[ 23 & b E ] 2 =4 A
Journal of Korean Academy of Public Health Nursing
Volume 23. No. 1, 50 - 60. March 2009

01 ;(]O:l 1;].]‘6‘1—/<§,]

m
=

A 5= ARy 78S £ 9Ex, &
5 A7, dJABANMNE &8F —FQ‘% gto
2M Q7] & 3AAEY ANE sHAUEARE v
d FAFolt FHY 5= /U, ARlEoE oy
71 BARET AAR &4E 23} 53 gy
B2 59 338 7PE ol ke ddozA e
TR g N AMoj Rl Fol uyY
e & 9ol Hi Yk (Presley & Meilman,
1992).

A $elvet BN 90% ool &FE
3ha §la, 13 S5 Al 3 &F 738 o4& v E
HAZTH AT SFE F GEAY g
66.4%, 35 &F 5ZHAFE 2.3#)9 85 3 o
Ao ¥Ex 52.0%9 °l23 ttm EaHYd
(Choi, Im, & Yoon, 2002). 53 WPEL vl
£ A3 g3 Bobolld ggjolvt dofl FAFs okl
A7lo| B2 ojEo] &=E EAl F5 WA %3
222 F59 JEGS IAF AR v &2
A FHENE sl vl dEgAEE AT A%
e ¥ T ol S5E A4 i i Alo)

u\l
ﬁ

STo] © THEY, -.:‘—’.—’F—

FolEn Fa :5}‘:]'.1_ & 4 JoH(Kim, 2008).
£58°] 68.4%°)1 NEYEL] S5 &
£ 93%=2 3 °z°°ﬂ Hg] w)f- o= Bystn
(Choi et al., 2002) 5= Q& A& 371 5 o
g 71 BEAREC] A= Qo] dEY FFE
A Bel A ABE BHE FaF goRln ok ol
W S5 B4l A744e A, FolEhv A
A g3, MT 5 25 SAlA Apdel gz &
FZ 715 et dgdl B0l €8 AR o] of
AR ot Atk dHgom (Jang, 2003), o=
dtalo] AP PG FAR oM g2 A3
AR JBEEE dE 359 AU s 2
=2idicia B aEAcH(Park, 2000). € dig BA
go] JdE AeelM $FE s =Y Aoy
02 AAAFPA AZH FFHo|n AN =
W 28, AZ3Y, Al F AEE EAVL oblEY,
g izt U9 algaElA) g2 S5EST AR Ed
A 2dZ oA x, o] 3t % F FAR7A <]
oA wiFAA] E3 S5E3 B APAY
g8 Zthe Ho)A(Cho, 2003: Chun, Lee,
Lee, & Park, 2001: Park, 2000) Wgge =
75?7‘“‘ SFEE YA A%FL WA JHAoF @0
AN AIETHE 53 ZA Tl 2
2 55 BAYE & A dE Lgoud d¥e

ol

* Migoistn 2bEstn) fap(AXA ZAHS E-mail: 629arin@semyung.ac.kr)
£ 20094 18 319 AAll=IY: 2009 29 29 AREYY: 20094 38 5Y

50



BECEL RS
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2elo] 97 %od AAEA FUE 4 Uu, AF2
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& 323 EX. ABAYY) U@ TANR0] 92
F F0E FPsT 250%0) AEAE WRY T
F 24599 HEAE H4dRlon, H4EL 98.0%
ogict. o] ¥ gl BHAY 1758 AgP 2287
g 240 AHgadT.

3. |7 =7
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SFAR ESHE EFT A $FE 9
A £ de AN FHd g 2 = AJS
23} (Oei et al., 1998). £ A= 5%
A715572E E4317] 918l Oei, Hasking® Young
(2005)°] A&t /HFH SFAR APIESE AEA
(Drinking refusal self-efficacy questionnaire
revised: DRSEQ-R)E ¥l¢tsl (% 1983 AL8-d
Kho(2006)9] =78 AAMSSATE 28 23 1
W EYS 2 =M E AEE AFelle|dx B
AP e AMAE dgecles Jeh} axgozy
€ =7E ¥ 18892 AEA <t 43eql 4%
g, BAF 48 78S, 988 d8edd 7RG
E 70T 74 B2 '€ AR g8 Aojgn
o FAg} 640N ‘&g vkl Rolgm wi$ &
AR 1371 Hz 63 137X g, d4t &
STFE SFAY AV EEHe] 222 ulgich. A
A7 (Kho, 2006)°l1x9) At314 s 82le]
B A= Cronbach’s a=.85, BAA A3g
& Cronbach’s a=.93, I8z duka Ageqle
Cronbach’s a=.87°11%, & A7olxel Al3)A <t
243 a9le] Cronbach’s 0=.86, ANF A3
Cronbach’s a=.79, zz2]x 4¥+a 4432 Cronbach’s

