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The Comparison with Health Promoting Life Styles of
People between Demonstrating and Non-Demonstrating
Health Promotion Services in Rural Community

Young-Sook Lee
College of Nursing, Chonnam Research Institute of Nursing Science,
Chonnam National University

= ABSTRACT =

Objectives: This study was to compare with health promoting Life styles of people between demonstrating
and non-demonstrating health promotion services in rural community.

Methods: Objects of the study were 13,000 people by stratified sampling in rural community of H and J
Gun in Korea. Data were collected from Ist December to 30th, 2005, using structured questionnaire.
Research tool of this study were modified Korea BRFSS, Park‘s stress questionnaire and Nutritional
evaluation tool suggested by ministry of health & welfare in Korea.

Results: People received demonstrating health promotion services were significantly more good health
promoting life styles in related drinking, exercise and stress than that of non-demonstrating health promotion
services.

Conclusions: There were significantly higher health promoting Life styles of people received demonstrating
health promotion services than that of non-demonstrating. Government supporting health promotion services

was more effective than that of local government finance.

Key words: Health promotion, Rural, Life style, Comparison study
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Table 1. Characteristics of subjects between demonstrating of H and non-demonstrating of ]
Community on health promotion service

Characteristics H C(IN=748) J C(N=501)
N (%) N (%)

Gender Male 360 (48.1) 253 (50.5)
Female 388 (51.9) 48 (49.5)

Agelyrs) 2029 133 (17.8) 85 (17.0)
30-39 123 (16.4) 73 (14.6)

40-49 116 (155) 93 (18.6)

50-59 108 (14.4) 68 (13.6)

60-69 130 (17.4) 112 (224)

>0 138 (184) 70 (14.0)

Education Illiteracy 126 (16.8) 82 (16.4)
Elementary 150 (20.1) 117 (234)

Middle 74 (99) 49 (1 98)

High 186 (24.9) 132 (26.3)

Junior college 64 ( 86) 65 (13.0)

>University 148 (19.8) 56 (11.2)

Marital Not married 111 (14.8) 81 (16.2)
status Married 515 (689) 354 (70.7)
Bereavement 105 (14.0) 65 (13.0)

Divorced 8( 1D 1002

Separated 3(04) 0(00

Monthly < 50 261 (38.2) 215 (44.9)
income 50-100 116 (17.0) 80 (16.7)
(10,000won) 100-150 104 (15.2) 88 (184)
150-200 91 (13.3) 42 ( 88)

200-250 72 (10.5) 26 ( 5.4)

> 950 40 ( 58 28 ( 58)

Housing ~ Owner 537 (73.1) 420 (85.2)
Rent with deposit 166 (22.6) 44 ( 89)

Monthly rent 12( 16) 14 ( 28

Others 20 ( 27) 15 ( 3.0

Type of  Apartment 266 (37.3) 91 (19.7)
home Traditional home 433 (60.7) 356 (77.1)
Others 13 ( 20) 15(32)

Number 1 81 (10.8) 64 (12.9)
of family 2 200 (26.8) 167 (33.7)
3 134 (179) 101 (20.4)

4 174 (23.3) 8 (17.2)

5 109 (14.6) 56 (11.3)

<6 49 ( 66) 22 ( 4.4)

* H C : H community J C ] community
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1.209, p=506)7F §iich 12]ar FA el Y= A AT AL P T ST = (1=346.159,
TEAL A 193 594 s, a9/ B, = p=.000), LIt SFE(f=19.583, p=.001), F$
2 olfy B9 EXME Z Aol7} fla, T A FF/AF AL (£=9.171, p=057) Sx EAHO
7 BAHCE {od 2]z} ol ATH(Table 2) 2 93 2o)7t gl Aoz ysttK(Table 3).

