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<Figure 1> Conceptual framework of this study
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o o5t VAT AN

HadaHe 49940l 455047 66.1%[%TE  7]Eo] #BEol AztE o] HF 368W(HTHEA 33), FEY
94.1%012m, uEo|a7}t 54.7%0I%th IS e 22 A4E el BT 22.08(BFEA 2.0), 222 AAE A
A FEAS sdEE 3007H¥0]/ K (Korean  National 784S Ht 50478(F T3 3.0)°1% T<Table 2>

Statistical Office, 2003)¢] 55.1%= VW& ZAFEl= F3 3}

Atk Aol gl ddAE 62.7%0103, AdE 7 A F

<Table 1> Individual characteristics and experiences of study subjects (n=236)
Variables Frequency(n) Percent(%)
Age(years) 45-50 156 66.1
>51 80 339
Meant SD 49.9+4.8
Marriage Married 222 94.1
Unmarried 14 59
Experience of Yes 216 91.5
pregnancy No 15 6.4
No response 5 2.1
Mean+ SD 2.5+1.1
Education High school and below 129 54.7
College and above 105 445
No response 2 0.8
Monthly income) < 300 106 449
(10 thousand Won) = 300 130 55.1
Occupation Haven't 148 62.7
Have 88 373
Type of occupation Nothing 148 62.7
Teacher 60 254
Nurse 28 11.9
Perceived health status Good 87 36.9
Neutral 97 41.1
Bad 51 216
No response 1 0.4
Experience of Have 158 66.9
Cervical cancer screening Haven't 78 33.1
Experience of Have 33 14.0
other cancer screening Haven't 177 75.0
<Table 2> Behavior-specific cognitions and affect of study subjects
Variables(# of items) Possible range Actual range Mean SD Mean by items
Perceived benefits of action(11) 11-44 22-44 36.8 4.7 33
Perceived barriers of action(11) 11-44 11-39 222 4.8 2.0
Perceived self-efficacy(17) 17-68 33-68 50.4 6.4 3.0
794 CHEtztS eka| X 34(5), 20041 8



<Table 3> Breast cancer screening and repeat screening by individual characteristics and experience

Screening* Repeat screening*
Variables Yes No x2(p) Yes No x2(p)
(n=135) (n=101) (n=36) (n=99)
Age(years) 45-50 83(53.2) 73(46.8) 3.01 24(28.9) 59(71.1) 56
=51 52(65.0) 28(35.0) ( .083) 12(23.1) 40(76.9) ( .455)
Marriage Married 3(20.0) 12(80.0) 927 2(66.7) 1( 1.0) 273
Unmarried 130(60.2) 86(39.8) ( .002) 32(24.6) 98(75.4) ( .099)
Experience of Yes 132(59.5) 90(40.5) 7.78 34(25.8) 98(74.2) 2.51
pregnancy No 3(21.4) 11(78.6) ( .005) 2(66.7) 1(33.3) (.113)
Education High school and below 76(58.9) 53(41.1) .51 15(19.7) 61(80.3) 4.83
College and above 57(54.3) 48(45.7) ( 477 21(36.8) 36(63.2) ( .028)
Monthly income) < 300 62(58.5) 44(41.5) 13 14(22.6) 48(77.4) 98
(10 thousand Won) > 300 73(56.2) 57(43.8) (.718) 22(30.1) 51(69.9) ( 322)
Occupation Haven't 88(59.5) 60(40.5) 83 17(19.3) 71(80.7) 6.98
Have 47(53.4) 41(46.6) ( .364) 19(40.4) 28(59.6) ( .008)
Type of Nothing 88(59.5) 60(40.5) 6.08 17(19.3) 71(80.7) 6.98
occupation Teacher 37(61.7) 23(38.3) ( .048) 15(40.5) 22(59.5) { 030)
Nurse 10(35.7) 18(64.3) 4(40.0) 6(60.0)
Perceived health Good 52(59.8) 35(40.2) 12.02 12(23.1) 40(76.9) 813
status Neutral 44(45.4) 53(54.6) ( .002) 12(27.3) 32(72.7) ( .666)
Bad 38(74.5) 13(25.5) 12(31.6) 26(68.4)
Experience of cervical Have 116(73.4) 42(26.6) 51.34 28(24.1) 88(75.9) 2.70
cancer screening Haven't 19(24.4) 59(75.6) (<.0001) 8(42.1) 11(57.9) ( .101)
Experience of Have 24(72.7) 9(27.3) 435 13(54.2) 11(45.8) 11.15
other cancer screening Haven't 94(53.1) 83(46.9) ( .037) 19(20.2) 75(79.8) ( .001)
* removed no response
el 27 ARAFHES 572%, HETHEES 15.3%0] o U VAKX 4 RESH HEA
AT<Figure 2> FWL ZIVHATHASY FHAVIZS A T 2R AS B9 = MRE 59 9 A
2 Yeds =AML 49.6%6THE 7 ok, I Yo 29102 = AAAP(p=.002), BEAF(p=.005), HF(p=.048),
E2E FE EE @AdEo] 17.0%@23F)0l0tk fiet 27 Aztd AZAE(p=.002), AFHEY  2r1HAFHY
ARAFAY A¥o] Qe A=Y v olfE e A%st (p<.0001), Rt T ATAF-Ael9)e B 27 |HARTA
TR AN d46%ESHOINSH, I o Rk 41 ReemnTolon, ARl ox R, /1EA, LA
7187} §1o1X 7 23.8%(24%)E EkTi<Table 3>. A7k A7Perh vmntn & it AedEd 2
‘ BAAFAZRO) g WA, gt 43R RY ol9lel
% o 71ARFAR G Y WA Gt ARz
60 o] 1A e AR B EhETable 4.
0 v U ZNEANESES B 9 AR 54
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4 e
° i FULI AT ol9l9) B FIGALEA R p=001)
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20 P ¢ gebsh AgRRY ol9e Bt 2712054 Al 9
10 i i BRI fuY ZAAREsEEel Al ekt
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Screening Repeat No
L screening _ screening
® ARg ey furet KRae

