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2001; Park, 2000).
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Al

Q17+ 5 8

W 32 gaes 3 Yu(199D)e] Atolx A=
Cronbach's a=.920|1om 22%F3e] 1 ¢7Lo]A]

)

o

1

D 7EAA SAHET o
AR AlA eulgls o] #AE =
EHolFa ANl £ 7S e E s + Cronbach's a=.83°|31t}.
A} A2lo] ortaE ) dmAgle] 2AY Gl &)
© A% 9EF §FE JEE ou3tkCobb, 1976). 4. XAr2ey 3 =Xt
VSRR AEE F487] f18te] Cobb(1976)9] ©]&
o 7]%8}e] Kang(1984)o] 44 HAd “5 A3} 2 Ao 28 7 B¥Y 59 g v & 5
ek o] BT Y oRay w4y 2w E3 AR EE AP T BAE PEel] B A7) B4
T 11EgoR P glom, ¥AH Z3e A3t I FAA S st 5% qgRelA AEAE o]
Aoty 24 232 53 AHER Agsiste] ‘ol W F3 A% SEE s
o] &Y 5HolA ‘HE 1¥A ) 1Hew Hv) gkl UgS Aes] oslakx] EabAd, AEA #
ES4E IEAA] ARt B S oudith =l Aol oleg ARR A At £ Be Afole
AF == WEFA] Cronbach's a=.890]1%em E ¢ A7 A AEAE HolFHA ddAe] S-S 7
J-ol A= Cronbach's a=.91°]%] 23l walo g 288kt
2) A7 aEH SHET 5. MEEMYY
AZ1ESAeld JiRle] AYE ded 8 Ass
HeHom st 2 ouk= 4o Z(Bandura, 458 A8+E SPSS for windows 12.0 program
1986), ® AT E  Shererest Maddux(1982)7} & o] &3] kg o] EAEch
skl Oh(1993)7F Wekst Awkd zr|aszt A% D odiidzkel dwkdll 548 Ao wiiEgR 715
S ARgellth o] EaE AE] AlF 23, = 6 A, Alasi 3 AREYeE B, FE8A,
Aol Byela AgelEe o)X 58, 4H 2 Hzgh, Avighow 24390,
53 3 288 £ X 1753K 2R Ed gEa 2) duby BEAo] wE JEAA|, AlEsdd, RS
B el 11RI) o7 FAEo] Qu) BAHel B L t-test? one-way ANOVAE o|&3le] &
Fo gzl Aelaiglon], 7 B8-S Likert 553 H&E SEbA=d
2 Agslsle] ‘AHor Foldty 54, ‘UAR F% 3) WA 7EAA, AlEsH B ARIE 8%t
¥ 44, ‘BEOIY 3, AR Tk &=ty 27 o] AAAE Pearson's correlation coefficient
AAHo R FoatA] ety 18 Fof A7t 55575 Z Tl
A7) Feol e AL ovgth EaiEaAl Al 4) tdAre] A7kE 8] QS vxE HRE T
T Cronbach’s a=800%len H  AFo)x= Bab7] flste] tss] Al S o]8ate] EAlseIT
Cronbach's a=.82 ©]%it}.
. o4+ Zxf
3) ARESE SART
APNE R ARl0] 2k Alel g A%, B ) 1. oiaRtel ol FAbs ety S
al A 71ee A, SXN7I AW dElE di
e A 8 Fdsks 3T E AAE Agoidatel lyAtgsts 542 <Table 1> 2
wahE Zlo2(Orem, 1985), AVRIEFHE 43} ok iRkl e 50464 59417E Al 38%=
Aste] Yu(199Dell oJs] ke 587S A & 7P woka, WA 54.96(+10.06)M% UERtT
Aol BEE £ Bog 2288 o] g3tk At AHe dA) 54%R oAHET: Bokal, ARS 7HA AL
& Z=g)e @A 1A doy 5HARE ‘e 12 Je ddAHe 44nuoH, 76% tEAE Fus vt
S et 1HoR sdon, A5t w8hE At AL Ak WEHEE 1Ee] 34%R 7P Wekal 1
T ¥ ARt =55 st 58 o R AR thgo] 25E ol 29%, TE 25%, EOINS 12%
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<Table 1> Socio—demographic characteristics of subjects

(N=100)

