &2 23
So] AA A4 v HFIAF dF) EoE FE
Aol 3lel FAEAE WS AAen e old i
FA7F AlFstta 8 < 3ich

B d7dAM §4 d Z2ads 53 FA ALY
Fol VM Fe 7189 98 FHAY =2ae @
T A dxsk=vl(Kang ¥, 1995: Choi, 2000:
Miller, Gillespie, Billian®} Davel, 2001), ol &
58 BT A9 Zvle 8ol AlAMETE 13 H
To] Wil glol udAd 48 stAeA E ded
254y E dde2 ¥ Kang 5(1995)9 dF Z23s}
= 24Xz}, oje R4 AG AT widjr gusd
B H3E Fx3) g8 AE g U H2
Hoz F4 Add g Ad g AEHE AAEe
v, el 2 hes 53 4 Hdel|gle=z |
EE W3 gRFelcta 2ot wE JES,
BE B9, X 9% 2§ 5 4% ¥ asw
e gAzslojol grim Brh Eg 2apAd AF @
712rel m{Pe g HEE A ofifung F
el AR AH71A 28-S B Hz vYobie FF
WS feshs Aol vt Eoh

AETEE oz I} wUSE Ak Yot vi8ol
Aol AA Zled didt HEE A5t e HERT
Tk, ol thE 8- o] o ARE FI &
3 I7] el AFH Frl4el KEHA &5k
olglm Er}t =3, AlRAH ¥ HIYE AT
ool FA Bx 9 #FF ol At AN
o= 97 ZAI(Christenson, 1985: Elder %,
1993: Vartiainen, Paavola, McAlster®} Puska,
1998)< wet F¢ AFE Adsle 7l 5 ABE &
d gl dix ke 2fF HIo] vl Fesia Bo

of

o £
2

AAAr2 s et A] A13E A2%

38, 2% WY 3o} v AHo] 29 wrp v
=7t gk, ole A4d Aleld W7t w2 TH
294 5 297 827t s Wl g
Fog et mgd @ 138w AEUER
7b Esida E2d weEbd msEEst w2 We %
ez Fad FE A 2&E ARG KA,
AEVEE7L 82 24 §9 HE 2 AFo] wHA
A AztskeAd @ d7= dasiga Bt

Lo

V.28 4 Mo

E A7 HNEA 9 FEme] 33hd 4 181 &
didez = ¢4gd) dAsie Ad e P8 1
S, 79 2 ‘92 (entertainment)’d 84&F A
d wde A9 dAshe o dde B3 §9d4
25o] Fol U@ x4 2 b=, 3D AW wsel ol
g PHEx) njAe R BN ZAHA FAAE
259 WEgE AR e B Al=HAT

AT AAE HESAH UZRF APE-ALF fA A @
T2 g4 g3 487 dzTes Y €93
%, 20019 69 269 HEF 949+ =T 879
FAof Oig A2 E e=ol sl Ab AR 69 26
ARE 79129 AA APl s sFERZ 23H4]
4 7ol 2 vte A Z8E AT F AR 2ALE
sta, APTo] dEMe 25UE L el aid BF
== ZARH.

AT =7E 9 54 ¢ 39 #d 542 £Y
2S 3 Aade F4 AY 2 Hzel S v
25 ZTAE, 44 UF x4 2 HEs E3
& @ 35 Wes el Fgsien, gx F9
AFEE oy 2aF Al 0.85, AR ZAF A 0.87, ALE
2ZAF Al 0.88°11 e}

A2 SAEAHE SPSS 10.0 versiond o] &34,
ZH Fazk dvty 54 2 FATE 549 Aole x
test® HAE3on, ZF Hud 28AF A ¢ He
£ ¥wdr) $8 paired sample t testS 312,
Ffo| A4 & eixe] Wl vlXe 4TS AbRA
89% Aolstn GolBr] H3l FHF B4 (ANCOVA)
& AAslglen, AARE ddes mg g 2y
o W UEEE dolrr] A Y= 42 3t