Table 2. Differences of health promotional life style related smoking between H and J community

HC J C
Smolng N ) Nooee e
or X
Smoking
Yes 170 (22.9) 100 (20.4) 1.209 46
Now no, but yes before 109 (14.7) 77 (15.7)
No 463 (62.4) 313 (63.9)
Amount of Smoking
1 -15 cigarette 82 (48.2) 41 (41.8) 1912 385
16-24 cigarette 65 (38.2) 37 (37.8)
<25 cigarette 23 (135) 21 (204)
Intoxication of nicotian
Mild(1-3point) 2(12) 4 ( 4.0) 3973 114
Moderate(4-6point) 1(06) 1(1.0)
Severe(more 7 point) 168 (98.2) 95 (95.0)
Quit smoking for 1 year
Yes 108 (63.5) 69 (69.0) 36 226
No 62 (36.5) 31 (31.0)
Methods of quit smoking
Self control 90 (84.1) 61 (84.7) 4623 655
21(1:1120(8)?2?55 (?fr(zi?‘.némoking) 4(37) 1019
Acupuncture of quit smoking 5047 1(14)
f*glilo;‘iﬁ Eﬁl;f) 8 (75) 6(83)
Others 0(00) 3(42)
Reason for quit smoking
Unhealthy condition 65 (59.1) 39 (56.5) 5000 .381
After education of quit smoking 3027 1(14)
Economics 7(64) 1(14)
Religious 23 (20.9) 1(14)
Social anti-smoking campaign 12 (10.9) 27 (39.1)
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Table 3. Differences of health promotional life style related drink between H and ] community

HC J C
Prins N @) SO R S
or X
Drinking frequency
None 386 (51.9) 274 (56.0) 346.159 .000
1 - 2/monthly 147 (19.8) 0(00)
1 - 2/weekly 92 (124) 89 (182)
3 - 4/weekly 53 (71 73 (15.0)
5 - 6/weekly 17 ( 2.3) 29 (59
Daily 49 ( 66) 24 ( 49)
Amount of drink/month
Soju 1 - 2cup(beer >1 bottle) 119 (32.4) 59 (26.6) 19.583 001
Soju 3 - 4cup(beer 2hottle) 109 (29.7) 42 (189)
Soju Scup(beer 3bottle) 36 (19.8) 26 (11.7)
Soju 1 bottle(beer 4bottle) 58 (15.8) 49 (22.1)
Soju 2 bottle(beer 8bottle) 3H(95) 30 (135)
Soju 3 bottle(beer 12bottle) 10 ( 2.77) 16 ( 7.2)
Reason for drink
Clear stress, change mood 136 (37.4) 102 (46.2) 9171 057
Human relationship 157 (43.1) 74 (335)
Business 25 (69 19 ( 86)
Habitual 22 ( 6.0) 18 ( 81)
Others 24 ( 6.6) 8(36)
Plan of no abstinence from drink
Not Plan within 6 months 152 (43.7) 104 (47.3) 9.979 019
Plan but don't prepare doing 73 (21.0) 64 (29.1)
Plan within 1 months 20 ( 5.7) 10 ( 45)
Don't know 102 (29.3) 42 (19.1)
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H(Table 4).

5. BY BT ALBT M He
F oA Fuzkel, bzt 99T A H @
°] 10.5%, J o] 81%, "¢ 1@t e+ H
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Table 4. Differences of health promotional life style related exercise between H and J community

