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2000; Choi, 2004: Sullum, Clark, & King,
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A71&%% =T= Becker, Stuifbergen, Oh¢}
Hall(1993)2] The self-related abilities for health
practices scale® 7122 Choi(2004)7} 713k
ETE AMST EFE 254 5%, AEld &5,
FIH BF, 4B 55 K 99, 280 B
o2 o|FoAH, 7t £ B 47 HEE o]&dto
A 28400 Hul 11292 243t &4 H
7t 2EFE APIE TR 255 ovlsi, NTEA
Z=79] A#%E Cronbach’'s a=.827°%eH, &
79l A& Cronbach’s a=.887°]Uth.

2) ARA AT

AREA A2 W2 Barrera(1986)2] ‘Arizona social
support interview schedule'—% Cho(2001)7} &3
*U%OHFH st ’“%ﬂd LH < g A 7“?'?}5}

:_ =271 L— RS
BAAA], A7 FEE B 55 B 108F=
THH, 2 E3uict AelA <fv] = BA 3

Ak, HA 0-ellA o 508z st
Israel(1982)#} House(1981)ell <&t Al3]# =]
o] B8 52 (reciprocity), A= (intensity), &
T (complexity), H=(density), E24(homogeneity),
a8z A2]3 EAHgeographic dispersion)©&

g el B AFe Zrs Ues FHe
2 ARA AR L ST NEGA] =7 41F]
& Cronbach’s a=.870|3loH, & Ao 2l=]
%¥ Cronbach’s a=.734°1%t}.

w
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ARERE S =7 715 Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention(CDC, 1997)¢ll
A diEglE didez JEE National College
Health Assessment & $-ejue}l tigie] Bies &=
g, Beeelt. A7ane &5, F4d, 2], &%,
2E#A, 2, U, o, AT P9 e ¥
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o shitete] A 453 wHoR FHE
TG £ AP 41Z]=% Cronbach’s a=.606

=21
%*3011 LE}LE‘:— z}ﬂ %%Ur ARRlA AR, A

t-test?} one-way ANOVAZ EA&}9ia, AL5HA
S = Scheffe test® AT T3k g2l 2]
B A A AR, AAsEETe e ST

B2 (correlation analysis) S A&ttt

Im. Ay A=t
1. Chepbel ks S

AT Wl thege] dnks S4J2 (Table
D3 2o i 300" & Eeel 1549
(51.3%), olto] 1467 (48.7%)°19eH, AL
Bt 22.47(x2.29) 40100, gd2 48de] 1227
(40.6%) o2 7% wekew, 28dn 33hdo] z4z}
867 (28.7%) 927 (30.7%)°1R 1, AT AL
ALE| e Aldol 1537 (51.0%), AA=et 3 33

do] 688 (22.7%), BAAE] 407 (13.3%), &
Aol 30%(10.0%)°19ie}
$7F 11198(37.0%), 71537t 1089 (36.0%)2=

BRe s dglon, AFFEE Fush Wi
Qe el 1609 (53 4%) 22 AV Bt &
A Aeke stadel T0%(23.3%), Telm 71441

FTue Tt fle A
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(Table 1> General characteristics of the subjects* (n=300)
Characteristics Category N % Mean S.D. Range
Gender Male 154 51.3

Female 146 48.7
Grade 2 year 86 28.7
3 year 92 30.7
4 year 122 40.6
Major Human, Social science 153 51.0
Natural, Engineering science 68 22.7
Artistic science 30 10.0
Health science 40 13.3
Dwelling type Live with parents 160 3.4
Live alone 70 23.3
Live in dormitory 70 23.3
Religion Christianity 108 36.0
Roman catholicism 42 14.0
Buddhism 26 8.3
None 111 37.0
Others 8 2.7
Pocket ~ 10 15 5.1 35.94 15.42 9~100
money/month 10 ~ 20 45 15.2
(10,000 won) 20 ~ 30 90 30.3
30 ~ 40 64 215
40 ~ 50 55 18.5
50 ~ 28 9.4
Health status Healthy 155 51.7
Moderate 101 33.7
Bad 44 14.6
BMI <18.5 36 12.4 21.35 2.653 16.44
186 ~ 229 164 26.6 ~34.63
23.0 ~ 249 64 22.1
>25.0 26 8.9

* Excluded no response

Hel 7078 (23.3%)°1ek. tieAlel
2 B oF 367 JEgom, FHA A
7t @3k she] 155 (51.7%) o= 7}
Bkm BEolgtn gk el 101%(33.7%),
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(Table 2) Health behaviors’ mean of the subjects*

(n=300)

Converting scores by 5

Characteristics M=SD Range .
points
Safety belt wearing 3.98+1.13 1~56 3.98
No smoking 4.14+1.11 1~5 4.14
No drinking 3.34+1.00 1~56 3.34
Vegetable eating 217+ .71 1~4 2.71
Aerobic exercise 2.64+1.69 1~8 1.32
Sound sleep 3.30+1.77 1~8 1.65
Perceived stress 2.49+ 71 1~4 3.11
Perceived depression mood 5.56+1.77 1~7 3.97
Preventive sexual behaviors 4.23+1.30 1~5 4,23
Total health behavior score 28.30+4.63 9~51 25.67

