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Ji, 1999)

FHS dat SEskHE wHo] oHI, &7 FAL A
g 7749 AEE 2HshA AR AAidrels ol <l
3 Ak 2 Aol ZotA Fdd st F1F

BtTHATrkin et al., 1981; Epps et al., 1995; Glynn, 1989).

AAA7 5 FAE s HE FAVIzho] dolX 1 §4
ZFT o oA He, Fade A Uzd F
ABA Bt ofdzl 154 olstelA FAS 3]
vl FAAte vlg] HEo® Qg APGES
olofl Al AlZteHE A9 14.4u0]9 204 oldellX FAE A
Zste AL v|EAA vlE] ok 3u|9] =& AMREE
o]2Z(U.S Surgeon General Report, 1989), A7 &
Auteh= Zlo] ol Fosith

A S8 A JRrE AT FE 3o F

golto=_1 S0l

o
=
M
MO
1

21)

=

Qo) e B Foli, FA PAAA P g
4g pold AL JPHT FAA FAL KEE 5 9

1978; Thompson, 1978; Kim et al., 1992; Kang et al.,, 1995).
Fdetzz o] a3t A7) AsiME Fdoleks B

bt 4= 9lg Aok &<t A AARAE Lystaxt
= o|BEo] Wo] AR N(Glanz et al., 1997), SHFY
of AFE Fv L9150 diEiA @& At o]Folxlnt
(Conrad et al., 1992; Perry, 1999; USDHHS, 1994; Kan &
Kim, 2000; Kim, 1999; Park et al. 2000; Bae, 1994; Lee et
al, 2000). FAdo] FAE At delE ofzrb4 29dE
o] Bgtxog Zgsh=d, gt Troi A
gy &4, /1Y &4, uSviA 5% 22 AEEA
2 29Qlof| 93 Wdeke o w(Conrad et al., 1992; USDHHS,
1994; Kan & Kim, 2000; Kim, 1999; Park et al., 2000; Bae,
1994; Lee et al., 2000), S<1o tish A5} Bl =folad, =}
71557, YR AR Ve 22 IR e $FF

=]
Lolef 93] ¥3g WA FrkPerry, 1999).
FRATETHY SdddESol gzt Qvks Aol Budg

FR0| : EHYZE0, 21}, HEEY
2

AFdsty o#dg st zug
20043 4€ 274 AArEEY: 20049 108 69

0023 % F=eEAEAES] A do] 2dte] AFEHAU-S(KRF - 2002-003-E00051).
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EHYU==0 Sajof CiEt HEHEA

g k= Fde¥mFolviDurell & Bukoski, 1984; WEead f3] g £2de AR FEFOEH o
Shin, 1997), §98 AV AFE BAL AAskn ool W Zmoslo] A4y Feleel &30l w, ofd Tz
JRehe 7147 F93 AR AEY FEE Aseed o) mudold LS skt Wesh ok veAle 7]
£3e PFE FANYE2IR U FATEOW] AEST  £Y GTARE FANOE APl 34 2948 £33
9] © M(Aguirre-Molina & Gorman, 1996; Fukushima et al., ]l f-g3tA AREEE WRoloA(Charlene & Daniel, 2001;
1997; Vartiainen et al., 1998; Cameron et al., 1999; Kam & Song, 2001), S T2 7] g gt ATFEE F
Park, 1997; Kim, 2000), %S S8t dFiAE &8 dHor wAst=U &8t A2 F Atk ofdd E A
8l S(Sowden & Arblaster, 2002; Suh, 2000; Shin & Ha, = EEAe 23 Sddquze gl EA e g#3
2000), S EE Y] o] dFaA L vk - 715 BAgcEN FF R FAdwEzaY s
olgd Fddptee e 7 gz HIubHe ulel ER3l] Fad FAE dated 71ofstuA s

AR gEA JehdeE Aos R uEgithBruvold, 1993;

Rooney & Murray, 1996; Sowden & Arblaster, 2002a, Sowden {12 xX

& Arblaster, 2002b).

