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<Table 1> General Characteristics of the Participants (N=191)
Variables Categories n(%) Mean+SD
Gender Male 54(28.3)
Female 137(71.7)
Age (year) <19 42(22.0)
2029 149(78.0) 21072198
Major Health or life sciences 112(58.6)
Arts or humanities 40(21.0)
Engineering 39(20.4)
Type of residence Parent home 87(45.5)
Rented room 59(30.9)
Dormitory 45(23.6)
Parents existence Alive 176(92.1)
Dead 15(7.9)
Pocket money (Ten thousand won/month) <20 49(25.7)
20-29 84(43.9)
30-39 38(19.9)
>39 20(10.5)
Health related club activity Participation 37(19.4)
No participation 154(80.6)
Parents' health concern for me High 78(40.8)
Fair 92(48.2)
Low 21(11.0)
<Table 2> Levels of Family Function, Self-efficacy, and Health Promoting Behavior (N=191)
Variables Possible range Min~Max Mean+SD
Family function 20~100 36.00~87.00 65.57+10.27
Cohesion 10~50 18.00~48.00 35.27+6.22
Adaptability 10~50 14.00~42.00 30.30+5.42
Self-efficacy 25~100 37.66~98.03 73.88+10.19
Exercise efficacy 25~100 37.98~96.28 74.09£9.95
Psychological efficacy 25~100 32.14~100.00 73.45+12.59
Nutrition efficacy 25~100 29.17~100.00 70.87+12.92
Health management efficacy 25~100 40.63~100.00 77.11£10.92
Health promoting behavior 1~4 1.45~3.77 2.76+0.39
Self-actualization 1~4 1.55~4.00 3.20+0.51
Health responsibility 1~4 1.20~3.90 2.36+0.56
Exercise 1~4 1.00~4.00 2.04+0.76
Nutrition 1~4 1.00~4.00 2.47+0.58
Interpersonal support 1~4 1.57~4.00 3.26+0.44
Stress management 1~4 1.14~4.00 2.97+0.54

tdAte] &7 ARSI ke ARdA A 2 S Tofebr] flste] 71 AIE S 2 Uk 54
I, 7VE71e ) SRR (=37, p<.001), 7F57157 AP A FR ABE AR, R A7 WAEI Folg] o o
B5AH(=37, p<001)S BA FRAAAE B3, AEsH B2 32 TIAA qwﬁﬂ%ﬁ% AAEATE AR
3 ARSAP =37, p<00DE HZ FABAAES BT g& A3 A £ ARG xdEE= SYPHESE 19
(Table 4). FAEE AT AT, *‘47414% Arfgko] 37914 724}

o|Z 80% AA &UTh T BAolA BRS¢

HZASEIE0| Hek2 O0|X|= 29l = 2% 10°]3}, FaRME o103t eH, extgre] AE

#S 53 Durbin-Watson A4 %52 2.04%2 Ap7|7d3Ho] ¢l
tdAte] A7F3E9le vA= Aol Ui oS Ay © Aog Yl gty 175 dFs A=
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<Table 3> Differences of Health Promoting Behavior by General Characteristics (N=191)
, : Health promoting behavior
Variables Categories Moan+SD YF(D) Scheffe
Gender Male 2.82+0.40 1.18(.238)
Female 2.74+0.39
Age (year) <19 2.81+0.37 0.77(.445)
20-29 2.75+0.40
Major Health or life sciences 2.72+0.39 2.63(.075)
Arts or humanities 2.89+0.36
Engineering 2.75+0.42
Type of residence Parent home 2.79+0.42 0.88(.416)
Rented room 2.71+0.37
Dormitory 2.79+0.39
Parents existence Alive 2.78+0.39 2.26(.025)
Dead 2.55+0.41
Pocket money <20 2.67+0.42 1.50(.215)
(Ten thousand won/month) 20-29 2.78+0.41
30-39 2.80+0.36
>39 2.87+0.32
Health related club activity Participation 2.93+0.30 2.94(.004)
No participation 2.72+0.40
Patients’ health concern for me High* 2.86:+0.38 9.99(<.001) a,b>c
Fair® 2.76+0.34
Low® 2.44+0.50
<Table 4> Correlational Relationships among the Variables (N=191)

Family function

Self-efficacy Health promoting behavior

r(p)

r(p) r(p)

Self-efficacy .37(<.001) 1

Health promoting behavior .37(<.001) .72(<.001) 1
<Table 5> Factors Influencing on Health Promoting Behavior (N=191)
Variable B SE B t 0 R? Adj. R® E 0
Constant 0.48 0.17 2.85 .005

Self-efficacy 0.67 0.54 .67 12.45 <.001 531 524 105.95 <.001
Family function 0.90 0.04 12 2.23 .027

Fol dzegze

A7) E353H =67, p<.001)°]x, 2 o
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Purpose: This study was conducted to identify the factors influencing health promotion behaviors. Methods: The
subjects were 200 students sampled from the population that attend four universities in G and J city. Data were
collected with a questionnaire and were analyzed by t-test, ANOVA, correlation, and stepwise multiple regression.
Results: The mean age of subjects was 21. Family function and self-efficacy were identified as determinants of
health promotion behaviors, which explained 53% of the total variances of health promotion behavior. Conclusion:
The findings provide evidence to help health assessment and activity related to the health promotion behavior of
university students.
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