* Excluded no response

(Table 3) Differences of self-efficacy, social support network, health behaviors according to
(n=300)

general characteristics

Self-efficacy

Social support

Health behaviors

Characteristics Category network
M=SD torF M=SD torF M=SD torF
Gender Male 81.65+11.90 1.740 19.11+#7.656 644 26.26%¥4.37 2.227*
Female 79.06+£11.32 18.45+7.25 25.07+3.43
Grade 2 year(a) 78.56+10.85 5.177*" 17.80£7.90 1.517 26.56+3.33 2.317
3 year(b) 78.63+ 9.77 (cya,b) 18.18%5.64 25.11+3.87
4 year(c) 83.30+12.85 19.76+8.08 25.52+4 32
Major Human, social 80.34£11.256  .219 18.80+7.40 .376 23.66%4.17 3.464**
science(a) (c,d>a,b)
Natural, engineering 79.61+11.56 18.18+7.78 24.07+3.85
science(b)
Artistic science(c) 79.25+ 8.656 18.36+3.64 25.95+3.81
Health science(d) 77.80£10.75 22.89+9.07 26.30+2.74
Dwelling type Live with parents(a) 81.29+11.86 1.749 19.09+7.60 1.537" 27.15+4.62 4.886""
Live alone(b) 81.04+ 8.43 19.85+6.44 (a,byc) 25.95+¥4.12 (a)b,c)
Live in dormitory(c) 78.02+12.04 17.14+7.02 23.59+4 83
Religion Christianity(a) 79.95£12.01  .495 18.46+6.76 . 437 23.99+#4.73 3.059*
Roman catholicism(b) 80.97+11.84 17.88+7.18 26.92+3.23 (b,
Buddhism(c) 80.67+13.80 19.91+9.78 26.568+£3.23 a,d,e)
None(d) 80.41+£11.09 19.19+7.98 24 .55+5.19
Others(e) 85.63+10.54 16.567+4 .68 25.00%4.21
Monthly ~ 10(a) 86.08+11.90 1.591 22.92+9.19 2.683* 26.22+3.48 .842
pocket money 10 ~ 20(b) 77.32+11.95 17.46+¥5.94 (a,e) 25.38+4.78
(10,000won) 20 ~ 30(c) 79.54£12.11 17.18%6.79 b,c,d,f) 26.15+4.67
30 ~ 40(d) 80.57+ 8.66 18.16+6.05 25.94+4 .80
40 ~ 50(e) 82.35£10.95 21.16%8.14 25.31+4.59
50 ~ (f) 82.40+15.44 18.29+8.77 24.22+4 90
Health status Healthy(a) 82.07+11.49 5.335™ 18.97+7.28 .317 26.49+4.36 6.968""
Moderate(b) 79.51+11.18 (a)byc) 18.17+7.93 24.85+4.33 (a)b,c)
Bad(c) 7417+ 8.84 19.20+5.38 23.84+4.79
BMI ( 18.5(a) 80.92+ 9.73  .062" 20.32+#7.06 .625 24.21#4.00 2.608*
18.56~22.9(b) 80.71+¥10.92 (a,b,c>d) 18.568+7.26 25.76+4.53 (a,b,c>d)
23.0~24.9(c) 82.84+13.48 18.38+7.63 26.43+4.88
>25.0(d) 73.75+ 9.77 17.28+7.68 23.60+4.95
note: excluded no response * P{.05, ** P(.01
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BMI7} 24.9 olakl Fe] 25.00174¢1 1gET
oA A Aol S & F AUATHF=4.052,
p<.05).

tehle] AlE] A AR BARCZ folgh Afo
£ Hl dwA EAL AFFHS dE fEolqih
°|& Scheffe 744 Ay Frot A AU AHE
3= o] 7IgAlel AFete SR ARSIH A4
b A5 felstA =%em(F=1.537, p.05), 3
g &Eo] 107H ofstel At 40~507HIQ1 Mol
a9 SRR AEA AR AErb EUohHE=
2.683, p<.05).
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2
Q dUnkd 54 AH, AF, AFIH,
g, BMIo|th. AEe] w2 o] (t=2.
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F7F FolstAl wskth =3 AFwel Ew o] o
2 ZFus 7 IETHF=3.059, p.05), B34
b & o] HEolv A @2 SYEHTHF=
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oo ANESAT AR AAYelEe AR R
frelgt o dAAA(r=.289, p(.01)E HFoH,
B AW DG A feld gl g
(r=191, p(.05)% veich waAe] A7]x5)
ARHHE ol ARIAS Rolx| i),

J

(Table 4) Pearson’s correlation coefficient
between self efficacy, social
support network, health behaviors

Social support

Self-efficacy network

Social network .289**
Health behaviors .026 .191%

* P€.05, ** P<.01
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ABSTRACT

Correlations among Self-Efficacy, Social Support Networks,
and Health Behavior in Undergraduate Students

Kim, Gwang Suk(Assistant professor, College of Nusing, Nursing Policy Research Institute, Yonsei University)
Cho, Yoon Hee - Ra, Jinsuk ‘- Park, Ju Young(Doctoral students, Department of nursing, Graduate School of

Yonsei university)

Purpose: The principal objective of this study was to assess correlations among the
self-efficacy, social support networks, and health behavior of undergraduate students.
Methods: The data were collected via questionnaires that investigated self- efficacy, social
support networks, health behaviors, health-related factors, and general characteristics. A
total of 310 subjects were selected and evaluated for a 3-week period. The data of 300
subjects were analyzed using descriptive analysis, t-test, ANOVA, and correlation, after 10
questionnaires had been excluded due to incomplete data. Results: We noted significant
differences and impacts on self-efficacy according to the grade, perceived health status, and
BMI. Social support networks differed significantly according to dwelling type and pocket
money. Health behavior differed depending on the gender, major, dwelling type, religion,
health status, and BMI. We noted a significant positive correlation between self-efficacy &
social support networks, and between social support networks & health behavior, but we
noted no significant correlation between self-efficacy & health behavior. Conclusion: Health
care providers should focus on self-efficacy and social support networks in order to prevent

bad health behavior among undergraduates.

Key words : Undergraduate, Self-efficacy, Social support networks, Health behavior
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