Bruvold(1993)= Edewpw g 738o] IS 472 B d7e FdOY=Z2afe] Fdo g x4, HE, 3
RS 1970-80 Ao TER Fdddtzz g g3 A+ Aol A= adel gt AT =%& 48t aFHed &
=2& OdeR 7t me e adE weRdAasic, o Atz A& WEstaat sty FAHCE A, el
AollA ARS A gtEol W& Fol AMEA AsE AR A w98 FddEz ol gu JdTY E4S Vledly,
o] 7 2yl 2 AoF Jehga, €EEd AA A, deRtAE B3 2l FAYZEIRS ANkAQ &
LS AREA S SR S oikE gl B35 AEe, AR, T JAGRA T T A
o FE 2t 9dglen, dEAA o)dd HEwHS v 38 ¥ 4 a3 Jor(EedAsdEd vy
F #3971 AQgal Rk Rooney & Murray(1996)< W FEAMPGEAEA el wet &%3r)E vlastazt
1974-1991°d Aolol LEEF social type &2 peer type2] &< Eig=
#]HNE:P“ 29 =52 g e R WeRRAS A, FA
Zol AwkAQl AL3|7|&oly Hﬂﬂaoﬂ 23E F 2279 o1 Uity
_EB}% AMBlE Ao 2HE T ZEIYo] Ry} Ao
AT BIskgich o] ATeMe A7 Fte| T2 ALY AN=E
A8 A7 BAAsln, 108 vwez TS, FHw
Aok e gL ¥Fehs Aol gl avn BIsgl 2 A7 et 23E A7 FAd& s
. E OE dFXE dEaAE S8 SARHRle] 4 A Z2 oMo S8y 7 aNE HU Ao® sl &
de FAE oeted adAd £ dvE Fe AT, AARZZ L H2dEY FAAEE TEIHORE 4HAdE
AAHex 1 F7ke A dun #SitHSowden & Ao EA, FAATNE o R 3 sy 1 B &
Arblaster, 2002b). R B AT Atk B o= A
IF¢ TeME gr sIES %f& Tz g g 71&E ohE T A
avte] g A7t o FREJAT ARATS Y52 & o FAANE BXoE Tokd T2 RS AL AF
LFEY FAYZETE q o 3’&?& A7(Kan & Suh, o thTol QlE AT
1995; Kim, 2001; Kim, 2001; Kim et al, 1992; Roh, 2001; o Fde] gt AA), HE, dY Fom mzyHde
Lee, 2001; Hwang, 1999), AF8|Z &L Fxste] 7|54 Bkt A
Edoly AZ7jeFEde g s 2 lowA EET AFFAE A A FAAAEAREI =MD, F
Ag=E o]F8 FIFH FAAYEZEaHe AR} AT HEATHTH ¥ RICHEAATARAE)Y AMIUE
(Kim, 2000; Roh, 1996; Park et al., 2000; Suh, 2001; Shin, Fa3lo] T Al W wAEg =8 83 e s
2000)7} v]w A FA3A o] Fe{A 1w §)rh =32y FelA A4 2238 gy djg 24
oM AW E AXY, FAGFI2 IR gt o) ojek < AT 7M°1% Fd, FAAY RS, FAY=
B4 A7 2 30 g Tl gt a3t vEA 29 2dng, FAzead Ard, 4, a9, 9% %
vebd 4 olrh I#RE 2AF7kA] 3ol 3" FAd 9 HAolg 28l BAS ko, FAANE dieE
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H7)(standardized effect size)E AFE3HGt. EHsld a3

oo T@d hFEH nud avEd M2 o2 %
NFEo 7 o] 2R AT o]Z ojfshd M7 Bin
T 3 F8E = 7] dlEoltKSong, 2001). 932
%L Hedges and Olkin(1986)8] &2 o]-&3}3ith.