o HC JC
Characteristics 2
N (%) N (%) X D
Activity of exersice
No 243 (32.5) 303 (60.5) 95551 000
Yes 505 (67.5) 198 (39.5)
Type of exercisex
Walking 266 (51.3) 155 (61.8) 7.833 049
Sport dance, Yoga 21 (4.1 9(36)
Climb a mountain 69 (13.3) 27 (10.8)
Physical exercise(dumbbells, ropeskipping ect.) 37 (71 2 (148)
Others 126 (24.3) (19 D
Reason of non-exercisex*
Very busy 116 (375) 107 (29.5) 15124 010
Physical uncomfortable condition 48 (155) 29 ( 80)
Not like exercise 18 (58 38 (10.5)
No habitual exercise 92 (29.8) 144 (39.7)
No facility for exercise 20 ( 65) 16 ( 44)
Not need of exercise 15( 49) 29 ( 80)
Plan of exercise
No 115 (375) 52 (136) 5511 019
Yes 192 (62.5) 383 (86.4)
* Include duplicated responses
Table 5. Differences of Nutritional behaviors between H and J community
o ) H community J community
Nutritional behaviors -
N (%) N (%) Fisher D
Good (0-2point) 383 (89.1) 157 (91.3) 778 678
Moderate risk(3-5point) 45 (10.5) 14 (81)
High risk(above 6point) 2(05) 1(06)
6. A MBSHH ALST U Ay AAl HREEBMDAAM = FAA R {7 A
‘21‘7_;51 /lg 7—](% T X] ZU] o] TCOBA ME]r(Table 6)

slekst Ho] 20.7%0l e, J o2 7St .lio] T AY FRY 2EYS AR FAACE
44206, W= 2099, B°Fak o] 259%= gk frefgt kel 7 YERGTHE=29.222, p=.000). H
o} #Azo] et FHA A= EAH §o o Wit olale] ~E# AV} 525%, B FE
3 Aol %iai;qu} H de go| ma - DO TEATE 95% AT 246 ¥

o - B g ) we B@A olshel AEesst 398%, 3

2
%
6.9%, J ol vRERCl  srmzo) 3849, FolgEo] 1819%, AisEol
Aol 2% Wt 3792 o]z} 9UtH(Table 7).
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Table 6. Differences of health promotional life style related health and weight between H and ] community

HC JC
N (%) N (%) X D
Subjective feeling of health
Strong healthy 77 (104) 25(51) 26.659 000
More healthy 227 (30.6) 192 (39.1)
Average healthy 284 (38.3) 147 (29.9)
More weakness 125 (16.8) 109 (22.2)
Strong Weakness 29 ( 39) 18 ( 3.7)
Subjective evaluation of weight
severe slim 14 (19 5 (15.7) 9.304 054
moderate slim 151 (20.4) 5 (15.1)
average 303 (40.8) 232 (46.7)
moderate obesity 248 (33.4) 162 (32.6)
severe obesity 26 ( 35) 3(26)
BMI
> 20(lower weight) 115 (155) 77 (15.7) 677 879
20-24(normal weight) 439 (59.0) 266 (54.2)
25-29(over weight) 172 (23.1) 138 (28.1)
< 30(obesity) 18 ( 24) 10 ( 2.0)
Table 7. Differences of Level of stress between H and ] community
HC JC
Level of stress 2
N (%) N (%) X D
Below mean level 392 (52.5) 196 (39.8) 29.222 000
Mean level 266 (35.6) 190 (384)
Careful notice level 71 ( 95) 89 (18.1)
Remarkable caution level 18 (24 18 (137)
o # A7 5 84 F FAdd AT AL
PEHE HH 204 o] u?ia%% A A 9(22.9%)
We wxAds WAL A o A=A Ao FAR]E&(27.3%) Ktk 5%9}:1:}'[13]. G ©
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53 Ajzko] 9lth295%) = oItk AIMA e Ao SRR & WolgolE 8a= Q)
TEFAE e AnE Kol FF EA o] 2~~g wHd £ e v, 52 Q14
e Forbed gAEE oAl oF T % Hoh Aol Fa3t AggHelng FAdr

-132 -



qul

s}

3151

o

ol

=

=3

stom} i3

=

=T MEA
o

Eal

|

T g3 BRESSHEAE FAHRE

ZE

stk

il

~test9} Fisher's exact probability test=

=
EAS)

=

1]

e Fylo] o 2
e At BT

bod, <]

©

3}

o] B

Plttar vy A

]

=

o

stolom, BF Hisefe]

S

KN
=

=

3
7 A% A

]

)
JO

| Toafloes 28

s Al

).
U &] -

1
=

hva
el
ko3
-5~

P sto} A% A9l

3|

o)

b

°©

I} o] A

[e)

EdZ o5

=

=3

].