a=.91°]t}.
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Lee®} Kang(1997)°] 7iggt Hade] 4o o of
3 AF AEXAE Kim(2002)°] 4 - Behdlo] AS
T =F2M 7T 29 48F, AZE8 489,
deEaql 483 5 & 128%ez2 749 I=E
AHgSIETh. 2 B ulg- a3tk 530 HE 2
2] 9ty 14714 Likert 53 =2 ALEdde 3
2 534M A 13AANE, A4t 2255 U
g HEt 258 onidd. APAF(Kim, 2002)
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=.840°]3]t}.

4. X2 24

3% A8+ SPSS Win 12.0 T23%& o838
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10773(46.9%) 0131, &L 2004 o]4o] 1244
(54.4%), '11-19%¥d'e] 82%(36.0%), 181 ‘10
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o)) 1%(0.4%) <o|ATKTable 1).

2. CiaRte] S5 Xpo|EsUTE thehie
oEE HE

B Ad1e 2 M A A Al
2 st 8, A A3a, 949 dad
I tpeiE BEr A=E 4% Az (Table 2)
o} 2u} F SFAE AIETH AEE 4.3600F
ArE)A tEAE a”le]l 4003, AMA Adeed)
3.83%, TElm UAE Adgaclel 5.267olglen,
WY = e BEs JxE 3.2080% 71
# 3.434, AL 3.05%", aElm dEiEo|
3.14701}th.

3. Yutd SMof Mg ciEHlE otEro)

=
SEAR AP\ ESUBel Fol

thArze] YA EXAo mhE g ElE nErel &
FAY A HEET HolE B Aike (Table
D ok WA HSYY BIEE Fol YE(=
24, p=.007), £FNI=(F=1.75, p=.015) ¥

FHF=1.73, p=.019)ll1 zel7} Aded H
L Aolg FAs7l Al Schéffe AHF A8 A3t
FEE WAl BEo] 48 o)Y/FEY 5F
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5% AZlasrel 9o A Svua, 4
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e gH(t=-2.53, p=.012),

(Table 1) General characteristics of the
subjects (n=228)
Variables Categories n %
Gender Male 110  48.2
Female 118 51.8
Age(yrs) <20 21 9.2
20-24 203 89.0
>25-29 4 1.8
Religion Yes 121 53.1
No 107 46.9
Pocket money <100 22 9.6
(1,000won) 100-200 82 36.0
>200 124 b4.4
Residence type  Own house 838 38.6
Alone 78 34.2
Circle Dormitory 62 27.2
activity Yes 99 43.4
No 129 56.6
Family history Yes 201 88.2
of drinking No 27 11.8
Frequency of None 43 18.9
drinking{wks) 1-3 168 73.6
>4 17 7.5
Quantity of <1 88 386
drinking(bottle) 2-3 139  61.0
>4 1 0.4
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(Table 2) The level of satisfaction of campus life and drinking refusal self-efficacy of the

subjects (n=228)
MeanzSD Min Max
Satisfaction of campus life 3.20%0.40 1.95 3.95
Drinking refusal self-efficacy 4.36+0.80 1.99 6.00
Social pressure DRSE 4.00+0.96 1.60 6.00
Emotional relief DRSE 3.83+0.93 1.67 6.00
Opportunistic DRSE 5.26+0.82 2.25 6.00

* DRSE: Drinking Refusal Self-Efficacy
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-4.21, p=.016), 7578 (t=-5.70, p=.018),
+THE(F=-16.96, p<.001) ¥ SF%(F=-11.25,
p<.00D)lA Aozt ARteH Ha b Ao} g AL}

71 98} Schéffe A5 A4 A3 A& 25-294 ©]
A, 20244, 204 BlR¥ 2oz Aolzh giglen,
AFFe TSk A AR R 99H 4%
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o ARINE BT A
A A B
s} B (+) JBRAT U2k

(Table 4) Correlations of satisfaction of

FAR AN EeaT
{Table 4)8} Zt}. 2%
g =% (r=.898, p<.001)

campus life and drinking refusal

self-efficacy

(n=228)

Total drinking refusal
self-etficacy

Satisfaction of

. .898***
campus life
* p<.001
5. OjAXlel SFHF Ap7|Esdd 482
ojxl= ¢l

8%le] o T SFENEE PRAA] Ego] '1-43) AR A AR YA EAHEN Ailol

ulgk/F e} ‘43 ol A/FEY, FFFE 14 “l“&/ frolgt 2ol 1w A, BolRlgEdR, NS

7 '2-39 mlgh/Fo] 4 o) /T R} U A g s 25 9 g OEesE Sgie

Qlel t% =3 = msed gEdA dERARaT Aden
Z TAR AaeES PE(t=-3.03, p=.003), (Table 5). ¥uka B4 & ASHFY FFHIes} &