<Figure 2> Rates of breast cancer
screening and repeat screening
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{Table 4> Reasons for taking mammography or not

N %

Reasons for taking Feeling unhealthy 67 49.6
mammography(n=135) Free of charge or discount 23 17.0
See the advertisement 7 5.2

Recommendation of family 5 3.7

Recommendation of others not family 4 3.0

After hearing other's occurrence of breast cancer 4 3.0

Other reasons 20 14.8

No responses 5 3.7

Reasons for not taking Feeling healthy 45 44.6
mammography*(n=101) No chance to take mammography 24 23.8
Feeling shame to take mammography 19 18.8

Uncomfort procedures 17 16.8

Feeling bothering 16 15.8

No time to take mammography 14 139

Worry about the results 10 9.9

High cost 6 59

* Multiple responses
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o fURH 27175 9 WS Bdee ZI\HAS ) U ged BAxY IARAER
Y 2718 gk EFEN A feldE 1 g(P=.027), FHAT AFAFL o] Bt 271EATHA
A ORI AN, QABY, AECR, 4% AZ4E A RE=001yt FARCE fogow, uZolga
2, ATAFE 2RAFAR, NSy AeBEEY (OR=2.75, 95% CI=1.12-6.71), Bt} 271AXFHA T U=
(Table 5> Breast cancer screening and repeat screening by behavior-specific cognitions and affect
Screening=* Repeat screeningx
Variables(# of items) Yes No o) Yes No o)
(n=135) {n=101) {n=36) {n=99)
. R -1.649 -2.029
+ + + +4,
Perceived benefits of action(11) 37.2+4.7 36.2+4.7 ¢ .101) 38.614.0 36.8+4.9 ( .044)
Perceived barriers of action(11) 21.2+4.9 23.614.4 381 213143 21.2%5.1 ~110
e s (<.0001) o e ( 912)
. 1.240 -013
Perceived self-efficacy(17) 499+5.8 50.1£6.5 ( 216) 49.915.1 49.9+6.4 ( 990
* MeanzSD
<Table 6> Factors related to the breast cancer screening
Variables B SE Wald p Odds ratio(95% ClI)
Age* .80 32 6.16 013 2.22(1.18-4.17)
Perceived barriers of action -12 .03 13.16 <.0001 .89( .83- .95)

* Age : 45-50=0, > 51=1
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<Table 7> Factors related to the breast cancer repeat screening