U

2

A7

e

5k,

o

5ofo

A A7l A
10|

I3

9

=

shel Sohst

8

Aol Y& WA AL20, 21, o= AU

=24k

ks

oy

™
JJ

it
file)

™
e

N
;oﬂ

o
ﬂ

—
file)

o},

°

2

)
=

b urEe

S

H]JT_

=

=

ol

A

|

)

i
NI
-

F35] %]

fey

}

] E, 2006, £1-4

Ao} 571

il
A2, 2006, %1

2009;26(1):141-158

1,300
- 133 -

o

=

ted

S

7} AJtH23~26].

Q
L

o

& A 2004
AA A N 2 H )3 W AA A 1 2

\



11

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

TE AT ANAS AGFE 0] ARAY A9 A58 e v

=

ol A, NATH W 7FEsHE* 1994,(3)1:5-18
Jackson C, Jatulis DE, Fortmann SP. The
behavioral risk factor survey and the
Stanford five—city project survey: a comparison
of cardiovascular risk behavior estimates.
Am J Public Health 1991;82:412-416
it oo} el stuld. Al H
=5 dis AT AT AN st
A GALs] BG4, 1998,

ST BAA S FH udEet B
=

AP AL 1999, £1-19
S B4 O S 20107 e &
A AGAS] (A G B AL £1-17

ahAf 1999, %45

ol & Al

uhed, 2Ed s SAHART. FTFIA A
A4 1999;11(84):2

EAA. 2006 ASFEAFALAI-IE BA,
ALS ZF], = 2006, £18-24

e, 4ad T Aade FAdT
AFSAAG TR AAH. FarFEe] s

FAE= 3] AAF, 2003, £51-53
01 FRAZ - JFEA-2.2

2006, %10

Moon-Hee Ko & Yonng-Sook Lee.
Relationships of geriatric depression on
lesure activities and drinking habits among
the elderly. Chonnam Journal of Nursing
Science 2008:13(1):63-80

Yoo Hyang Cho. Prevalence and correlates
of obesity in rural residents of Korea.
Journal of Korean Society for health and

Promotion 2007;24(4):29-43

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24

25.

26.

134 -

Mi Ah han, Ki Soon Kim, Jong Park, So
& Mung Geun

Psychosocial stress levels and related factors

Yoen Ryu, Kang.
in some rural residents. J Agri Med &
Community Health 2008;33(1):47-58
Ha-Jeong Kim. Health lifestyle behaviors
associated with metabolic syndrom in a
rural community. Graduate School, Chonnam
National Uiversity, Master Thesis, 2007
Wamala SP, Lynch J, Horsten M, Mittleman
MA, S-Gusafsson K & Orth-Gomer K.
Education and the metabolic syndrome in
women. Diabetes Care 1999;22:1999-2003
Suk. Review of the health

promotion foundations and its implication

Jeong Ae

for Korea. Journal of Korean Society for
health and Promotion 2008;25(4):93-110
Champman, SL. In search
models for health promotion. The Art of
Health Promtion 1997,1(5):1-7

Duffy, ME. Determinant of health—promoting
lifestyles in older persons. IMAGE: J of
Nurs Scholarships. 1993;25(1):23-28.

Pender, NJ. Helath promotion in nursing

of program

practice. Noewalk, Conn, Appleton & Lange,
1982

Walker, SN, Volkan, K. Schrist, KP, &
Pender, NJ. Health promoting life sytles
of older adults : Comparisons with young
and middle-aged adults,
pattemns. Adv in Nurs Science 1988,11(1):76-90.

correlates and




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   InsertBlanks
        
     Where: after current page
     Number of pages: 1
     same as current
      

        
     1
     1
     1
     338
     256
    
            
       CurrentAVDoc
          

     SameAsCur
     AfterCur
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base