Variables Categories N % Mean£SD
Age(years) <50 30 30.0 54.96+10.06
50 -59 38 38.0
>60 32 32.0
Sex Male 54 54.0
Female 46 46.0
Occupation Yes 44 44.0
No 56 56.0
Religion Yes 76 76.0
No 24 24.0
Education Below elementary 29 29.0
Middle school 25 25.0
High school 34 34.0
College or University 12 12.0
Marital status Married 69 69.0
Not married 7 7.0
Divorce, Bereavement, separation 24 24.0
Economic status Top 1 1.0
Middle 83 83.0
Bottom 16 16.0
Type of family Alone 20 20.0
Married couple 24 24.0
Married couple+ children 56 56.0
experience of Health Yes 45 45.0
education No 55 55.0

2 AT AEdEE
7P wekar, A

(e}
=
nyjeh Ay ol A #
Asd

o
i

71EA7F 698 (69%) 0.2
83%= 7V = A9E

E5S T AAAARE

T = R

WK 34%) et A H FHAANE3BE TFE Bl

#ol el AN Ak

3!

= 45%= A} E AT

2. 7IEX|X|, A2 | 2EH, A

WA F 67%2 e

stk Ea AAe] Agel e RAWES we A

Nt 2u HE

hAte] 71EAIA] A A 18604 A 539
A 5 FewEd 4.08(20.85)He 2 EA ueht
3, ATESe ﬁgﬂﬁg@ 3.42 (+o 67 7HelaL FHA
1

i

= Yehiich Akt
(i SDAHoRE =4 JEt

<Table 2> Family support, Self-efficacy and

Self-care level (N=100)
Variable Mean£SD Minimum — Maximum
Family support 4.08%0.85 1 5
Self-efficacy 3.42+0.67 1.94 4.59
Self-care 4.12+0.51 2.27 4.95

Yom HA 227HoA Hi 4959 HYES Jeh
AT Table 2>.

3. AR St Edol e JIEXIR], AV 2sd

ATt AR IARE SR EAdel whE TEESA|A,
A7 ESR, ARYE RS ztelE EAd A=
<Table 3>7} Zr}. 7IEAAE A9 oR Q1AM S}
A BEAQY SAMSRE §og ztolvt §li= AR uE
ot BAPIE AT FAIHOE Foldk Apol7k R
tHF=8.73, p=.000). &, ZAAGE E=&5= 15
AR Arrb Ak AESH AREE APHE=511,
p=.026), “"—'—‘-TI“T(t 13.65, p=.000), TS S
(F=6.15, p=.001), »HAWFS] HF7(=8.58 p=
00DolA FAA2RE fFofgk zfolE BTk & oA
Huh= w@Adol, FuE 77l Abge], WSAHETL HE&
=, BANSE e Aol Ar|asael EUTth ATt
T FYAEE AE(=4.86, p=.030), Falt=
4.90, p=.029°lH TAHeR Fogt ols HTh
Z, o Bt @idol, Tt = ARRe] AVREE &
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<Table 3> Differences of family support, self-efficacy and self-care according to
socio—demographic characteristics (N=100)
Variables Categories Family support Self-efficacy Self-care
MeantSD torF p MeantSD torF p MeantSD torF p
Age <50 4510+ 8.16 0.09 917 59.47£11.10 0.09 .741 88.47+13.30 0.83 .441
(years) 50 - 59 45,24+ 8.90 58.16+10.32 91.58+ 8.52
>60 44.34411.00 57.22+12.97 91.69£12.08
Sex Male 4596+ 9.36  1.51 .223 60.57£11.06 511 .026 9293+ 9.36 4.86 .030
Female 43.67% 9.24 55.52+11.24 88.04% 9.28
Occupation Yes 45.77£10.08 0.67 415 59.00£10.77 0.34 .561 91.36+12.81 0.34 .593
No 44,23+11.85 57.66£11.90 90.14£12.01
Religion Yes 4491+ 975 0.00 .997 60.47£10.80 13.65 .000 92.05£10.52 4.90 .029
No 44,92+ 8.03 51.21£10.40 86.33£12.58
Education Below elementary 46.97+ 9.35 150 .219 51.69+ 9.04 6.15 .001 91.17£10.68 0.51 .678
Middle school 41.72+ 9.72 58.72+ 9.72 90.124+11.00
High school 45.35% 9.72 61.18%+ 9.75 91.85+11.95
College or University 45.33% 5.96 64.83+12.67 87.33+11.80
Marital Married 46.09£ 7.30 2.63 .077 58.99f11.61 0.80 .453 91.68£10.21 2.98 .056
status Not married 46.14% 7.54 59.71+ 8.48 81.00£16.45
Divorce, Bereavement, 41.17£13.51 55.71£11.43 90.63+11.61
Separation
Economic Top 11.00+ 0.00 8.73 .000 76.00+0 2.57 .082 90.00£0 092 .401
status Middle 45.80% 7.95 58.87£11.03 91.36£10.53
Bottom 42.44£11.88 53.944+12.08 87.19£14.64
Type of Alone 42.70+£11.16  0.85 431 59.00+ 9.93  0.34 .713 88.40+1254 1.23 .297
family Married couple 46.33% 7.29 56.58+10.47 93.54£11.60
Married couple+ 45.09+ 9.41 58.70£12.30 90.27+10.57
children
experience of Yes 4576+ 9.74 0.67 415 61.80£10.26 858 .004 91.98%£11.78 1.09 .299
Health No 44.22% 9.00 55.35£11.50 89.62£10.80
education
P97} o) Bk 5. BHEERIS| AIZkE Saol Fate olxlE 2ol