ES= (M-M.)/S,
Sp=+/((n1-1)s +(n2-1)s2)/(n+n2-2)

M. AE7Y B, Mo ti27] Jag
S, AT dxFe dEEEA

VoA RFAAL B ANHA] G A7eie] Bfel
= t value, F value, Chi value® 7}X 1. Lipsey & Wilson
(2008 FAE olgstq EHAVNE FHIGT FAEH
2ol N WEgE AAld AapEgel disiAE Lipsey &
Wilson(2001)7} A|A13F probit transformations |23k} A}
718 FA3ATh

Hedges(1986)<
717b spgrkakal AFsan o] FAE BA] s K
AArE
size(UES,
Z AAskaich

d=Co{(Mc-M.)/Sp}, Co=1-{3/(ANA4N.-9)}.
Ne HBEY BES NE dxPe BES

Var(d)={(Ne+Nc)/NeNc}+average unbiased effect size/2(NAN)

w379 Aoike 7 H, 43T dEEe o
e a9g

4, H%, B9E N2 THE AldelEg ofE Al 7o) Aah
ol el 27 SUA e e sk

74 Aol U EAAE F4T ohe, ERAE 9T
7] 8 e 42 olge Gwd slEde Agsan

(Hedge & Olkins, 1986).

23719 84 w=1/Var(di),
Var(d)=(ne+nc)/nexn+d2/(2(netne)
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Qekst Zolth 71.43%2 AT 20019 o] Fel Ry,
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AT dzrd BESE Fstol AA A7 didArt
%] 61.90%%1 1, 38.10%% AT E AF

WA 50080 e ALE Vet ATHNAE 25
et 137 S7kA] thaFstAl UebEd)

o2 3 ATl 4286% T, FEA
2857% 0, LAY EE oty
6%, 2857%% e, ol sHE 1T
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CE Sri B "o‘biE} AT WA FE ESeldd
T 38.10%31 1, 61.90%8] A= W ulge] A9 H[s
aAY 1 B]‘%E ET_%W—E— gstod diE BF 2§

1 a7k,

{Table 1> Characteristics of studies

Characteristics N %
Year published
-2000 6 28.57
2001- 15 71.43
Publication type
Thesis 14 66.67
Article in Journal /research report 7 33.33
Sample size
- 500 13 61.90
501 8 38.10
School grade of participants
4-6 grade in elementary school 9 42.86
1-3 grade in middle school 6 28.57
1 grade in high school and freshmen 6 28.57
in college
Gender of participant
Male only / male dominant 8 38.10
Male half and female half/Unknown 13 61.90
Outcome variables measured
Knowledge on smoking 21 100.00
Attitude to smoking 17 85.71
Behavior of smoking 8 38.10
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397 389}, S ERE IR 138% T A
$7F 138, 61.90%= Wta, 43 OWOE TAE ATeE
38.10%%1 Ao E uewth Zg o] 25 o|UE HFHof
AeE AIE 47.62%32, 2F oldel AAA AAFoE o
T 5238%%tE BE Aol % Tz aRe giodd A
o7 YEhgTh
AZ1F FRolv A¥V]e ¥, A7 ¥4 5% =¥

& A % Zeadow BE
A9l sfeo] 21e T FRATFA Tz T%0] 42.36%3]
ooEd EE A, 08T 502 59 5 HolT

d dATE 57.14% %1, &

<Table 2> Characteristics of programs

Characteristics N %
Use of media
Yes 18 85.71
No/Unknown 3 14.29
No. of treatment session
1-3sessions 18 85.71
3- sessions 3 14.29

