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Table 1. Cervical and Breast Cancer Screening Rates by Demographic Characteristics

unit : N(%)

2

Classification Cervix+Breast Ex. Cervix Ex. Non-Ex. Total X
Age(years)

30 ~ 39 95(13.5) 283(40.3) 325(46.2) 703(100.0) 17.83"

40 ~ 49 54(23.9) 88(33.9) 84(37.2) 226(100.0)

50 ~ 59 32(20.7) 51(329) 72(46.5) 155(100.0) Koirens= 473"
Education

elementary 15(17.7) 32(376) 38(44.7) 85(100.0)

middle School 29(18.1) 64(40.0) 67(41.9) 160(100.0) 381

high School 104(16.3) 259(40.5) 276(43.2) 639(100.0)

university 31(17.9) 57(33.0) 85(49.1) 173(100.0) Kena= 0.29"
Income(ten thousands)

under 100 28(13.9) 76(37.6) 98(48.5) 202(100.0)

101 ~ 150 49(13.8) 141(39.7) 165(46.5) 355(100.0)

151 ~ 200 53(21.6) 36(35.1) 106(43.3) 245(100.0) 17.49"

201 ~ 250 25(20.2) 55(44.3) 44(35.5) 124(100.0)

250 over 16(15.2) 52(495) 37(35.3) 105(100.0) Crrend= 789"
Occupation

occupied 58(12.2) 169(35.4) 250(52.4) 477(100.0) 2559

non-occupied 123(20.2) 253(41.7) 231(38.1) 607(100.0)
Health Insurance

officer & teacher, 89(16.5) 213(39.5) 237(44.0) 539(100.0)

worker ins. 799

self-employed ins. 65(18.0) 156(43.1) 141(33.9) 362(100.0)

medical aid 26(16.8) 49(31.6) 80(51.6) 155(100.0)
Married Status

not married 3( 35) 9(10.6) 73(85.9) 85(100.0) 64.42™

married 178(17.8) 413(41.4) 408(40.8) 999(100.0)
Spouse{nowadays)

no 16( 9.8) 40(24.4) 108(65.8) 164(100.0) 36.16™

yes 165(17.9) 382(41.5) 373(40.6) 920(100.0)

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01

Note : Cervix+Breast Ex. ; Experience Group of Cervical and Breast Cancers Screening

Cervix Ex. ; Experience Group of Only Cervical Cancer Screening

Non-Ex. ; Non-Experience Group of Cervical and Breast Cancers Screening
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Table 2. Cervical and Breast Cancer Screening Rates by Health Promotion Behaviors
unit : N(%)

Classification Cervix+Breast Ex. Cervix Ex. Non-Ex. Total X
Visiting Doctor

non-visiting 132(14.1) 382(40.7) 424(45.2) 938(100.0) 53.26™

regular visiting 24(42.3) 27(26.0) RBBLD 104(100.0)
Smoking Type

non-smoker 136(15.5) 356(40.7) 383(43.8) 875(100.0) 850

ex-smoker 7(21.2) 6(18.2) 20(60.6) 33(100.0)

current Smoker 15(18.8) 26(325) 39( 88) 80(100.0) Xuens= 0.18
Drinking Type

non-drinker 23(132) 67(385) 84(48.3) 174(100.0) 190

ex-drinker 10(17.2) 21(36.2) 21(46.6) 58(100.0)

current Drinker 132(16.6) 314(39.5) 349(43.9) 795(100.0) Xoirena= 1.60
Exercising Type

non-ex. 72(13.4) 208(50.6) 258(47.9) 538(100.0) 2364™

irregular-ex. 67(17.1) 158(40.3) 167(42.6) 392(100.0)

regular-ex. 37(30.6) 45(37.2) 39(32.2) 121(100.0) Xrena=1844""
xx p<0.01

Table 3. Cervical and Breast Cancer Screening Rates by Reproductive Factors

unit : N(%)
Classification Cervix+Breast Ex. Cervix Ex.  Non-Ex. Total X

Married Age

under 20 years 12(14.1) 16(18.8) 57(67.1) 85(100.0)

21 ~ 25 years 90(18.9) 199(41.7) 188(39.4) 477(100.0) 3046

26 ~ 30 years 68(17.2) 184(46.5) 144(36.3) 396(100.0)

30 ~ 35 years 4(16.6) 1041.7) 10(41.7) 24(100.0) Xirend= 6.50°
No. of Children

under 1 29(15.0) 79(40.9) 35(44.1) 193(100.0) 35.03"