Variables B Wald P Odds ratio{95% Ci)
Education* 1.0t 4,90 027 2.75(1.12-6.71)
Experience of other cancer screening** 1.61 10.17 .001 5.00(1.86-13.44)

* Education : High school and below=0, College and above=1,
Experience of other cancer screening : No 0, Yes=1
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rr

9|

Quot T\ ATAZ Mel9} BEQQI

Rt ol
oS R F AN dAF I ZNHEANFHE
] 21.4%, Choi 5(2001)°] 54 20-69418 AFES
Aoz g Afed A 1dn FUY 2NAAFHE]
27.6%C150 " A= Fs Abolrh sigich B Agapdatke]
i 2132 EE0] ofF A Yehdted], A3AT(No
et al, 1999; Choi et al., 2001)3} 27|15 71745 it
Aol 2ed Agsl vjustrles ¥ 2394 No
(1999 A+7F HA F=AEII, Choi Q001 A 1
e £RE, 281 # A7e A 5838 FHEYE
QFsted T%sﬁ o B A3e Chol 500N 9T
2000 o]F AAIgh ATelx AY oide Fud 271
FAEC] 53] PHHL U5E ¢ F Utk o)A
7de] Akjle]l BASMEEA Yz
4 AFAEo]l A3l A GgEL
o] F8Ae gt Ayo] mopx| i, Zii%%
st 01”01 F7VeI37] WEL
ToA FHet Z?‘VM#@%
40tl O]’B]'(Hwang et al, 2002) AFUGoR
] W&o No Z(1999)°]tt Choi 5(2001)2] el X
o FRRAR FRE0l ¥ A vEE £E Y 2
g =) AYATF A 72%(Paskett et al., 1998),
oOE A ATAEge] 27)1ARNFHEO] 64.8%No et
70.6%(Song et al., 1999)0]91&-8 et
oL W& FFEolgty & 5 Stk

TG 271737 eh R fostA BEAo] 3l
¥, YAAR, &Y, A%, A7d dAE, AF
Z14RFHAT, g3 7I7JXJT7JO%T 193, ol

oA ALY SALAEdN FAHCE {AFd

-
W
Hl
4» rlo
i
2

o
f
i2)
i

[\9]
<o
oéizni =S
N > 8o XYoot 1Y R o

e L
A

BN 1S
ml
24
>
=
2

e 2
L
2

o

L
E T oot (R
ek

(w2 e

LBzt s et5| A 34(5), 20044 8%

A5 BF AZkE Aofolrk £ AT AFLE 45-50
ABH SIA ol delA fud ZVIARsHE] 9 w8

b, o213 A= Song 5(1999)2] AT No %(1999) g a
:rLoﬂ/ﬂ OZ]E:}O] Z‘.7].6‘l/‘§ 0}3}.0} 2717_121-,;\_ ] %__E]—

l

= @J%ﬂ AA AT Yo7t Eojtel wel fiet 271H
AEAE] v 2 FAxa A9 @wert At
solvn, AAA, A of7t @& AHEET ¥ WY
wgojel AzZrech Syl Ao GlojA kgl LAE
o] 40t} o]F-FE] FE58h= A% KSong et al, 1999)S 73t
thd, 30-40th ANHE 1711 HOW 35717:.4{1473011 ﬂlf& %

T+(Choi et al., 2001)8} Yxatch

€ AT GUSRARIE o et Vel
FolA) Fo IHUAAT Lehd o] gick

Choi, Sohn & Park(2002)8] %A} 304 ©

T8 Song 5(1999)8 FHEA AF V|EAGdG A

Choi 5(2001)8] RHAS WY 20-694 oAty AT

Hwang 5(2002)9] HAM| 5329 & . 1538
.