Treatment duration
Concentrated (Within 2 weeks) / unknown 10 47.62

Distributed (More than 2weeks) 11 52.38
No. of Post-test

Post-test only 14 66.67

Post-test and follow-up test 7 3333
Time to post-test

Within 1 month/unknown 16  76.19

After 1 month 5 23.81
Program modality

Social influential 12 5714

Information-oriented 9 4286

Instruction method

Active/Interactive 13 61.90
Passive/Non-interactive 8 38.10
1007
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A =2 Ao 61.90%%F L, A9 FHY vFH T2 FAdg=Z gHo] FAL AHof wjx ;A
2 38.10%At}. 4 HIE <Table 3>of] AAE vhe} Zoh FA] A
gk Ax T2 a¥aris 0399=d, H1A Q49
HEHEA 243} =299 RAY)h FAHolge sl 1ztE g,
2RA7E et AL Ebesiginh TR of 9
_ ?d%o‘é}-% —‘E—%}O% %4 AT, 74 A v a%42
——————— FEAIE BASIAG, 2o ow azaslg v
B Wi
Knowledzs 039 W <Figme 1> AR, A9 23l ER)7)
Program Modality 1195* 1 ARFTH 253 anaylel v = 8l A0E vE
Social influential 11 214.46%  049* ok =g z2 a8 AddAd ga33r1E e <Figure
Information-oriented 8  142.25%  0.34* oME XA AL Ags Tz o] 2%x AP
Instruction Method 125.76* 1 wrale Aes we-d ud aRasvl = How
Passive/Non-interactive 7 82.72%  0.22% © —'Eo] 18 = 2 I &A1 & BeR v
Active/Interactive 12 15498* 071 L Tk
ES: effect size, bold number : overall effect size FAdgzE go] FA] €lZel vz &FHF7|el] vhst
* p<05 T4 A= <Table 4> AAIBIGATE HA Stz z 7=
o) mstar)yh $AHolehs Mol A2, T2
87 - 4 2o ue} EX% AR F Ad BTN Ad ] &
2s - | sEnY $440] Mg, ananE WEslt T
2 | ek Z2ale AeAg TR $aF AnelHE B
|
1.5 e —
1 - l {Table 4> Results of meta-analysis for attitude to
05 |— o H smoking
0 MDH DDDHH | : Q df G ES
Sc Sc Sc Sc Sc Sc Sc Sc Sc Sc Sc Sc Inf Inf Inf Inf Inf Inf Inf Inf lan’ Attitude 020
05 Program Modality 12.03* 1
o ) Social influential 10 73.40* 030
Sc: Social influential program Information-oriented 6 2360 0.3
- Infi ion-ori
Inf: Information-oriented program Instruction Method 20.54% |
<Figure 2> Effect size by program modality for Passive/Non-interactive > 336 0ll
Active/Interactive 11 83.12*  0.32

knowledge about smoking

*saolMlaonoonolll

PPPPPPPPAAAAAAAAAAAAA

P:Passive/non-interactive method
A:Active/Interactive method

<Figure 3> Effect size by instruction method for
knowledge about smoking

1008

1.4
12 | - — -
0.8
0.6
0.4

0.2 — :
fe] = A EDAﬂ,

-0.2
-0.4

Sc:Social influential program
Inf:Information-oriented program

<Figure 3> Effect size by program modality for attitude
to smoking
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<Table 5> Results of meta—analysis for smoking

behavior
Qs df Cw ES
Behavior -0.02
Program Modality 0.62 1
Social influential 1 0.38 0.04
Information-oriented 5 8.27 -0.04
Instruction Method 2.02 1
Passive/Non-interactive 2 4.16 -0.08
Active/Interactivel 4 3.10 0.03
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A Meta-analysis of the Effects of Smoking Prevention Programs
in Korea

Park, Eun-Ok"
1) Department of Nursing, Cheju National University

Purpose: The purpose of this paper was to describe the characteristics of smoking prevention programs in
Korea, to estimate overall effect size of Korean smoking prevention programs, and to investigate effect size
variations by program modality and instruction method. Method: Meta-analysis was performed on2l programs in
20 studies. Result: The estimation of overall effect size for knowledge and attitude was not possible because
effect sizes were not homogeneous in this meta-analysis. However, effect sizes of studies that were socially
influential programs or active/interactive methods were larger than information-oriented programs or
passive/non-interactive methods in the pictures. The effects for behavioral outcomes were generally not as positive
and not statistically significant. Q statistics showed that variations among effect sizes within program modality and
instruction method classifications were heterogeneous. Conclusion: The results from this meta-analysis support the
continued use of socially influential programs and active/interactive methods for smoking prevention programs.
Because behavioral effect might be the fundamental objective of smoking prevention programs, the present results
indicate that smoking prevention programs should consider adopting more effective programs.

Key words : Smoking prevention program, Meta—analysis, Effect
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