4. JIEX|X|, A2 ¥ AUttS 8@ 7k A A RS FRREE AHske d5a9
vHs glelety] flEl dAA FARAS AAEKIH
WAEAS TEAA, ANEeH B AR 3 <Table 5>. 3|74 A, SYHT AQE flste] o
el BAE EAMT A <Table 4>9F 2t 7154 el Q1R S AREE Falate] iRk
A ApRrE s folgh SAHIAr=42, p= AAAS Axew, 1 Ax AH(t=4.86, p=.030)7}
00008 Yvepdloy, Aasitde o3k AaaArt FTa(t=4.90, p=.029)to] FAHOE Fog Ao|7t
el okt Al asite ARks e folgh A A Fo MeR AAg SRR, A ES
I (=37, p=.000)7} = o= e A3 A, FuE SYETE Aol
aglar SYAFEI] %534 (multicolinearity)
<Table 4> Correlations between family support, o] A=A sty H3ste] Pearson Correlation o=
self efficacy and self-care (N=100) BAs Axl, EUWsSzie]  ARASRE 02-.49,

Variables Family support —Self-efficacy Self-care VIF(Variance Inflation Factor) HdZ= 1.252 U}
Family support 1.00 =
= x =4 = How 3}
Self-efficacy 0.11(276)  1.00 e Rt e AR SHAel HAHE AoR

Self-care 0.42(.000) 0.37(.000) 1.00 g1¥lo] 3]+EA 1 B XA AR A e

- 797 -



o] 7] 7HERl SRV H 5 7ol 5Es &
skl wHdARAte] A tE S M folshil
Asls A5E 7IEAAR 18.1%9] AHES eyl
ow, Ar|EEFe] FEUES wWiE 24.4%° AHES

e Ao ek,

<Table 5> Variables affecting commitment to
self-care (N=100)
Variables B B R2 F P
Family support ~ .393  64.711 181 17.227 .000
Self-efficacy 253 51.574 244 12413 .000
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The Relationships of Family
support, Self-efficacy and
Self-care Performance in Patients
with Chronic Illness

Son, Youn-Jung*Fark, Young-Ryex*

Aelzrzets|x] 4178 A53%, 2005

Purpose: This study was to identify the
relationship between family support, self-efficacy
and self-care performance in patients with
chronic illness. Methods: The subjects were 100
in—and out-patients who were diagnosed with
chronic illness at university hospital in
Cheonan. The data analyzed using descriptive
statistics, Pearson correlation coefficient and
stepwise multiple regression with SPSS  WIN
12.0. Results: The level of family support,
self-efficacy and self-care performance were
high. The family support in patients with
chronic illness indicated a significant positive
correlation to self-care performance but no
significant  correlation to  self-efficacy. The
self-efficacy in patients with chronic illness
indicated a significant positive correlation to
self-care  performance. Family support and
self-efficacy account for 24.4% of variance of the
self-care  performance. The most significant
predictor which influenced self-care performance
in patients with chronic illness was family
support. Conclusion: The results of this study
showed that family support and self-efficacy are
very Important variables iIn  explaining the
self-care performance. Therefore, these variables
should be considered in nursing intervention

development and education.

Key words : Family, Self efficacy, Self care,

Chronic illness
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