ETA
9 AT AFBRY0) BEFE 2105

o %
t}. o] e 9] A74(Pham & McPhee, 1992)°l|A H]
£ X7 HAFAE A ool H  Qivky dn
Art. 2 B dAFeMe ZEEsglo] R T
A& @™o} gisle=d ARAE NEE5dol 488 £
2l 99kE el Ax, ERE HTol Il dREIAKIY
doE ‘%E Az7| 7] o] FoH| a1
pas

A 72}°H°°‘ oz g

R 2 AFATe FEEUE AL @Akt R4 1)
al sAel FPg wE FAEE BitE Aol FAL
T YgaqozA gz £139 $e4e Mg 2 4 A
o ZIqHSAR d27AN s FLAE ¢
A4 ddow Bz ooiNA %ee ¢ U FF 9w
Az BRI ez PEAEA SR 9FE Fi

797



el <)

J

s
=

B

, 2000). TUolA R o]

—
<)

g4t QltiBurack & Gimotty, 1997, Lythgoe, 1999;

[e]
Nguyen

=

=

gos 9

B7] 9t F7F A47F #RH7

=
=

A

1.

T

off ztej7t 3§l

1

[e]

[e]
B

I
—

™, Song

(o]

1

I3
of

ol

oK

M)
R

o

i

38

[eZ]
=)

A9 FYA
Hwang 5(2002)% SFollM 11.7%2 £ A3}

&

(199928 FYAY FHld)

=N
(s

b A

°©

| A% ZdaFAe 5L vHd

HAh TS AAAFTAN, WAL, BIARE 454 ©]

}

S|
pil

=2

=
4 =2 oz e o o

o sk, 2 EA T ARl el g71A

&

s
-

o]
T

oy
AL

AT o §3tel o)Folz

grEsgith AeFAL 20039 7€ 1Y
3%

ol
oA 88 31Y7HA] AR

6HE

23

A

3

o

A ekt gle) AgelNe Br1Ee B

tol Ak 2lskgint.

3

o, ZAREAL SPSS/WIN 10.0& o] &

o2 Z|thEh

S
ojy

2 A

Yo
)

K
iy

"I

—

2

(2000)°]

p=+
o

i}

| gl=rel AFduel v s R, Halabi
MEZetolte] FHAHEY AE F 40444 A4 50-544)

ks

a

3}

3

A

L. A

of -] 3l

olei, Wslg B

g 53124

3
o

=2
=

o

Y t-test

bot vhaA

O

W% A9 olojojgleh, thbA 24

o}x7) $]

o

L

1%
=

7ol Aol g
o1e] AT A

9 Add Zofold, z7]

=
=

L

boheb 24028 29

il

I

uzzoiyl o
427 sl et 27| AR5E0RIL BAR R fe9

t\'_].'

171

g

%7]

o) x| w(Shin, Kim & Cho, 1993), A71H o2 o4a e

2t ofdks Aol JHg WAL AR

(National Cancer Center, 2001)2
o F7be FESAAARS AAl(National Cancer Center,

Paskett 5(1998)2] AAaE5F AFR|Ho| Al= 404 o]/ of

44%<1 Zlol Bl ofF ut

1}

N

51| 34(5), 2004 8¥

Stat Bull Metrop Insur Co, 73(4), 21-29.

References
American Cancer Society. (1992). Cancer prevention study II.

717 B A 2~ ®(reminder system)

7o) digk o] ol ¥

798



RUY Z=7|ATSH J iE HES HEe0]

Burack, R. C., Gimotty, P. A. (1997). Promoting screening
mammography in inner-city settings. The sustained
effectiveness of computerized reminders in a randomized
controlled trial. Med Care, 35(9), 921-31.

Choi, J. S, Park, J. Y., & Han, C. H. (2001). The behavioral
and educational factors affecting the breast self-
examination and breast cancer screening. J Korean Society
for Health Educ Promot, 18(1), 61-78.

Choi, J. S., Sohn, S. J, & Park, H. C. (2002). Ecological
analysis of cancer screening. WebHealth Research, 5, 1-88.

Halabi, S., Skinner, C. S., Samsa, G. P., Strigo, T. S, &
Crawford, Y. S. (2000). Factors associated with repeat
mammography screening. J Fam Pract, 49(12), 1104-1111.

Hwang, S. K, Eo, Y. S, Cho, Y. R, Seo, J. M,, Lee, Y. M,
Jeong, 1. S., Ju, H. O. (2002). A survey on cancer
screening among the middle-aged in Pusan area. J Korean
Society for Health Educ Promot, 19(3), 135-152.

Kim, E. K. (2003). Factors affecting the breast self-examination
among women and nurses. Unpublished master's
dissertation, Pusan National University, Busan.