2 108(20.2) 250(46.8) 176(33.0) 534(100.0)

3 over 41015.1) 84(30.9) 147(54.0) 272(100.0) Xiena= 413"
Breast Feeding

no 40(13.1) 135(44.1) 131(42.8) 306(100.0) 3046

yes 130(21.1) 269(43.8) 216(35.1) 615(100.0)

* p<0.05, *+ p<0.01
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Table 4-1. Multivariate Regression Model to Assess the Relationship of Cervical and Breast
Cancers Screening Behavior to the Subjects Characteristics
unit : N(%)

o Cervix+Breast Cervix
Classification - r
Ex. Non-Ex. ORs" (5% CI)  Ex. Non-Ex.  ORs’ (95% CI)

Age(years)

30 ~ 39 95(226) 325(77.4) 1.00 283(466) 325(77.4) 1.00

40 ~ 49 54(39.1)  84(609) 2.25(1.43-3.55) 83(51.2)  84(60.9) 1.09(0.76-1.58)

5 ~ 59 32(308)  72(69.2) 1.70(0.95-3.02) 51(415)  72(69.2) 0.74(0.46-1.18)
Education

elementary 15(28.3)  38(71.7) 1.00 32457y 3B(71.7) 100

middle School 29(30.2)  67(69.8) 1.14(0.55-2.39) 64(489)  67(69.8) 1.19(0.68-2.09)

high School 104(27.4) 276(726) 1.42(0.74-2.81)  259(48.4) 276(726) 1.10(0.66-1.83)

university 31(26.7)  85(73.3) 1.80(0.83-3.99) 57(40.1)  85(73.3) 0.85(0.46-1.57)
Income(ten thousands)

under 100 2222y 98(77.8) 100 76(43.7)  98(77.8) 1.00

101 ~ 130 49(229) 165(77.1) 093(055-156)  141(46.1) 165(77.1) 1.13(0.78-1.65)

151 ~ 200 53(33.3) 106(66.7) 1.69(1.00-2.38) 86(44.8) 106(66.7) 1.10(0.73-1.68)

201 ~ 250 25(36.2)  44(63.8) 2.54(1.29-5.03) 55(55.8)  44(63.8) 2.14(1.27-3.62)

250 over 16(30.2)  37(69.3) 1.99(0.91-4.26) 52(584)  37(69.8) 2.44(1.41-427)
Occupation

occupied 53(188) 250(81.2) 1.00 169(40.3) 250(81.2) 1.00

non-occupied 123(34.8) 231(65.2) 227(153-3.44) 253(523) 231(65.2) 1.45(1.08-1.94)
Health Insurance

officer & teacher, 89(273) 237(727)  1.00 213(47.3)  237(727) 1.00

worker ins.

self-employed ins. 65(31.6) 141(684) 411(0.74-167) 156(525) 141(68.4) 1.11(0.82-1.52)

medical aid 26(245)  80(75.5) 0.85(0.48-1.45) 49(380)  80(755)  0.70(0.46-1.07)
Married Status

not married 3400  173(96.0) 1.00 9(11.0)  73(96.0) 1.00

married 178(30.4) 408(69.6) 7.21(202-344) 413(50.3) 408(69.6) 7.91(3.36-20.11)
Spouse(nowadays)

no 16(129) 108(87.1) 1.00 40(27.0) 108(87.1) 1.00

yes 165(30.7) 373(69.3) 095(0.47-199)  382(50.6) 373(69.3) 0.89(0.52-153)

# adjusted by logistic regression for the other variables in this table
Note : Ex. ; Experience Group of Cervical or Breast Cancers Screening
Non-Ex. ; Non-Experience Group of Cervical and Breast Cancers Screening
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Table 4-2. Multivariate Regression Model to Assess the Relationship of Cervical and
Breast Cancers Screening Behavior to the Subjects Characteristics
unit © N(%)

Cervix+Breast Cervix
Ex. Non-Ex.  ORs® (95% CD) Ex. Non-Ex.  ORs® (95% CD)