%OM F(t=-.28, p=.007), 71&259(t=-8.36, S A ALEL fupdsz HEsi. oF

p=.004), ¥FY=(F=-26.06, p<.001) ¥ &Fa 244 Bne Fert He W4E AlQsin s

(F=-22.98, p<.00)<IA Fel7k °‘21ﬂt1 Ao 7t BAS A% 2w 4Y, Fold 8%, %83y

Holg HABY] A8 Schéffe AF A Ad S SFUE, &3 L USPRVIES} £ A

TE AR 9go) 43 ol "c}/—r-‘i‘—i}, ST 19 TS 33.7%(F=12.78, p<.001) A=At

o|gl/E, 2-34 U]“sz". 4 oV/F o F &

A% A7 A7) B Ao e V.= o
4. CHstlg aEE ot SFAHRE X2 |Esdte)

(Table 5> Predictors of drinking refusal self-efficacy (n=228)
Independent variables B SE B R? Adj R? F p
Gender .072 .104 .045 .039 .035 9.207 <.001
Circle -.018 107 .093 .018 .004 .080 .002
Family history of drinking .070 162 144 .004 001 973 .00
Frequency of drinking -.390 079 .083 170 167 16.385 <.001
Quantity of drinking -.485 .098 .102 .166 163 15.107  <.001
Satisfaction of campus life 125 134 117 .006 .003 10.129 <.001
R’ 358
Adj R? 337
F 12.78
P (.001
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detgel & dsiag 9EE FYrE 3.20808
2 @ ooz JEh gqiEged UEEtn gle
Aoz vehged, 2 olfe A+ AYe gig
2 &7 ejduo)lhs 9, AT Axuyy 4%
A%, 715AE Al 2 He] AlY, a2in shadd a4
2EAE 59 890 Y VXL E Fold 7)
o3 Ao Hol Atk F SFAR AIETH =
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52640 Awtzdlow F7t gt ooy veh} 25
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%e 4 YA dE Leolrl BRe] SFAR A
NESF A we A TR 4Rl &2
Avste Sl Wold ¥& o AF v Hoz

SFAR AEEHE ST F$28 o =29l0]
2o & 4 glon(Kho, 2006), Young, Conner,

Ricciardelli®t Saunders(2006)2] QdpelMe &3
2 S57)det AMA Wt SFAR AP|ETH
3 ABABAZ Evn 2ndozd gistgd Al
7éf'4 SR 71U 2 AAA Wi 53 B
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FActn B 4 dAch Kuther$} Timoshin(2003)
o] M dAollA] widdolut M YiAEL AE B
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tog &% vpAE 2447} diiEely felviet digt
AEL W 23 Fawons FuldAr} 2o &
AR AEE 3RS E7IEA 22 R Al
=01 a5l e 2 g (Lee, 2007) £ AT ZHAA &
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B A7 dnon F SFAR AETHE 4d
(£=-3.03, p=.003), Fol2] FE(t=-.28, p=.007),
7HEEF8(£=8.36, p=.004), SFN=(F=26.06,
p<.001) 2 SFFH(F=22.985, p<.001)oA =}o]
7b dded], AEoME ofgtae] Y ET} Ak3lA
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ABSTRACT

Factors Influencing on Drinking Refusal Self-Efficacy
among University Students

Kim, Myoung Sook - Kim, Myoung Hee(Department of Nursing, Semyung University)

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify factors influencing on drinking refusal
self-efficacy among university students. Method: The subjects consisted of 228 university
students. The data were collected using self-reported questionnaires, which were constructed
to include satisfaction of campus life and the DRSEQ-R(Drinking Refusal Self-Efficacy
Questionnaire-Revised). Data were analyzed using the SPSS/PC WIN. 12.0 program.
Results: The mean score indicating satisfaction of campus life was 3.20, and drinking
refusal self-efficacy was 4.36. Satisfaction of campus life was positively correlated with
drinking refusal self-efficacy. The gender. social circle, family history of drinking, drinking
frequency, drinking quantity, and satisfaction of campus life explained 33.7% of the variance
for drinking refusal self-efficacy. Conclusion: The findings suggest that satisfaction of
campus life is an important factor for improving drinking refusal self-efficacy in university
students. Therefore, strategies should be developed in order to promote drinking refusal

self-efficacy and increase satisfaction of campus life in order to prevent drinking problems.

Key words : Students, Drinking, Self-efficacy, Satisfaction
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