Kim, Y. B.,, Mang, K. H., Lee, W. C,, No, W. Y., Park, Y.
M. (2000). The influence factors on cervical and breast
cancers screening behavior of women in a city. J Korean
Society for Health Educ Promot, 17(1)

Lee, W. C. (1998). Current status of cancer screening rate and
epidemiololgic study for evaluating the effectiveness of
cancer screening in Korea. Korean J Epidemiol, 20(1), 1-9.

Lythgoe, M. S. (1999). Computerized telephone reminder
system facilitates wellness and prevention. J Med Pract
Manage, 14(4), 204-8.

Ministry of Health and Welfare. (2002). National Cancer
Program Guideline. http://www.mohw.go.kr/index.jsp

Moon, J. S. (1990). Development of instrument on the health
belief in adults. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Yonsei
University, Seoul.

http://www.nce.re.kr/

Nguyen, B. H., Nguyen, K. P., McPhee, S. J., Nguyen, A. T,
Tran, D. Q., et al. (2000). Promoting cancer prevention
activities among Vietnamese physicians in California. J
Cancer Educ, 15(2), 82-5.

No, W. Y., Lee, W. C,, Kim, Y. B., Park, Y. M., Lee, H. ],
& Mang, K. H. (1999). An Analysis on the Factors
Associated with Cancer Screening in a City. Korean J
Epidemiol, 21(1), 81-92.

Noh, T. Y. (1997). 4 study on the determinants of health
promoting  behavior in  hospital nurses. Unpublished
master's dissertation, Seoul National University, Seoul.

Paskett, E. D., McMahon, K., Tatum, C., Velez, R., Shelton,
B., Case, L. D., Wofford, J., Moran, W., & Wymer, A.
(1998). Clinic-Based intervention to promote breast and
cervical cancer screening. Prev Med, 27(1), 120-128.

Pender, N. J. (1996). Heaith promotion in nursing practice(3rd
ed). Stamford; Appleton & Lange.

Pham, C. T., & McPhee, S. J. (1992). Knowledge, attitude,
and practices of breast and cervical cancer screening
among vietmamese women. J Cancer Educ, 7, 305-310.

Sherer, M., Maddux, J. E., Nerchandante, B., Prentice-Dunn,
S., Jacobs, B., & Rogers, R. W. (1982). The self-efficacy
scale : Construction and validation. Psychological Reports,
51, 663-671.

Shin, J. H, Kim, H. W. & Cho, S. H. (1993). The
knowledge and attitude to the uterine cervix cancer and
screening program in the patients with cervical cancer and
recipients of Pap smear. Koren J Obstet Gynecol, 36(2),
215-225.

Song, M. S., Chun, K. H,, & Song, H. J. (1999). Breast and
cervical cancer screening practice of women in Suwon
City. Korean J Policy Adm, 9(1), 139-155.

US Preventive Services Task Force. (1996). Developing
evidence-based clinical practice guidelines. Annu Rev

National Cancer Center (2003). Korean Cancer Statistics. Public Health, 17, 511-538.

Breast Cancer Screening and Repeat Screening

Kim, Sung-Hee" - Jeong, thn-Sook? - Kim, Jung-Soon”

1) Nurse, Department of Nursing, Wallace Memorial Baptist Hospital
2) Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, College of Nursing, Pusan National University
3) Professor, Department of Nursing, College of Nursing, Pusan National University

Purpose: This study was to investigate the characteristics and related factors of breast cancer screening and
repeat screening, and to propose nursing interventions to increase the rate of breast cancer screening and repeat
screening. Method: Study subjects was 236 women residing in the community, teachers and nurses who were
older than 45 were recruited. Data was collected with self administered questionnaires from July 1st to August
31st, 2003 and analysed using SPSS/WIN 10.0 with X’test, t-test, and stepwise multiple logistic regression at a
significant level of =.05. Result: The breast cancer screening rate was 57.2%, and repeat screening rate was
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15.3%. With the muiltiple logistic regression analysis, factors associated with mammography screening were age
and perceived barriers of action, and factors related to the repeat mammography screening were education level
and other cancer screening experience. Conclusion: Based on the results, we recommend the development of
anintervention program to decrease the perceived barrier of action, to regard mammography as an essential test in
regular check-up, and to give active advertisement and education to the public to improve the rates of breast

cancer screening and repeat screening.
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