A7 A o2 2

1. 44, ¥2 &8 AF A9, ga 44, T

i i

(&)

=
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ZE 5 994 54 2 15 3 94 49, opiAle

B AR A2 4 DA 52 A8 5

¥ ¥Y S4L YT B2 Aol ggi
2. 32 A% oA Azze 2% A Fo

& xjol7} U a(t=1.313, s1g=0.193). A w
& ol vja) m& Fol felujeA Skt =-3.851,
sig=0.000). AFZALY HEL2 BAYE Wiz 2&
o] A4 ®zle] g dLE uFHHF=10.319,
sig=0.002).

3. FA "zl doM dlz2F(t=-1.956, sig=0.054)
I A¥F(t=-0.283, 5ig=0.778) BF u§{ AFd
Froul@ Aelzb gtk AHRZALY dgE FARS
oz o] HlE Wsle)] FolFt FTE v))A] gk
™H{F=0.853, sig=0.357).

4. 15 W 3ol AH 7o) & Uiud g
=7F wgtod, @& Wd glo] 288 An|E vde
AlFo] ZIrct BEEr} gt

ool Ao B A7 FAAW w&e FIY9
F4 AL LY HEE H3AA)A Eid.
webd] Fhd] Ui g=E WG & gln ot F
4 Aol 9T vE F e Bz g TEoYy
A @ 77t AlzHolof dtm £k EF F4Ao
g AF Jle 9 229 24F Julg vte AlHd)
W Fe wERETE o U ¢ gl HE
Aodoz gtenz FA o I TP AL
Al olg meEsjol dcta EBoh zm Fdxle &%
2 FE 38% & 71E4del ¥i(Torabi, Baileys}
Majd-Jabbari, 1993) %9l F¢ A% =d& &
Aoz FA3= S(Kim™F Yoon, 2000) F4& &
A28 P 9 F™ho] iz, EFHFA FhdT 28
A AHEEE AR gy 7IHEL B BATS U8
M AHgdEdes ¥E a8 & o, gas stez
T FdA =232 o] AR JHHE E 7 3
3 ARl A7) dig AAE 718 5 de 2
RRAZ2 Y WellA LA olof gcta B,

spAgto 2 3 AF Wi dig AAg W o
# 2ok AA, A9 A H= € P98 ¥z

F e AR B71H FD AW 28 2o o
& A Aol i A7 AlxHolol . £A),

A5 BEES FY U @ PH3ne] FAN BF @
TE B 2 A2 ¥4 ¥ Z2a¥ sie) wieds)
oo} g},
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Effects of Smoking Prevention
Education on Knowledge and
Attitude toward Smoking
and the Satisfaction of Education
among Middle School Students

Han, Sun Hee*

Objectives : This pre-post quasi-experimental
study was designed to investigate the effects of
school based smoking prevention education on
knowledge and attitude toward smoking, and the
satisfaction of education among middle school
students.

Methods : The subjects included 94 middle
school students in the experimental group, and
87 students in the control group. The
educational content contained smoking refusal
skills, which were taught through lectures and
videos. Data collection was achieved using a
self-reported questionnaire developed by the
investigator. Data were analyzed with the SPSS
10.0 program including frequency, percentile, X2,
paired t-test, and ANCOVA.

* Graduate School of Public Health, Seoul National University

Results : The results were as follows:

1. After the smoking prevention education,
the smoking knowledge of the experimental
group was significantly improved, whereas that
of control group didn’t change significantly.

2. There were no significant differences
between pretest and post test attitude scores in
both groups.

3. Refusal skill was the education content
that provided the highest satisfaction for the
subjects, and the degree of satisfaction was
higher with video watching than with a lecture.

Conclusion Smoking prevention education
for middle school students increased their level
of smoking knowledge, but did not affect their
attitudes toward smoking. Therefore, it is
necessary to develop a more effective program,
and to evaluate the effects of a long term
education program with further studies.

Key words smoking, prevention, education,
students
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