Classification

Visiting Doctor

non-visiting 132(23.7) 424(76.3) 1.00 382(474) 424(763) 1.00

regular visiting 44(57.1) 33(429) 293(1.80-4.77) 27(450) 33(429) 0.88(055-1.39)
Smoking Type

non-smoker 136(26.2) 383(738) 1.00 356(48.2) 383(738) 1.00

ex-smoker 7(259) 20(74.1) 0.83(0.30-2.07) 6(23.1) 20(74.1)  0.34(0.12-0.85)

current Smoker 15(27.8) 39(72.2) 0.99(0.50-1.93) 26(40.0) 39(72.2) 0.81(0.46-1.39)
Drinking Type

non-drinker 23(215) 84(785) 1.00 67(444) 84(785) 1.00

ex—drinker 1027.0)  27(73.0)  1.23(0.50-2.88) 21(438) 27(73.0) 1.09(0.56-2.14)

current Drinker 132(27.4) 349(726) 1.21(0.77-1.94) 314(47.4) 349(726) 1.13(0.79-1.60)

Exercising Type

non-ex. 72(21.8) 258(78.2) 1.00 208(446) 258(782) 1.00
irregular-ex. 67(286) 167(71.4) 1.43(0.98-2.22) 158(486) 167(71.4) 1.26(0.94-1.70)
regular-ex. 37(48.7) 39(51.3) 3.02(1.72-5.32) 45(536) 39(51.3) 1.51(0.93-2.48)
Married Age
under 20 years 12(174) 57(826) 1.00 16(21.9) 57(826) 1.00
21 ~ 25 years 90(324) 188(676) 2.11(1.12-414)  199(51.4) 183(67.6) 3.28(1.89-5.89)
26 ~ 30 years 68(32.1) 144(67.9) 2.12(1.10-4.29) 184(56.1) 144(679) 4.07(2.32-7.41)
30 ~ 35 years 4(286) 10(714) 194(0.45-7.26) 10500)  10(71.4)  3.37(1.19-9.65)

No. of Children

under 1 29(254) 8(746) 1.00 79(482) 85(746) 100
2 108(38.0) 176(62.0) 166(1.01-278)  250(587) 176(62.0) 148(1.02-2.15)
3 over 41(21.8) 147(782)  0.72(0.39-1.31) 84(36.4) 147(782)  0.63(0.40-0.98)

Breast Feeding
no 40(23.4) 131(76.6) 1.00 135(50.8) 131(76.6) 1.00
yes 130(37.6) 216(62.4) 1.92(1.23-3.02) 269(555) 216(62.4) 1.31(0.95-1.81)

@ adjusted by logistic regression for age, education, income, occupation, health insurance, married status, spouse
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(Abstract)

The Influence Factors on Cervical and Breast Cancers

Screening Behavior of Women in a City

Young-Bok Kim* - Woon-Nyung Ro**
Won-Chul Lee*** - Yong-Mun Park*** - Kwang-Ho Meng™***
* Dept. of Health & Hygiene, College of Health Science, Seonam University
** Dept. of Health Administration, Shinheung College
*+x Dept. of Preventive Medicine, College of Medicine, The Catholic University of Korea

This study was aimed at preparing basic data required for establishment of a cancer
screening program by examining the status of cancer screenings performed by women in a city
and the factors that had an influence on cervical and breast cancers screening behavior of
women. In order to find out the status of cervical and breast cancers screening and the factors
having an influence on cervical and breast cancers screening behavior, 1,113 women were
selected as study area and subjects by a random cluster sampling method, and the subjects
were answered by questionnaires.

The major results were as follows:

1. In the cases of the breast and the cervical cancers, 16.7% and 55.7% of the subjects
turned out to have had one or more screenings respectively in their life-time. Also the rate of
screening group of cervical and breast cancers was 16.7%, the rate of screening group of only
cervical cancer was 38.9%, and the rate of non-screening group was 44.4%.

2. As to the screening pattern of cervical and breast cancer, there were significantly for age,
income, occupation, married status, spouse, the factors associated with health promotion (doctor
visiting, exercising), married age, number of children, and breast feeding(p<0.05).

3. The factors associated with screening behaviors for cervical and breast cancers were age,
income, occupation, married status, doctor visiting, exercising, married age, number of children,
and breast feeding(p<0.05).

Based on the above-mentioned results obtained by this study, it was anticipated that this
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study may be play a vital role as basic data for the development and execution of cervical and
breast cancers screening program for women in a community. And the analysis, done on the
basis of the status of the cancer screening, of the influence factors on cervical and breast
cancers screening behavior showed that for the development of a cancer screening program, the
factors like age, social-economic class, married status, health promotion behavior, and
reproductive characteristics should be considered.

Key words : cervical cancer, breast cancer, cancer screening behavior
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